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Abstract

Traditional equivalent circuit models (ECMs) have di�culties in estimating battery internal states due to

the lack of relevant physics, such as the lithium di�usion in active particles. Here we con�gure a circuit

network to describe the lithium di�usion and de�ne it as a new high-level circuit element called di�usion-

aware voltage source. The circuit representation is proven equivalent to the discretized di�usion equation.

The new voltage source gives the electrode potential as a function of the surface concentration and thus

automatically incorporates the di�usion overpotential. We show that an ECM with the proposed di�usion-

aware voltage sources (called “shell ECM”) can reproduce the single particle model simulation results,

making it a trustworthy easy-to-implement substitute. Furthermore, the simplest shell ECM consisting of

a single di�usion-aware voltage source and a resistor is validated against experimental constant-current

discharges at various rates. The di�usion-aware voltage source can be used to measure di�usivity by �tting

the di�usion resistance against experimental data. The viability of the shell ECM for onboard usage is

con�rmed by implementation into a battery management system of WAE Technologies. By tracking the

internal concentration states, the shell ECM demonstrates robustness to dynamic applied-current pro�les.

Keywords: Di�usion-aware voltage source, equivalent circuit models, single particle model, lithium

concentration gradient, solid di�usion

1. Introduction

During (dis)charge of lithium-ion batteries, one of the main limiting physical processes is the slow

di�usion of lithium in active material particles [1], impacting battery fast-charge performance [2]. This
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Acronyms

ECM equivalent circuit models
PE positive electrode
OCP electrode open circuit potential
DFN Doyle-Fuller-Newman (or called P2D)
GITT Galvanostatic Intermittent Titration Technique
SoC state of charge

RC resistor capacitor
NE negative electrode
OCV cell open circuit voltage
SPM single particle model
RMSE root mean square error
BMS battery management system

Nomenclature

𝑐 concentration variable in active particles
𝑐𝑛 average concentration in layer 𝑛
𝑐p lithium concentration in PE particles
𝑐n lithium concentration in NE particles
𝑐s,surf particle-surface concentration
𝑐s,max maximum concentration in active particles
𝐷s lithium di�usivity in active particles
𝑁 maximum number of layers
𝑛 layer number ranging from 1 to 𝑁

𝑎 active-particle radius
𝑏 thickness of each layer
Ω𝑛 volume of layer 𝑛
𝑆𝑛 outermost surface area of layer 𝑛
𝐽𝑛 lithium mass �ux from layer 𝑛 to 𝑛 + 1
𝐼𝑛 current �ux from layer 𝑛 to 𝑛 + 1
𝑅d,𝑛 di�usion resistance between layer 𝑛 and 𝑛 + 1
𝑉𝑛 voltage of voltage source 𝑛
𝑉t cell terminal voltage
𝐼𝑛 current �owing into voltage source 𝑛
𝑘 constant coe�cient for unit conversion
𝐼app applied current

𝐼in applied current taken by one particle
𝜏 di�usion timescale
𝑅ct charge-transfer resistance
𝐶dl double-layer capacitance
𝑅0 resistance for instantaneous voltage change
𝑅s resistance for electronic conduction in the solid
𝑅e electrolyte resistance
𝜖a volume fraction of active materials
𝐴 total surface area of active materials
𝑉 electrode volume
𝑁a number of active particles
𝑄 cell nominal capacity
𝑗 interfacial current density
𝑗0 exchange current density
𝑚 charge-transfer reaction rate
𝜂 reaction overpotential
𝑆a particle surface area to volume ratio
𝐹 Faraday constant
𝑅 gas constant
𝑇 absolute temperature
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mechanism has been well considered in physics-based models such as the widely-used Doyle-Fuller-Newman

(DFN) model [3]; however, it is not su�ciently described in traditional equivalent circuit models (ECMs).

Traditional ECMs account for the di�usion-induced overpotential by a series of resistor-capacitor (RC) pairs

but cannot capture the internal concentration states, especially the particle surface concentration for state

of available power (SoAP) estimation. Here, we propose a circuit network consisting of di�usion resistors

and voltage sources to describe the solid di�usion process and resolve lithium concentration distribution to

assist internal state estimation and battery control.

The fundamental physical processes in lithium-ion batteries include lithium di�usion in active materials,

lithium-ion di�usion and migration in the electrolyte, electronic conduction in the solid conductive materials,

and intercalation chemical reactions at the solid-electrolyte interface. These processes are well understood

and described in the DFN model by partial di�erential algebraic equations (PDAEs), leading to accurate

prediction of battery behavior and estimation of internal states. Besides these basic physical processes,

other physics such as thermal behavior and battery ageing from side reactions have also been modeled by

mathematical equations added to the DFN model. However, discretizing and solving the coupled PDAEs for

battery composite materials are costly in terms of implementation and computation, and thus physics-based

models are often infeasible for real-time application in state-of-art battery control systems.

In contrast, ECMs leverage well-established knowledge of electrical circuits (e.g., resistors, capacitors,

and voltage sources) to mimic the cell behavior, in place of modelling the underlying physics. The standard

electrical elements allow the ECMs to be solved in real time so that ECMs are widely used in battery

management systems (BMS) for control purpose. However, the loss of connection to physical processes also

hinders ECMs in internal state estimation and weakens their prediction power. For example, the electrode

open circuit potential (OCP) is a function of the surface concentration, and both the electrode OCP and

surface concentration change during the cell rest following a charge/discharge due to the solid di�usion.

Traditional ECMs use a Warburg resistance [1] to represent the solid di�usion e�ect and then approximate

it with multiple (usually two) RC pairs. Although the RC pair has a characteristic time constant and can

model the voltage change, it is still not aware of the concentration distribution in the particle and on the

surface.

The surface concentration is di�erent from the average concentration as the slow di�usion leads to

concentration gradients, especially under high dis(charge) rates. It cannot be directly measured or estimated

from the measured current and voltage data. However, it is an important internal state in model-based

battery control, for example, in the design of fast-charge protocols [4] and in accurate SoAP estimation [5, 6]

for fast-discharge applications.
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Continuous e�orts [7–13] have been made in bringing physics into circuit-based models for better state

estimation and more accurate prediction. The common idea is to use electrical analogies to represent the

physical processes, including ageing mechanisms. Most of these works focused on converting the DFN

model into an equivalent circuit-based model, addressing the current distribution and charge transport

processes. The solid di�usion e�ect was addressed quite di�erently among the existing studies. The

�rst approach [11, 13] is to solve the continuous di�usion equation using numerical techniques such as

�nite di�erence method and then use the solved surface concentration to calculate the electrode potential.

Alternatively, Li et al. [12] used a two-parameter polynomial approximation to the numerical solution

to obtain the surface potential, which is a common approximation technique for single particle models

[14]. Furthermore, Ouyang et al. [15] and Zheng et al. [16] disregarded the concentration distribution, but

estimated the surface concentration from available approximate solutions to the di�usion equation. A circuit-

style approach is to use circuit networks comprising of resistors and capacitors [7, 9] or of resistors and

voltage sources [10] to mimic the solid di�usion process. However, transforming the di�usion process from

physical description to circuit arrangement has still not been addressed in a satisfactory way. The numerical

solutions [11, 13] or approximate solutions [12, 15, 16] appear to have the same level of implementation

complexity as physics-based models. The circuit networks for solid di�usion in Merla et al. [10] used the

electrode OCP, rather than concentration gradients, as the driving force for di�usion. The resistor-capacitor

networks [7, 9] proposed promising analogies but needed further improvement.

A well-designed circuit representation implementing the correct solid di�usion physics is needed for

ECMs to be easily parameterized and implemented in a real-world BMS. To this end, we propose a circuit

network (Section 2.2), consisting of controlled voltage sources and di�usion resistors, and de�ne it as a

new circuit element called di�usion-aware voltage source (Fig. 3). An ECM involving the di�usion-aware

voltage sources, called “shell ECM” (Section 2.3), is con�gured to predict cell responses. The proposed

di�usion-aware voltage source and shell ECMs are veri�ed (Section 3) against the physics-based single

particle model run in an open-source battery-modelling toolbox PyBaMM [17]. The shell ECM is further

validated against experimental data in Section 4. Finally, the shell ECM is implemented into the BMS of

WAE Technologies and compared with traditional ECMs in terms of computational e�ciency and accuracy

(Section 5).

2. Equivalent circuit network for solid di�usion

In this section, we present an equivalent circuit network for solid di�usion in active particles and then

de�ne the proposed equivalent circuit network as a di�usion-aware voltage source that can be used to
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con�gure physics-informed ECMs. We start with a brief introduction to the continuous description of the

solid di�usion and its spatial discretization by �nite volume method in Section 2.1. Based on the spatially

discretized di�usion equation, we devise the di�usion-aware voltage source (Section 2.2) and propose

battery-cell ECMs with the new voltage sources (Section 2.3), hereafter called shell ECMs.

2.1. Preliminaries: di�usion equation and its discretization

The transport of intercalated lithium in active particles is often described, under the assumption of

Fickian di�usion [18], by a partial di�erential equation that is expressed as

𝜕𝑐

𝜕𝑡
+ ∇ · (−𝐷s∇𝑐) = 0, (1)

where 𝑐 is the �eld variable of lithium concentration and 𝐷s is the di�usivity coe�cient. Assuming spherical

active particles, we reduce by symmetry the di�usion equation (1) to

𝜕𝑐

𝜕𝑡
+ 1
𝑟 2

𝜕

𝜕𝑟

(
−𝑟 2𝐷s

𝜕𝑐

𝜕𝑟

)
= 0, (2)

where 𝑟 denotes the radial direction (Fig. 1) in a spherical coordinate system. The boundary conditions at

the particle center and surface are, respectively,

−𝐷s
𝜕𝑐

𝜕𝑟

����
𝑟=0

= 0 and −𝐷s
𝜕𝑐

𝜕𝑟

����
𝑟=𝑎

= 𝑗/𝐹, (3)

where 𝑗 is the interfacial current density �owing out the particle and 𝑎 is the particle radius.

Following the �nite volume method, we divide the sphere into 𝑁 layers of equal thickness, as shown in

Fig. 1, and integrate Eq. (2) over an arbitrary layer 𝑛 (control volume):

∫ 𝑟𝑛

𝑟𝑛−1
4𝜋𝑟 2

[
𝜕𝑐

𝜕𝑡
+ 1
𝑟 2

𝜕

𝜕𝑟

(
−𝑟 2𝐷s

𝜕𝑐

𝜕𝑟

)]
d𝑟 = 0. (4)

The concentration variable 𝑐 in layer 𝑛 is considered constant and equal to the average concentration

denoted as 𝑐𝑛 . We thus have

𝜕𝑐𝑛
𝜕𝑡

Ω𝑛 + 𝑆𝑛 𝐽𝑛 − 𝑆𝑛−1 𝐽𝑛−1 = 0, (5)

where Ω𝑛 represents the volume of layer 𝑛, 𝑆𝑛 is the outermost surface area of layer 𝑛, and 𝐽𝑛 denotes the
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𝑟

𝑎

𝑁𝑛 + 1𝑛𝑛 − 11

𝐽𝑛−1 𝐽𝑛

𝑐𝑛

𝑎

𝑏

𝑟𝑛−1
𝑟𝑛

𝑏 =
𝑎

𝑁
, 𝑟𝑛 = 𝑛𝑏

Fig. 1. Schematics of discretizing an active particle of radius 𝑎. The particle is discretized into 𝑁 layers with layer number 𝑛 ranging
from 1 to 𝑁 . The symbol 𝐽𝑛 denotes mass �ux from layer 𝑛 to 𝑛 + 1, and 𝑐𝑛 is the lithium concentration in layer 𝑛.

�ux at the outermost surface:

Ω𝑛 =
4
3𝜋

(
𝑟 3𝑛 − 𝑟 3𝑛−1

)
, 𝑆𝑛 = 4𝜋𝑟 2𝑛, 𝐽𝑛 = −𝐷s

𝜕𝑐

𝜕𝑟
= −𝐷s

𝑐𝑛+1 − 𝑐𝑛
𝑏

, (6)

where 𝑏 is the thickness of each layer. Inserting Eq. (6) into Eq. (5), we obtain the mass conservation for an

arbitrary layer 𝑛:

d𝑐𝑛
d𝑡 Ω𝑛 =

𝑐𝑛+1 − 𝑐𝑛
𝑏/(𝑆𝑛𝐷s) −

𝑐𝑛 − 𝑐𝑛−1
𝑏/(𝑆𝑛−1𝐷s) . (7)

2.2. Equivalent circuit representation

In traditional ECMs, solid di�usion in active particles is modeled by a Warburg element and a �nite

number of RC pairs [1], which can mimic the voltage response of a cell under certain conditions but cannot

resolve the concentration gradient inside a particle. In particular, the surface concentration and real electrode

potential cannot be obtained for improved state estimation. Here we use electrical analogies to describe the

solid di�usion and con�gure voltage sources and resistors in a shell structure as shown in Fig. 2, in place of

the di�erential equation description Eq. (2).

In the shell circuit network (Fig. 2), we have two electrical elements: resistors and controlled voltage

sources. The voltage source 𝑉𝑛 corresponds to the layer 𝑛 in Fig. 1 on a one-to-one basis. According to

Kirchho�’s voltage law, for an arbitrary circuit loop in Fig. 2a we have

𝑉𝑛 = 𝑉𝑛+1 + 𝐼𝑛𝑅d,𝑛 . (8)
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2.75

4.35

2s,surf/2s,max

O
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(V
)

PE
NE

(c)

Fig. 2. Schematics of shell circuit network (a) for solid di�usion description. The voltage 𝑉𝑛 (𝑛 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑁 ) of an arbitrary layer 𝑛
is a linear function of its internal state—lithium concentration 𝑐𝑛 , as shown in (b). The open circuit potential (OCP) of the particle
depends on the surface concentration normalized by the maximum concentration 𝑐s,surf/𝑐s,max. The real OCP relations for the
positive electrode (PE) and negative electrode (NE) of a LGM50 cell [19] are shown in (c) as an example.
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Kirchho�’s current law states that

𝐼𝑛 = 𝐼𝑛−1 − 𝐼𝑛 . (9)

Calculating 𝐼𝑛−1 and 𝐼𝑛 from Eq. (8) and inserting them into Eq. (9), we have

𝐼𝑛 =
𝑉𝑛−1 −𝑉𝑛
𝑅d,𝑛−1

− 𝑉𝑛 −𝑉𝑛+1
𝑅d,𝑛

. (10)

For each layer 𝑛, we further attach an internal state variable 𝑐𝑛 quantifying the local lithium concentration

to the controlled voltage source 𝑉𝑛 and de�ne the controlled voltage as

𝑉𝑛 = 𝑘𝐹𝑐𝑛, (11)

where 𝐹 is Faraday’s constant and 𝑘 (Vm3/C) is a constant coe�cient to make units consistent in the left-

and right-hand sides of Eq. (11). The value of 𝑘 has no impact and thus is set to be 1 hereafter. Substituting

Eq. (11) into Eq. (10), we have

𝐼𝑛
𝐹

=
𝑐𝑛+1 − 𝑐𝑛
𝑅d,𝑛/𝑘 − 𝑐𝑛 − 𝑐𝑛−1

𝑅d,𝑛−1/𝑘 . (12)

The current �ow 𝐼𝑛 in Fig. 2 means charge �ux into voltage source 𝑉𝑛 , and this is analogous to the lithium

mass �ux into layer 𝑛. To draw the analogy, we use Faraday’s constant 𝐹 to make the units consistent:

𝐼𝑛
𝐹

=
d𝑐𝑛
d𝑡 Ω𝑛, (13)

indicating that the left-hand sides of Eq. (7) and Eq. (12) are equal. We can further de�ne the di�usion

resistances in the shell circuit network as

𝑅d,𝑛 =
𝑘𝑏

𝑆𝑛𝐷s
=

𝑘𝑏

4𝜋 (𝑛𝑏)2𝐷s
=

𝑘𝑁

4𝜋𝑛2𝑎𝐷s
. (14)

Now Eqs. (7) and (12) are completely equivalent. Therefore, with the de�nition of controlled voltage source

in Eq. (11) and di�usion resistance in Eq. (14), the proposed shell circuit network is equivalent to the spatially

discretized di�usion equation. We remark that the driving force of current �ow is the voltage di�erence and

this re�ects that the concentration gradient is the driving force for di�usion. The governing equations for

the shell circuit network are summarized in Table 1, and the numerical techniques to solve them can be
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Table 1. Governing equations for the di�usion-aware voltage source.

1. Kirchhof’s voltage law:

𝑉𝑛 = 𝑉𝑛+1 + 𝐼𝑛𝑅d,𝑛, 𝑛 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑁 − 1 (8)

2. Kirchhof’s current law:

𝐼𝑛 = 𝐼𝑛−1 − 𝐼𝑛, 𝑛 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑁 (9)

3. Internal state evolution:

d𝑐𝑛
d𝑡 =

1
𝐹Ω𝑛

𝐼𝑛 (𝑡), 𝑛 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑁 (13)

4. Constitutive relation:

𝑉𝑛 = 𝑘𝐹𝑐𝑛, 𝑛 = 1, 2, . . . , 𝑁 (11)

found in Appendix A.

The integral form of the internal state 𝑐𝑛 of layer 𝑛 can be derived from Eq. (13):

𝑐𝑛 = 𝑐𝑛,0 + 1
𝐹Ω𝑛

∫ 𝑡

𝑡0

𝐼𝑛 d𝑡 , (15)

where 𝑐𝑛,0 represents the initial state, corresponding to the initial condition of di�usion equation (2) that is

omitted for brevity. Finally, the two current �ows at the edges of the shell circuit network are speci�ed as

𝐼0 = 0 and 𝐼𝑁 = 𝐼in, (16)

where 𝐼in is the portion of applied current 𝐼app for one active particle (detailed below). These two expressions

correspond to the boundary conditions (3) of the di�usion equation.

The shell circuit network as a whole can be considered as a high-level circuit element whose input is

the applied current. The output is the electrode potential

OCP = OCP
(
𝑐s,surf

)
, (17)

where OCP is the measured potential function for an active material (see Fig. 2c for examples) and the
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surface concentration is linearly extrapolated from those of the outermost two layers

𝑐s,surf = 1.5𝑐𝑁 − 0.5𝑐𝑁−1. (18)

In Fig. 2, there are 𝑁 − 1 di�usion resistors, but only one resistance is unknown and needs to be

determined. According to Eq. (14), the innermost resistance is the largest and thus is chosen as the unknown

and the baseline for calculating other di�usion resistances. It can be expressed as

𝑅d,1 =
𝑘𝑁

4𝜋𝑎𝐷s
. (19)

We remark that the di�usion resistance is inversely proportional to the solid di�usivity, and this relation

can be used, as an alternative to the current approach [20], to measure the di�usivity of active materials in

the laboratory (Appendix C), being the di�usion resistance �tted from experimental data. The shell circuit

network is designed for the physical process of di�usion, and thus there must be a timescale associated

with it. We de�ne the timescale of the shell circuit network as that associated with the continuous di�usion

equation:

𝜏 =
𝑎2

𝐷s
=
4𝜋𝑎3𝑅d,1

𝑘𝑁
, (20)

where the di�usivity 𝐷s is expressed in terms of di�usion resistance 𝑅d,1 from Eq. (19).

2.3. Shell equivalent circuit model

In the previous section, we devise a circuit network for the solid di�usion. This network can be

considered as a new high-level circuit element that takes current as the input, stores internal states of

concentration (or local SoC), and gives surface OCP as the output. Thus, we de�ne it as a di�usion-aware

voltage source symbolized by a double-wall diamond as shown in Fig. 3.

Based on the di�usion-aware voltage source, we propose an ECM in Fig. 3a to resolve the fundamental

physical processes described in the DFN model (detailed in Introduction) and call it the comprehensive shell

ECM. The comprehensive shell ECM consists of two similar sub-circuits in the left-hand and right-hand

sides, corresponding to the negative electrode (NE) and positive electrode (PE), respectively. The upper

resistors 𝑅s are used to model the electrical potential variation in the electrode thickness direction due

to the electronic current �ow in solid conductive materials. The lower resistors 𝑅e are designed for the

overpotential caused by lithium-ion transport in the electrolyte. Connecting electronic and ionic current

�ows is the intercalation and deintercalation chemical reactions on the active particle surface, represented
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𝑅ct

−
+

𝐶dl

𝑅ct

−
+

𝐶dl

𝑅ct

−
+

𝐶dl

𝑅s 𝑅s

𝑅e 𝑅e

𝑅ct

−
+

𝐶dl

𝑅ct

−
+

𝐶dl

𝑅ct

−
+

𝐶dl

𝑅s 𝑅s

𝑅e 𝑅e𝑅e 𝐼app

𝐼app
+− 𝑉t

𝐼app

(a)

−
+ OCPne

𝐼app
𝑅ct,n

−
+OCPpe

𝐼app
𝑅ct,p

+− 𝑉t

𝑅e 𝐼app

(b)

−
+

OCV

𝑅0

𝐼app

+

−

𝑉t

(c)

Fig. 3. Shell ECMs equivalent to physics-based models—the DFN model (a) and Single Particle Model (b). Further simpli�ed shell
ECM (c) for easy experimental parameterization. The di�usion-aware voltage source (double-wall diamond symbol) represents the
proposed shell circuit network in Fig. 2.
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by an elementary circuit unit involving a double layer capacitor𝐶dl, a charge transfer resistance 𝑅ct, and the

di�usion-aware voltage source. This elementary circuit unit resembles the Randles circuit [1] but replaces

the Warburg impedance with the newly de�ned di�usion-aware voltage source.

In Fig. 3a, we only show for demonstration three elementary circuit units in parallel at each side; the

more elementary units, the higher the resolution of current distribution and lithium concentration gradient

across the electrode thickness. The comprehensive shell ECM is thus especially suitable for high-current

(dis)charges. For better interpretation of the di�usion-aware voltage source, we simplify the shell ECM to

the extent shown in Fig. 3b. We �rst disregard 𝑅s and 𝑅e as the electronic and ionic conduction are fast and

the corresponding overpotentials are relatively small [13]. Then, we omit the double-layer capacitance as it

has very little impact except at very high frequencies [1]. Consequently, the three elementary circuit units

within each electrode would behave identically and thus can be integrated into one.

We remark that the simpli�cation from (a) to (b) is based on the assumption that all particles in di�erent

locations of the electrode behave identically, rather than made by using one particle to replace all the

particles [21]. Therefore, the applied current 𝐼app needs to be shared by all active particles, and the input

current 𝐼in for the di�usion-aware voltage source should be calculated as

𝐼in = 𝐼app/𝑁a, (21)

where 𝑁a is the number of active particles.

The simpli�ed shell ECM in Fig. 3b captures all the physics of the single particle model (SPM)—lithium

di�usion in an active particle and charge transfer overpotential—and thus can fully reproduce the SPM

simulation results. Moreover. it involves 𝑅e to model the electrolyte resistance within the separator.

In practice, the measured cell data do not distinguish between the NE and PE. Thus, we further simplify

the shell ECM in Fig. 3b to the one in Fig. 3c. The resistance 𝑅0 responsible for instantaneous voltage

change includes the transport resistance in the whole cell including the electrolyte and electronically-

conductive materials. The di�usion-aware voltage source combines the di�usion e�ects of the PE and NE. It

is noteworthy that this ECM has only 2 parameters to calibrate: 𝑅0 and 𝑅d,1.

Finally, the terminal voltages for shell ECMs in Fig. 3b and c are calculated, respectively, as

𝑉t = OCPpe − OCPne − 𝐼app
(
𝑅ct,p + 𝑅ct,n + 𝑅e

)
, (22a)

𝑉t = OCV − 𝐼app𝑅0. (22b)
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Table 2. Parameters of a LGM50 cell [19] for simulations in Section 3.

Parameter symbol unit value

positive electrode negative electrode

particle radius 𝑎 µm 5.22 5.86
maximum lithium concentration 𝑐s,max mol/m3 63104 33133
initial concentration 𝑐s,0 mol/m3 17 038 29 866
active material volume fraction 𝜖a - 0.665 0.75
di�usivity 𝐷s m2/s 4 × 10−15 3.3 × 10−14

charge-transfer reaction rate 𝑚 Am2.5mol−1.5 3.42 × 10−6 6.48 × 10−7

electrode volume 𝑉 m3 7.764 × 10−6 8.75 × 10−6

open circuit potential OCP V Fig. 2c Fig. 2c

cell nominal capacity 𝑄 Ah 5
coe�cient for unit conversion 𝑘 Vm3/C 1
lithium-ion concentration in electrolyte 𝑐e mol/m3 1000
Faraday constant 𝐹 C/mol 96 485
gas constant 𝑅 J/(Kmol) 8.31
absolute temperature 𝑇 K 298.15

3. Comparison with physics-based model

This section aims to verify the developed di�usion-aware voltage source by comparing its simulation

results with results of a physics-based model simulation. Speci�cally, we �rst validate the equivalence

between the di�usion-aware voltage source (Fig. 2) and the solid di�usion equation and verify its numerical

implementation in Section 3.1, and then in Section 3.3 we extend the veri�cation to the shell ECM (Fig. 3b).

For simplicity, we choose the SPM and run it within PyBaMM [17] as the reference solution. In the PyBaMM

simulation, we pick the LGM50 cell with a parameter set characterized by Chen et al. [19]. The parameters

needed for simulations in this section can be found in Table 2.

3.1. Di�usion-aware voltage source

To check the ability of the di�usion-aware voltage source in resolving the lithium concentration, we

simulate the response of a cell subjected to a sequence of constant-current discharge, rest, constant-current

charge, and rest and monitor the concentration variation in the PE. The choice of the PE is because that

it has lower di�usivity than the NE. The test protocol can be con�rmed by the current pro�le in Fig. 4a,

where the sign of current is positive on discharge. From the PyBaMM simulation of SPM, we can retrieve

the lithium concentration pro�les (Fig. 4b) at di�erent time instants, the PE particle surface concentration

evolution (Fig. 4b), and the PE open circuit potential (Fig. 4d) and use them to check the di�usion-aware

voltage source response.
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particle and the corresponding PE open circuit potential (OCPp).
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For a fair comparison, the same parameter values as in the SPM are used in the di�usion-aware voltage

source (Fig. 2a). Speci�cally, the following parameters are needed: particle radius 𝑎, di�usivity 𝐷s, initial

concentration 𝑐s,0, and the number of particles 𝑁a. The number of active particles is determined by two

more parameters:

𝑁a =
𝜖a𝑉

4𝜋𝑎3/3 , (23)

where 𝑉 is the electrode volume and 𝜖a is the volume fraction of active material.

We pick four time instants (A-D) during the discharge and the following relaxation process and show

the concentration spatial distribution for comparison in Fig. 4b. The surface concentration is calculated

by Eq. (18) and presented in Fig. 4c as a function of time. Based on the surface concentration, the PE

OCP is calculated according to the same function in the SPM. The agreement in Fig. 4b-d veri�es the

equivalence between the proposed circuit network and the discretized di�usion equation as well as the

numeric implementation of the circuit network. We remark that this equivalence holds regardless of the

applied currents and usage scenarios.

3.2. Charge transfer resistance

With the di�usion-aware voltage source veri�ed, we further explore the possibility of reproducing

the SPM using an ECM (Fig. 3b) incorporating the di�usion-aware voltage source. Besides the di�usion

overpotential, another major contribution to terminal voltage loss in the SPM comes from the reaction

overpotential. The reaction overpotential in the SPM does not involve a timescale, and thus we simply use a

resistor with varying resistance to reproduce the same e�ect.

To obtain this charge transfer resistance, we �rst calculate the reaction overpotential by reversing

the Butler-Volmer equation [22] that describes the electrochemical reaction at the active particle surface.

According to Butler-Volmer equation, the interfacial current density 𝑗 is expressed as [21]

𝑗 = 2 𝑗0 sinh
(
𝐹𝜂

2𝑅𝑇

)
, (24)

where 𝑗0 is the exchange current density and 𝜂 is the reaction overpotential. In the SPM, the interfacial

current density is determined from the applied current 𝐼app via

𝑗 =
𝐼app

𝐴
=

𝐼app

3𝜖𝑉 /𝑅 =
𝐼app

𝑆a𝜖𝑉
, (25)

where 𝐴 is the total surface area of active materials, 𝑆a = 3/𝑅 denotes the particle speci�c area (surface
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area to volume ratio), 𝜖 is the active material volume fraction, and 𝑉 represents the electrode volume. The

inverse Butler-Volmer relation is then formulated to express the reaction overpotential 𝜂, and the charge

transfer resistance is then calculated as

𝑅ct =
𝜂

𝐼app
=

2𝑅𝑇
𝐹𝐼app

arcsinh
(
𝑗

2 𝑗0

)
=

2𝑅𝑇
𝐹𝐼app

arcsinh
(

𝐼app

2 𝑗0𝑆a𝜖𝑉

)
. (26)

Here, the exchange current density 𝑗0 is written as [21]

𝑗0 =𝑚
√︃
𝑐s,surf

(
𝑐s,max − 𝑐s,surf

)
𝑐e, (27)

where 𝑚
(
A/m2 · (m3/mol)1.5) is a rate constant of the charge transfer reaction, 𝑐s,max is the maximum

lithium concentration in the active particle, 𝑐s,surf is the surface concentration of the active particle, and 𝑐e is

the lithium-ion concentration in the electrolyte. In the SPM, the lithium-ion concentration in electrolyte

is simpli�ed as a constant, and thus the exchange current density 𝑗0
(
𝑐s,surf

)
is only a function of particle

surface concentration 𝑐s,surf. Finally, we remark that 𝑅ct in Eq. (26) expresses the equivalent resistance of

the charge transfer resistors of all particles within each electrode arranged in parallel because the applied

current is assumed to be shared by all particles equally.

The inverse hyperbolic sine function arcsinh(𝑥) approaches 𝑥 as 𝑥 tends to 0, i.e.,

lim
𝑥→0

arcsinh(𝑥)
𝑥

= 1. (28)

Hence, at low currents, we approximate arcsinh ≈ 𝑥 , and Eq. (26) is further simpli�ed as [13]

𝑅ct ≈ 𝑅𝑇

𝐹 𝑗0𝑆a𝜖𝑉
. (29)

In this case, the charge transfer resistance is solely determined by the particle surface concentration (the

electrolyte concentration 𝑐e in Eq. (27) is assumed constant in the SPM; see Table 2). The particle surface

concentration is time-varying, so is the charge transfer resistance.

To check the e�ect of applied current magnitude, we calculate the charge transfer resistance at di�erent

C-rates as shown in Fig. 5. In general, the resistance of the NE is an order of magnitude larger than that of

the PE (caused by the reaction constant𝑚 in Eq. (27)), and the e�ect of the applied current is more signi�cant

for the NE. For both electrodes, the approximation at small currents overestimates the resistance.
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Fig. 5. Charge transfer resistance in the positive (𝑅ct,p) and negative (𝑅ct,n) electrodes as function of surface concentration at
di�erent C-rates.

3.3. Shell ECM

We further compare the shell ECM (Fig. 3b) against the SPM. For the shell ECM, the electrolyte resistance

𝑅e is set to be null, and charge transfer resistances𝑅ct,n and𝑅ct,p are determined through Eq. (26). Three typical

test pro�les are considered: a discharge-rest-charge-rest cycle (same as in previous section), Galvanostatic

Intermittent Titration Technique (GITT), and constant-current discharges at varying current rates. Fig. 6

shows the terminal voltage obtained from running the shell ECM and the PyBaMM SPM simulation with

the same parameters. It is shown that the shell ECM can completely reproduce the SPM simulation results.

4. Experimental validation

This section aims to validate the proposed shell ECM by comparison with experimental measurements

of LGM50T cells. In real-world applications, the terminal voltage is often measured for the whole cell

without di�erentiating the contributions from the two electrodes. Thus, we choose the simpli�ed shell ECM

involving a single di�usion-aware voltage source as shown in Fig. 3c.

For parameterization and validation, GITT and constant-current discharge tests were performed re-

spectively on the LGM50T cells. Before these tests, the cells were fully charged through the constant-

current/constant-voltage protocol at a charge rate of 0.3 C to a maximum voltage of 4.2 V until a cut-o�

current of C/100, followed by a two-hour rest. The GITT tests consists of 25 repeating segments of a

discharge pulse at a 1 C rate for 144 seconds followed by a one-hour rest. The cell nominal capacity is

5A h, and thus each discharge pulse consumes a capacity of 0.2Ah. Constant-current discharge tests

were conducted at rates of 0.4 C and 2C until the lower voltage limit of 2.5 V was reached. All tests were
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performed at a temperature of 25 °C in a thermal chamber. Full details of the experimental procedures,

apparatus, and thermal management can be found in Appendix B.

The shell ECM is �rst parameterized using the GITT data and then used to predict the cell performance

under constant-current discharge conditions. The model predictions are compared with the measurements.

4.1. Parameterization

For the shell ECM in Fig. 3c, there are only two parameters to be calibrated: the ohmic resistance 𝑅0
and the di�usion resistance 𝑅d,1 between the �rst and the second layers (Fig. 2). These two parameters

are determined from the GITT data on a pulse-by-pulse basis as sketched in Fig. 7a. For each discharge

pulse followed by a rest, the two parameters are assumed constant and are identi�ed separately. The ohmic

resistance 𝑅0 is determined from the instantaneous drop and increase of the terminal voltage 𝑉0 divided by

the applied current, and the average of the two 𝑅0 values is recorded. The di�usion resistance 𝑅d,1 is �tted

by minimizing the di�erence between the experimental measurements and model prediction of the terminal

voltage (i.e., least-squares method). The least-squares �tting is only applied to the relaxation section in

Fig. 7a where the ohmic e�ect vanishes.

The calibrated parameters for each discharge-rest segment are then presented as discrete points in

Fig. 7b and c. Each discharge pulse undergoes 144 s at a 1 C rate and corresponds to 4% of the cell nominal

capacity. Thus, there are in total 25 discharge pulses and corresponding parameter sets. The cell average
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SoC is calculated by Coulomb counting and its variation during each discharge pulse is recorded. The mean

value of the two SoC limits of each pulse is then used to indicate the SoC level associated with the calibrated

parameters.

With the two parameters identi�ed for each segment, the best-�tting voltage curve is shown in compar-

ison with the experimental curve in Fig. 8a. Also, the equilibrium points after relaxation are taken to serve

as the OCV. To evaluate the calibration, we plot the root mean square error (RMSE) for each discharge-rest

segment in Fig. 8b:

RMSE =

√√√
1
𝐽

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=1

(
𝑉exp, 𝑗 −𝑉pre, 𝑗

)2
, (30)

where 𝑗 represents the 𝑗-th point and 𝐽 is the number of data points. Here we present two RMSE curves:

one takes data of the whole discharge-rest segment, indicating the overall error of calibrating 𝑅0 and �tting

𝑅d,1; the other only uses the data of the rest section, indicating the least-squares �tting error. Compared to

the overall error, the �tting error of 𝑅d,1 is relatively small, implying that the relaxation process through

di�usion is well modeled. Another observation in Fig. 8b is that the �tting errors in the low SoC area (pulses

23–25) are higher than those for other pulses. This observation suggests that the poor estimation accuracy

is not likely to be improved by considering the solid di�usion and resolving surface concentration for the

LGM50T cells, di�erent from the conclusion by Ouyang et al. [15].

According to Eq. (20), the timescale of solid di�usion is related to the di�usion resistance 𝑅d,1. Here, the

di�usion resistance 𝑅d,1 is �tted from experimental data and re�ects the collective e�ect of di�usion in both

electrodes. In general, the NE has di�usivity one order of magnitude higher than that of the PE [19], that is,

the di�usion in the PE is the limiting process. We thus assume that the �tted resistance mainly indicates the

PE di�usion timescale, and the timescale is then estimated as

𝜏�t =
4𝜋𝑎3𝐹𝑐s,max𝑁a

𝑘𝑁
𝑅d,1, (31)

where 𝑁a is the particle number calculated by Eq. (23) and 𝑁 is the number of layers of the di�usion-aware

voltage source (Fig. 3c). The derivation of Eq. (31) can be found in Appendix C. The �tted timescale 𝜏�t
would not change too much if the parameter set of NE is used, in view of the consistency between both

electrodes in terms of capacity (∼ 𝑐s,max𝑎
3𝑁a).

The �tted timescales at di�erent SoC levels basically remain at the same magnitude and generally higher

than the value of 1.89 h calculated from PE particle radius and di�usivity of a LGM50 cell [19]. We remark
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that the di�erence caused by number of layers is negligible, con�rming that the layer number does not

change the physics but a�ects the solution accuracy.

Fig. 9a shows the evolution of the SoC of each layer as well as the cell average SoC at the �tted di�usion

resistance. The average SoC decreases during the discharge pulse and then remains unchanged during

the rest period; this pattern is repeated from segment to segment. A typical segment (the �fth) is then

demonstrated in Fig. 9b. The outermost layer (10th) is characterized by the fastest decrease of SoC in

the beginning of the discharge pulse, while the innermost layer does not lose any lithium, forming a

concentration gradient inside the particle. After the current is turned o�, the concentration in the outermost

layer immediately starts to increase while lithium keeps �owing from the inner layers to the outer layers

towards an equilibrium. The derivative of the concentration with respect to time is proportional to the

current �owing out from each layer in Fig. 9c. The current 𝐼10 �owing out the 10th layer contributes most to

the discharge pulse, followed by the 9th layer. The sudden drop of 𝐼10 at 256min from a positive (discharge)

value to a negative (charge) one explains the sharp reversing of SoC10 in Fig. 9b. The di�erence between

SoC10 and the average SoC is responsible for the di�usion overpotential, because that SoC10 is close to the

surface SoC.

4.2. Prediction

In this section, we use the calibrated two parameters (𝑅0 and 𝑅d,1) to predict the cell performance in

constant-current discharge tests and compare with the experimental data. The two datasets in Fig. 7b and

c, expressing the dependency of 𝑅d,1 and 𝑅0 on the cell SoC, are �tted by quadratic functions using the

least-squares method. The quadratic �tting in Fig. 7b smoothes out the di�usion “spikes” (also reported in

Fig. 6 of [20]) in order to match with the smooth voltage curves in Fig. 10a. The two best �ts (green solid

lines) are then used in the shell ECM. Since these parameters are obtained from GITT data at a 1 C discharge

rate, we pick two other rates, 0.4 C and 2C, for the constant-current discharges.

The model prediction are presented in Fig. 10a, in comparison with the experimental measurements.

The estimation error𝑉pre−𝑉exp, the di�erence between the predicted terminal voltage and measured voltage,

is found to be restricted to the interval +/−0.1V, as shown in Fig. 10b. The prediction captures the trend

of the terminal voltage variation at a low and a high current rate, suggesting that the two overpotentials

caused by ohmic resistance and di�usion are the major contributions to the terminal voltage variation. The

predicted voltage curves are not as smooth as the experimentally measured curves at the two discharge

rates; this is however expected and does not a�ect the results and interpretation. The voltage curves are

based on the dashed OCV curve in Fig. 10a, which is linearly interpolated from the 25 discrete OCV data
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points in the GITT data in Fig. 8a. Further smoothing of these OCV data points would lead to a smoother

OCV curve and smoother voltage curves. Finally, we remark that the rest time (one hour) between two

consecutive discharge pulses is relatively short and thus the obtained OCV points especially in the low SoC

region may not correspond to the cell equilibrium states, lowering the prediction accuracy.

5. Implementation into battery management systems

In this section, we implement the shell ECM into a battery management system (BMS) and evaluate its

performance in comparison with a traditional ECM. Speci�cally, the implementation is achieved within

the closed-loop state estimation BMS of WAE Technologies (WAE). Traditional ECMs are implemented in

present-day onboard battery management algorithms to maintain low computational cost, and they have

been proven to work well for model-based power limits estimation [23]. To evaluate the viability of the

shell ECM for practical onboard usage, we test the shell ECM within the WAE power limits algorithm in a

model-in-the-loop testing environment and compare the computational time incurred by the shell ECM

with that by the traditional ECM.

The shell ECM and traditional ECM we implemented are sketched in Fig. 11. The shell ECM here

di�ers from the SPM-equivalent one (Fig. 3b) in that it uses an RC pair (charge transfer resistor 𝑅ct and

double layer capacitor 𝐶dl) to account for the fast dynamics and an ohmic resistor 𝑅0 for the overpotential

contributed by electronic current �ow in the solid and ionic current �ow in the electrolyte. The di�usion-

aware voltage source for each electrode has 5 layers and thus 5 internal states of concentration to track.

For a fair comparison, the traditional ECM also has a symmetrical structure for the two electrodes [24].

Since the traditional voltage source cannot resolve concentration gradient, the di�usion overpotential is
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Fig. 11. Con�guration of (a) the shell ECM and (b) traditional ECM implemented into WAE Technologies battery management
systems.

considered by an additional RC pair (𝑅di� and 𝐶di�). The rest is the same as the shell ECM—an RC pair for

fast dynamics and an ohmic resistor for instantaneous voltage change.

The two models are parameterized against half-cell pulse data collected from WAE’s physics-based

model of the LGM50 cell. The procedures and data for parameterization are the same for both the shell and

traditional ECMs. The parameterized shell ECM and traditional ECM are then evaluated in an industrial

drive-cycle test. The drive-cycle test data are also generated from WAE’s physics-based model, featuring

discharge and regeneration (charge) events (Fig. 13a). In the following, we compare the shell ECM with the

traditional ECM in terms of the computational cost and prediction accuracy.

With reference to Fig. 11b, the traditional ECM totalled 10 parameters: 8 for the 4 RC pairs and 2 for

the 2 ohmic resistors. It has 5 states to compute: one state for each RC pair and an extra state for the SoC.

According to Fig. 11a, the shell model totalled 8 parameters—each di�usion-aware voltage source has one

independent di�usion resistance. However, it has 12 states for computation: 2 states for 2 RC pairs, and 10

states for the concentrations in the 10 particle layers (5 for each electrode). Here the SOC of each electrode

is calculated based on the volume average of the concentrations in the total 5 layers; unlike the traditional

ECM, no state is needed for the average SoC.
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Fig. 12. Computational cost decomposition and comparison between the shell ECM and the traditional ECM. The total computational
time is the sum of the model execution time and the overheads by parameter look-up. All the costs are normalized by the total
computational time of the traditional ECM.

Fig. 12 shows the computational cost of the two models by pro�ling analysis. All the computational

costs are normalized by the total computational time of the traditional ECM. For both models, the total

computational cost is decomposed into the model execution time and parameter lookup overheads. The

model execution time of the shell ECM is 4.6 times longer than that of the traditional ECM (0.311 vs 0.067).

This is well expected as the shell ECM is equivalent to the discretized di�usion equation and has 12 states

to compute. However, in both cases the model execution time is relatively insigni�cant compared to the

overheads by parameter lookup: the execution time is 6.7% and 24.2% of the total computational time for the

traditional ECM and shell ECM, respectively. In total, the cost of the shell ECM is 1.3 times the cost of the

traditional ECM, when both implemented within a well-developed and computationally e�cient BMS. This

small increase of overall computational cost is insigni�cant, in the context of a BMS’s total computational

overheads. Moreover, the cost of the shell ECM can be further reduced after numerical techniques and layer

number are optimized.

The shell ECM shows advantages in terms of prediction accuracy. Fig. 13 shows an overall higher

prediction accuracy of the shell ECM compared to the traditional ECM in predicting the terminal voltage

of a drive-cycle test. Subplot (a) shows the current evolution, subplot (b) shows the predicted terminal

voltages by the two models in comparison with the generated data (cited as target data hereafter) by WAE’s

physics-based model, and subplot (c) shows the di�erence between the prediction and target data. It can be

seen that large errors of the traditional ECM tend to occur following high current pulses. To con�rm this,

we further investigate the two models subjected to a charge pulse at a high current rate (2 C) followed by a
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rest.

Fig. 14b shows that the shell ECMwell captures the terminal voltage during relaxation, while a noticeable

discrepancy is observed between the traditional ECM prediction and the target response. The traditional

ECM lacks physics; in practice, its parameters are often set to be dependent on the terminal current to

maintain a desired level of accuracy when the electrode particle is highly polarized. The current dependency

however leads to signi�cant inaccuracy especially during cell relaxation following a charge or discharge: as

the current drops close to zero, the model parameters take the values for low current rates, while the large

concentration gradient persists. Although numerous attempts have been made to improve the traditional

ECM, the above-mentioned issue remains. The shell ECM avoids this issue because it models and tracks the

internal concentration states as shown in Fig. 14a, with robustness to dynamic current pro�les. Moreover,

the parameter of the shell ECM—di�usion resistance—has physical meaning and reduced dependency on

external current.

By modeling internal states, the shell ECM enables the application of advanced power limit strategies [6]

to improve cell performance and mitigate cell degradation. For example, the surface concentration and

di�usion resistance can be used to control power limits based on the anode potential and visibility of

internal concentration gradients, as opposed to the cell voltage alone, thus managing lithium plating risk

and enabling faster charging [25].

6. Conclusion

We proposed a circuit network (Fig. 2) to describe the lithium di�usion in an active particle, and the

proposed circuit network is theoretically and numerically proven equivalent to the discretized di�usion

equation based on �nite volume method. We de�ne the whole circuit network as a new high-level circuit

element, called di�usion-aware voltage source and symbolized by a double-wall diamond (Fig. 3). The

di�usion-aware voltage source gives the electrode potential as a function of particle surface concentration,

acting as an alternative to the combination of a traditional voltage source and RC pairs in standard ECMs.

Inside the proposed circuit network, the linear dependence of the voltage of each layer on the local

concentration/SoC ensures that the concentration gradient is the driving force. The real OCP relation

depending on the surface concentration is used as the output of the di�usion-aware voltage source. The

di�usion-aware voltage source has been veri�ed by comparison against SPM simulations within PyBaMM,

and the simplest shell ECM has been validated by comparison against experimental data.

The value of the work lies in the circuit analogy to the spatially discretized di�usion equation and

boundary conditions. This analogy transforms the continuous description of physics-based models into well-
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Fig. 13. Comparison of the shell ECM with the traditional ECM in prediction of the terminal voltage (b) of a drive-cycle test with
the current pro�le in subplot (a). The estimation error in subplot (c) is demonstrated as the absolute value of the di�erence between
the prediction and target data, which is generated by WAE’s physics-based model.
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electrode particle recorded by WAE’s battery management system and (b) comparison between the two models in predicting the
terminal voltage.

established knowledge/behavior of circuit elements, thereby reducing the implementation complexity for

practical on-board usage. Compared to traditional ECMs, the shell ECM containing di�usion-aware voltage

sources demands a comparable computational cost, but demonstrates superiority in terms of prediction

accuracy and robustness to dynamic current pro�les, when both models are tested in a battery management

system. By tracking the internal concentration states with a high �delity, the shell ECM shows great promise

in the application of advanced power limit strategies to mitigate cell degradation and enable fast charge.
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Appendix A. Numerical method

This appendix provides numerical procedures to solve the di�usion-aware voltage source as shown

in Fig. 2. The di�usion-aware voltage source serves as spatial discretization of the di�usion equation and
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converts a partial di�erential equation into a system of ordinary di�erential equations. Numerical solutions

to ordinary di�erential equations have been well addressed in textbooks, and open-source solvers are readily

available. Depending on desired accuracy and implementation complexity, di�erent methods can be used to

solve the system of internal state evolution equations (13).

Here we present the time stepping schemes of the forward and backward Euler methods. The temporal

discretization of Eq. (13) for layer 𝑛 using the forward and backward schemes can be expressed, respectively,

as

𝑐𝑖+1𝑛 − 𝑐𝑖𝑛
Δ𝑡

=
1

𝐹Ω𝑛
𝐼 𝑖𝑛, (A.1)

𝑐𝑖+1𝑛 − 𝑐𝑖𝑛
Δ𝑡

=
1

𝐹Ω𝑛
𝐼 𝑖+1𝑛 , (A.2)

where 𝑖 denotes the current 𝑖-th time step. The forward Euler method (A.1) is an explicit scheme and thus

very easy to implement, but it su�ers from numerical instability. The stability condition of the forward

scheme for states of the di�usion-aware voltage source reads

Δ𝑡 ≤ 1
2
𝑏2

𝐷s
, (A.3)

where Δ𝑡 is the time-step length, 𝑏 is the thickness of each layer, and 𝐷s is the di�usivity. The backward

Euler method (A.2) is more di�cult to implement but is free from stability issues. In our case, the di�usivity

𝐷s is constant and thus Eq. (A.2) is a linear system of equations, requiring comparable computational cost

compared to the explicit scheme. Both the forward and backward Euler methods are of �rst-order accuracy;

for higher-order accuracy, we can resort to improved Euler method or Runge-Kutta methods.

Appendix B. Experimental method

This appendix details the experimental setup for the measured data presented in Section 4. Experiments

were performed on LGM50 (LG GBM50T2170) cylindrical lithium-ion battery cells. All electrochemical

data was recorded by a Biologic BCS-815 battery cycler with the accompanying BT-Lab software. The

temperature of the cell was recorded using K-type thermocouples adhered to the cell surface using Kapton

tape, approximately halfway along the axial direction. These thermocouples were connected to the built-

in thermocouple readers of the BCS-815 battery cycler, with temperature data recorded alongside the

electrochemical data.

Experiments at the low discharge rate (0.4C) were performed with the cell housed inside a binder thermal
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chamber (KB 23 cooling incubator), set to maintain a stable air temperature of 25 °C. The fan speed of the

thermal chamber was set to 100%, and the cell was placed in a regime cooled by forced air convection.

Electrical connections to the cell were made via a spring-loaded cell holder, which provided a 4-point

connection via banana plugs. Connection resistances were not compensated in subsequent tests.

Experiments at higher discharge rates (1C and 2C) were performed with the cell in a conductive cooling

regime in order to limit the temperature rise. The cell was in direct thermal contact with aluminium blocks,

which had been machined to �t around the cylindrical surface of the cell. Thermal interface material

was used to improve heat transfer between the cell and the blocks. The aluminium blocks were held at

a constant temperature of 25°C using a bespoke temperature controller. The temperature controller used

Peltier elements to heat/cool the blocks based on a PID control, with K-type thermocouples providing

feedback. The design of these controllers is described in more details in our previous work [26]. Electrical

connections to the cell were made via spot-welded nickel strips which were clamped between brass blocks,

and the brass blocks were connected to the battery cycler through banana plugs.

Appendix C. Di�usion timescale estimation

This appendix introduces the derivation of Eq. (31): how to estimate the di�usion timescale (including

di�usivity) from the �tted di�usion resistance? In Section 4.1, the parameter 𝑅d,1 of the di�usion-aware

voltage source (Fig. 3c) is �tted against experimental GITT data (Fig. 7). Note that the single di�usion-

aware voltage source represents the collective di�usion e�ect of both electrodes, and at this stage we have

information of neither electrode in terms of the size and number of active particles. We thus take the local

SoC 𝑧𝑛 as the internal state for layer 𝑛 that is calculated as

d𝑧𝑛
d𝑡 =

𝐼𝑛
𝑄𝑛

, (C.1)

where 𝑄𝑛 is the volume-weighted fraction of the cell nominal capacity 𝑄 . We re-de�ne the controlled

voltage as

𝑉𝑛 = 𝑘𝑧𝑛, (C.2)

and substitute it into Eq. (10), leading to

𝐼𝑛 =
𝑧𝑛+1 − 𝑧𝑛
𝑅d,𝑛/𝑘 − 𝑧𝑛 − 𝑐𝑧−1

𝑅d,𝑛−1/𝑘 . (C.3)
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Eqs. (C.1) to (C.3) are complete to �t the di�usion resistance 𝑅d,1 with a given applied current 𝐼app as the

input.

To estimate the di�usion timescale, we need to relate the �tted di�usion resistance in Eq. (C.3) to the

di�usivity in the discretized di�usion equation (7). The cell nominal capacity is assumed to be equal to the

capacity of either electrode and estimated as

𝑄 = 𝐹𝑐s,maxΩ𝑁a, (C.4)

where Ω is the active particle volume. This relation holds for either of the two electrodes. Accordingly, the

nominal capacity for layer 𝑛 is 𝑄𝑛 = 𝐹𝑐s,maxΩ𝑛𝑁a, and Eq. (C.1) can thus be reformulated as

𝐼𝑛 = 𝐹𝑐s,max𝑁a
d𝑧𝑛
d𝑡 Ω𝑛 . (C.5)

Dividing both sides of Eq. (7) by 𝑐s,max and assuming 𝑐𝑛/𝑐s,max is equivalent to the local SoC 𝑧𝑛 in Eq. (C.1),

we obtain

d𝑧𝑛
d𝑡 Ω𝑛 =

𝑧𝑛+1 − 𝑧𝑛
𝑏/(𝑆𝑛𝐷s) −

𝑧𝑛 − 𝑧𝑛−1
𝑏/(𝑆𝑛−1𝐷s) . (C.6)

Substituting Eq. (C.6) into Eq. (C.5) and then comparing with Eq. (C.3), we relate the �tted di�usion resistance

to the di�usivity:

𝑅d,𝑛 =
𝑘𝑏

𝐹𝑐s,max𝑁a𝑆𝑛𝐷s
. (C.7)

Following the same procedures as in Eqs. (14), (19) and (20) leads to Eq. (31) and the expression of di�usivity

in terms of the �tted resistance:

𝐷s =
𝑘𝑁

4𝜋𝐹𝑐s,max𝑁a𝑎𝑅d,1
. (C.8)
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