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Abstract: Radical innovations for all aircraft systems and subsystems are needed for realizing
future carbon-neutral aircraft, with hybrid-electric aircraft due to be delivered after 2035, initially
in the regional aircraft segment of the industry. Electrical energy storage is one key element here,
demanding safe, energy-dense, lightweight technologies. Combining load-bearing with energy
storage capabilities to create multifunctional structural batteries is a promising way to minimize
the detrimental impact of battery weight on the aircraft. However, despite the various concepts
developed in recent years, their viability has been demonstrated mostly at the material or coupon
level, leaving many open questions concerning their applicability to structural elements of a relevant
size for implementation into the airframe. This review aims at providing an overview of recent
approaches for structural batteries, assessing their multifunctional performance, and identifying
gaps in technology development toward their introduction for commercial aeronautic applications.
The main areas where substantial progress needs to be achieved are materials, for better energy
storage capabilities; structural integration and aircraft design, for optimizing the mechanical-electrical
performance and lifetime; aeronautically compatible manufacturing techniques; and the testing and
monitoring of multifunctional structures. Finally, structural batteries will introduce novel aspects to
the certification framework.

Keywords: multifunctional materials and structures; structural batteries; aerospace engineering;
electric aircraft; composites

1. Introduction

The necessity to unite environmental sustainability and economic growth is a major
challenge for the aviation industry [1]. These needs resulted in policy roadmaps in Europe
and the US [2–4], and led to consistent long-term research efforts. In 2019, the European
Green Deal [5] set the ambitious goal of achieving climate neutrality in all sectors of the EU
economy, including air transport, by 2050, raising the bar significantly above the previous
environmental targets.

One of the main strategies to limit in-flight emissions of greenhouse gases (GHG) and
pollutants is the increased use of electrical energy onboard aircraft for both non-propulsive
(e.g., secondary systems) and propulsive purposes, leading to the concepts of “more
electric aircraft” (MEA), “hybrid electric aircraft” (HEA) and “all-electric aircraft” (AEA).
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In addition, the electrification of aircraft may result in lower operative and maintenance
costs, and may open new markets that are not served with conventional aircraft, such as
urban air mobility with electric vertical take-off and landing vehicles (e-VTOL) [6]. The use
of electrical energy is at the same time a key enabler, i.e., benefiting from the highly energy-
efficient electric drive train, enabling distributed electric propulsion concepts, and also a
limiting factor toward the large-scale introduction of electrified aircraft, due to the limited
energy and power density of current battery technologies, thus introducing a substantial
weight penalty.

An alternative approach to storing electrical energy in a conventional battery system
installed in the aircraft is to combine energy storage and load-bearing capabilities in
multifunctional structures, or structural batteries (SB), which have come to the forefront of
research since the late 1990s.

After this introduction, Section 2 discusses the latest research on structural batteries,
with the different approaches undertaken and considerations according to the level of
integration, as well as the manufacturing of structural battery cells; Section 3 reviews
their integration into composite structures, including structural materials, manufacturing
processes, integration strategies and the testing of SB; Section 4 reviews the certification
framework that is likely to apply to SB; Sections 5 and 6 look at first studies on structural
batteries integration at aircraft level and collect expectations and first recommendations
made by aeronautic industry experts. Finally, Section 7 evaluates the state of current
approaches versus 2030+ aeronautic targets, while Section 8 aims to give recommendations
for developing further structural batteries for aeronautic applications.

2. Research into the State of the Art of Structural Battery Approaches
2.1. Classification and Performance Metrics

Structural batteries or multifunctional electrochemical energy storage systems combine
energy storage capabilities, like conventional lithium-ion (Li-ion) batteries, with the me-
chanical properties of composite materials like carbon-fiber-reinforced polymers (CFRPs).
They can be classified into different categories depending on their degree of structural
integration. This review adopts a convenient 5-class system, introduced in [7] and shown
in Figure 1, starting from a side-by-side combination of a structural element and a conven-
tional battery (zero degrees of integration) and increasing the degree of integration from
integrating battery cells into structural components (type I), thin-film approaches (type II),
up to a fully integrated system, for which the structural element (type III) or material (type
IV) also functions as an energy storage unit.
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Structural batteries can be also grouped into two additional categories, namely, mul-
tifunctional structures (or decoupled systems) and multifunctional materials (or coupled
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systems). In the former, different materials fulfill only one function (either energy stor-
age or load-bearing); however, the overall composite is multifunctional. In the latter, all
materials adopt multiple functions (i.e., energy storage and load-bearing). Thus, multi-
functional structures are synonymous with type-I and type-II structural batteries, whereas
multifunctional materials include type-III and type-IV structural batteries [8].

A simple approach to evaluate the performance of structural batteries has been pro-
posed by Synder et al. [9,10]:

ηmf = ηe + ηs, ηe =
Emf

Ee
, ηs =

Gmf

Gs
, (1)

where ηmf is the overall multifunctional efficiency of the structural battery, consisting
of the electrochemical efficiency ηe and the structural efficiency ηs. The electrochemical
efficiency (ηe) represents the ratio of the electrochemical performance of the multifunctional
material/structure (Emf) and a non-structural reference system (Ee), whereas ηs represents
the ratio of the specific moduli of the multifunctional material/structure (Gmf) and a purely
structural reference system (Gs), or, in the case of multiple relevant performance indicators,
the minimum of their ratios. The structural battery yields an improvement against the
non-integrated reference and, thus, a relative weight reduction, only for ηmf > 1.

The approach represented by Equation (1) is simple but quickly provides an initial
generalized basis for comparing at a materials level the different approaches, as presented
in Section 7. Equation (1) can be generalized into a more advanced, but application-specific
metric, defined by a value function:

V = ∑i
n αiPi, (2)

with weightings αi and performance indicators Pi, one that is minimized by balancing the
conflicting objectives with well-tuned weightings. For SB integration into complex struc-
tures and components, the application-specific design degrees of freedom from material to
element levels, and trade-offs would need to be considered.

The evaluation of the electrochemical performance of structural batteries usually uses
straightforward parameters as performance indicators, such as specific energy or gravimet-
ric energy density (in Wh/kg), volumetric energy density (in Wh/L), or specific power (in
W/kg). In some cases, the exact material for which data are reported is not explicitly stated
(all, only active, etc.), making comparative analyses of data difficult. However, reasonable
assumptions can usually be made from the complementary data provided. On the other
hand, the evaluation of the mechanical capabilities of structural batteries takes more effort
because applied testing methods are usually closely related to the envisioned application.
As such, a large variety of different mechanical properties are reported, among them: elastic
modulus [11–16], tensile strength [11,14], bending modulus [16], stiffness [17,18], perfor-
mance under compressive stress [19], tensile stress [20], compression modulus [21], and
shear modulus [22]. This considerably complicates any comparison between different stud-
ies. However, the elastic modulus is recently becoming an accepted representative of the
overall structural performance of the structural battery [11,23]. For aeronautic applications,
additional mechanical properties should be considered, e.g., the onset of damage or the
strengths for different loadings, such as bending or compression. Common performance
indicators for the evaluation of structural batteries are compiled in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Common parameters for evaluation of structural batteries.

2.2. Summary of the State of Art for Structural Batteries

This section summarizes structural battery approaches reported in the literature from
2002 to 2021, according to the classification system introduced in Section 2.1. Beforehand,
recent general reviews are summarized.

Asp et al. [24] review the most recent works on SB as multifunctional materials
(types III and IV), without reference to a particular application. Data and research ex-
periences on carbon fibers as negative electrodes and composite polymer electrolytes,
tested in half-cells, are gathered. The authors conclude that the technology presents no
clear showstoppers, due to recent advancements in structural electrolytes. Nonetheless,
incomplete data on complete cells are available, due to the unavailability of structural
positive electrodes. This impacts the information available for simulations, manufacturing
scalability, lifecycle and recycling. Danzi et al. [25] published a comprehensive review on
structural batteries that covers materials for anodes, cathodes, manufacturing techniques
and tests, again not focusing on specific applications. On top of presenting existing research
on electrode cells and embedded Li-ion batteries, Kalnaus et al. [26] describe approaches
toward designs focused on safety (features to improve the resistance of SB to damage or
to prevent thermal runaway). The work also lists the more significant research gaps: the
creation of structural electrolytes with high ionic conductivity; the improvement of me-
chanical performance after cycling; the execution of extensive testing programs for various
load conditions; the research on the system-level requirements of SB (thermal management,
electrical connections).

2.2.1. Functional Separation (Type 0)

Structural batteries need to compete against a classical, functionally separate system
of commercial batteries and conventional load-bearing elements. Currently, consistent
research efforts are dedicated to increasing the energy density of current Li-ion batter-
ies, which lies in the region of 260 Wh/kg and 700 Wh/L at cell level (e.g., Panasonic
NCR18650B cylindrical Li-ion cells) [27].

CFRP composites are usually considered as most suitable for load-bearing components.
They provide an elastic modulus of around 130–340 GPa for unidirectional (UD) fibers
and around 70–90 GPa for fabrics, a compression strength of around 800–1600 MPa (UD)
and 700–800 MPa (fabrics), a shear modulus of 4–5.5 GPa and in-plane shear strengths of
80–95 MPa (average composite properties with 60% fiber volume, data compiled from [28,29]).

2.2.2. Integrated Conventional Storage (Type I)

The integration of commercial Li-ion batteries into a dedicated structural element, as
shown in Figure 3, presents the lowest degree of multifunctionality. It was the first [30] and
remains the most widely investigated approach. Considered applications are unmanned
vehicles [30–32], the automotive industry [21], aeronautic industry [33], and maritime
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sector [18], as well as for space technology [17,34,35], especially microsatellite applica-
tions [36,37].
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The low multifunctionality of this type of structural battery limits the savings in
mass, often restricted to the weight of the casing/packaging, which is often replaced by
a mechanically reinforcing material like CFRP to increase the degree of multifunctional-
ity [7]. Attempts to further increase the structural capabilities of the composite include
modifications of the batteries themselves by introducing, e.g., rivets [39–43] or perfora-
tions filled with epoxy [44]. On the other hand, feasible processing and the availability of
cheap components (i.e., battery cells) render this approach the most cost-effective, although
Roberts et al. [17] stated that the beneficial effects of structural batteries might be offset by
the additional cost of manual or semi-automatic manufacturing of battery designs tailored
for integration into structural parts. This issue has already been mentioned in the early
works of Thomas et al. [31], who identified the procurement of custom-made battery cells
as the bottleneck of this approach.

The mechanical and electrochemical performance of type-I structural batteries depends
on how many battery cells are incorporated per unit of area. An observed general trend is
that the more batteries are incorporated, the higher the achieved energy density [45], but the
lower the mechanical properties [30,38,43]. This is expected, as some of the mechanically
reinforcing material with a high tensile modulus (around 50 GPa) is removed to fit the
battery cells with a low modulus (around 150 MPa, i.e., ~330 times lower) in the structural
composite [38]. Therefore, the main challenge remains to provide a proper balance between
the reduction of mechanical properties and the achievable energy density. A common
reference value for the electrochemical performance of type-I structural batteries was
established by Thomas et al. [18], who set a goal of 50 Wh/l for marine systems applications.
To reach this target, a reduction of the specific mechanical properties of around 40% for
laminate composites and 25–30% for sandwich composites can be expected [38,46]. In
addition, it was shown that different mechanical properties, like tension, bending, and
compression, are differently affected by the incorporation of battery cells into a structural
sandwich element [47] and that the impact is largest on the compressive properties.

With type-I approaches, gravimetry energy densities of between 20 and 139 Wh/kg
(and volumetric energy density of between 20 and 276 Wh/L) could be achieved, the
maximum being realized by integrating custom-made planar multi-electrode pair cells,
with conventional-production NMC and graphite active materials and electrodes with
organic liquid electrolyte, that were reinforced with rivets as a sandwich structure into
CFRP face sheets [43].

The weight savings gained by this approach, compared to functional separation, will
become less relevant as battery processing technologies improves. The relative amounts of
passive components (like the casings) in conventional batteries are more and more reduced
by employing advanced battery-processing methods (e.g., thicker electrode coatings) and
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optimizations of the cell design (e.g., the recent development of 21,700 cylindrical cells
compared to 18,650 cells [48]).

2.2.3. Integrated Thin-Film Energy Storage (Type-II)

Integrating thin-film batteries rather than conventional cells into structural elements
has the advantage of minimizing the impact of the battery on the mechanical proper-
ties of the composite. Examples of type-II concepts are shown in Figure 4. Unfortu-
nately, the obtainable energy density is quite limited, with reported values in the range
of 10–1000 µAh/cm2. Average discharge voltages of around 3.5 V and energy densities of
only 35–3500 µWh/cm2 can be expected. In addition, thin-film batteries are significantly
more expensive than conventional cells [18], increasing the total cost of the structural
composite. Planar [49] or coaxial [50] configurations have been performed and tested, with
applications mainly focused on spacecraft appliances.
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This renders the class of “integrated thin-film energy storages”, i.e., type II, not fit for
large-scale aeronautic application and is, therefore, not considered further in this review.
However, a concise summary of type-II approaches is given in [18].

2.2.4. Single-Ply Functionalization (Type III)

Type-III structural batteries represent the first step toward true multifunctionality.
The basic idea behind this approach is to substitute as many elements as possible of a
conventional battery cell, especially the passive ones (i.e., the casing, current collectors,
separator, and electrolyte), with load-bearing elements, as shown in Figure 5.

Promising substitutes can be found for most of the components, except for the cathode
material. Therefore, the cathode is usually prepared from either conventional laminate
electrodes [11] or functionalizing carbon fibers with active materials like LiFePO4 [51,52].

Carbon fibers can be used for the anode, as they show similar performances as conven-
tional graphitic materials [53]. However, volumetric changes, leading to elongations of up
to 1% and 10% in both the longitudinal and transverse directions are observed [54]. Carbon
fiber weaves and cloths have also been employed for anodes [52,55], showing, in general,
lower performance than spread single fibers [52,56]. To mitigate these issues, coated or
functionalized fibers can be employed [54].

The polyolefine separator usually encountered in conventional Li-ion batteries is
replaced with a glass-fiber separator, either as a filter-like material or a weave [11,20]. Due
to the increase in thickness (by a factor of 3 to 10) and in density (by a factor of around 2.8)
of the separator and of the increased amount of stored electrolyte, the gravimetric energy
density of the cell decreases up to a factor of 4 (estimated with data from [57]).
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Figure 5. Example of a type-III structural battery [20].

The electrolyte is one of the most crucial components for type-III structural batteries.
Conventional liquid carbonate electrolytes are still employed due to the lack of alternative
highly conducting electrolytes with good mechanical and structural properties. Reports on
polymer and co-polymer electrolytes showed that a mono-phasic electrolyte cannot satisfy
both high load-bearing and high ion conductivity requirements. Therefore, biphasic or
bicontinuous structural electrolytes are used. These comprise a load-bearing component,
usually an epoxy-based polymer/resin matrix, and an ionically conductive component,
which is either a conventional liquid electrolyte or an ionic liquid electrolyte [58–61].

One of the advantages of type-III structural batteries, apart from higher mass savings
due to their higher degree of multifunctionality, is the feasible processing of the different
components. Conventional methods like tape casting [15] or vacuum-assisted resin transfer
molding [62] can usually be applied for the preparation of the battery cells. However, sub-
stantial research efforts are still needed to develop the different multifunctional components
and full structural battery assemblies.

Working type-III structural batteries have shown specific energies of between 12 and
58 Wh/kg and elastic or tensile modulus in the GPa range (see the references within
this section).

2.2.5. Constituent Multifunctionalization (Type IV)

For type-IV structural batteries, as depicted in Figure 6, different setups were proposed;
these can be classified into coaxial [63–65] and layered approaches [22,66,67].

The coaxial approach envisions a fiber-shaped battery, which is composed of a carbon-
fiber core onto which an electrolyte layer is deposited; afterward, the fibers are immersed
into a matrix acting as the cathode material [63–65].

In the layered approach, carbon fibers act as the anode material as well, with coated
carbon fibers acting as the cathode material. They are aligned to form electrode bands,
separated by a thin layer of electrolyte [22,66,67].

Research has primarily focused on the development of the different components. No
functional full cell of a type-IV structural battery offering significant energy storage and
load-bearing capabilities has yet been demonstrated. However, some recent publications
showed proof-of-concept-type cells: a coaxial, type-IV micro-battery was developed by
Thakur et al. [13], who used a continuous carbon fiber coextrusion method to produce
battery filaments. The use of a liquid electrolyte, as well as a great deal of insulating
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photopolymer (which increases the passive weight), resulted in negligible mechanical as
well as electrochemical performance.
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Figure 6. Example of a type-IV structural battery concept [66].

Asp et al. [11] recently assembled a structural battery using the layered approach, with
carbon fiber acting as an anode and either a Whatman glass microfiber separator or two
0◦/90◦ woven GF fabrics as the separator. They obtained meaningful energy density and
structural properties, i.e., 11.6 or 23.6 Wh/kg @ 0.05 C and an elastic modulus of 18 or
25 GPa, although the use of a conventional laminate LiFePO4 cathode would qualify this
approach as closer to a type-III battery.

Performance evaluations and possible shortcomings of type-IV cells have been studied
with analytical and numerical models: an inverse relationship between the shear modulus
and the achievable energy density has been predicted [22]. Energy densities of around
146 Wh/kg @ C/10 are expected, assuming NMC622 and CF as active materials and a
separator thickness of 25 µm, but reducing the elastic properties of the composite by approx.
50% in a longitudinal direction and by 80–90% in a transverse direction [63,64].

The potential of type-IV batteries for use in different vehicles, including aircraft,
has also been estimated: for an interior-foam-core sandwich panel, commonly found in
commercial aircraft, a potential mass saving of 4% was stated when functionalizing the
CFRP face sheets with a full-layer, single electrode-pair structural battery [68].

2.2.6. Structural Batteries Using Different Cell Chemistries (Other Than Li-Ion)

Cell chemistries other than lithium-ion (such as LiFePO4 or NMC) have been employed
to realize structural batteries. Among them are Ni-Fe [14] or Zn-MnO2 [69], Zn-air and
Ni-Fe aqueous batteries, which are safer than lithium-ion ones [23,70].

2.3. Considerations for the Manufacturing of Structural Battery Cells

Type-I and type-III/IV structural battery approaches have very different requirements
concerning their production. This section links the established Li-ion battery cell produc-
tion with the needs of structural batteries. Type-I concepts share similarities to established
battery cell production, i.e., by manufacturing cell stacks of electrodes, separators and
electrolytes and later integrating them into structural elements. The stacking process is al-
ready industrially established in the field of pouch cell design. Two major differences to the
industrially established Li-ion batteries will influence the production process of structural
batteries: the use of a structural, (quasi-)solid-state electrolyte and the housing/casing of
the cell stacks.

For conventional pouch cells, the process chain of the current manufacturing process,
as shown in Figure 7, is generally divided into three sections: electrode manufacturing, cell
assembly and finishing.
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For type-I concepts, the electrode production would not require significant changes
from the current industrial process, as wet-chemically-manufactured electrodes could be
produced via an already established process. Adaptations would possibly be needed with
respect to the specific cell chemistry.

Most processes could also be adapted for the cell assembly, with some changes in
the details. The challenges that appear in the subsequent drying, winding and separation
processes would need to be investigated in more detail. The use of a structural, quasi-solid-
state electrolyte would eliminate the electrolyte filling process. The electrodes would then
best be coated before electrode separation as this step could be efficiently carried out on the
roll. As conventional pouches are mechanically sensitive, structural casing alternatives that
can be integrated into the structural element seamlessly need to be considered. Laminates
have been proposed as a casing around the stack, e.g., by Thomas et al. [18], using carbon
glass composite stabilized with styrene foam and epoxy glue directly applied to the cells to
improve adhesion, or by Ladpli et al. [43], who suggested using carbon fiber composites
with reinforcement pins for lamination. In the latter approach, the cell stack has recesses to
accommodate the pins. For industrial applications, the question remains whether these
cut-outs should be created before or after stacking.

As the process steps for cell finishing are mainly determined by the cell chemistry, no
substantial differences are to be expected. The stability of the housing may be of concern
for transport from battery production to structural integration (which most likely will be
performed on different sites). If safety issues would arise here, cell finishing could be
carried out after transport.

For type-III/IV structural battery concepts, using (coated) carbon fibers as electrodes
and structural electrolytes, scalability of their production would be the main question. Elec-
trophoretic deposition and emulsion polymerization are already industrially established
processes. However, their interplay and scale-up would need to be evaluated in the context
of structural batteries.

The process chains for both type-I and type-III/IV concepts appear to be scalable at
first glance. Already established cell production processes can be used for type-I concepts,
with adaptations as demanded by the chosen materials and designs. Processes that are
already used industrially elsewhere are proposed for type-III/IV concepts but these still
need to be developed in detail.

3. Structural Integration

In this section, the state of the art of structural batteries is assessed from the per-
spective of integrating electrical energy storage within aeronautical composite structures,
considering: (i) the choice of the elementary constituents, (ii) the associated manufacturing
processes, (iii) the integration strategies and the considered structures, and finally, (iv) the
different kinds of mechanical tests applied to structural battery composites.
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3.1. Choice of Elementary Constituents and Architecture

The choice of the elementary constituents for structural battery composites is critical
for the battery’s mechanical properties but must be also compatible with the manufactur-
ing process of the battery materials. Here, composite materials constituted with fibers
embedded in a polymer matrix are considered.

Carbon fibers are mostly used as a way to obtain high mechanical properties for the
composite components. The carbon fibers considered in the literature are T300, UMS50,
T800H, IMS65, UMS45, as summarized in [71]. For type-III and type-IV structural battery
concepts employing individual carbon fibers as an anode, the IMS65 fibers (strength 6 GPa,
modulus 290 GPa) are widely used [67,72] as well as the rather older-generation T300 fibers
(strength 3.5 GPa, modulus 230 GPa) [43,73], because they both present an interesting trade-
off between rigidities/strengths in the fiber direction and specific capacity, as reported in
Figure 8. Additionally, they could be subjected to different treatments to improve their
mechanical properties, especially the adhesion between the matrix and fibers.
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Figure 8. Mechanical properties and specific capacity of (a) IMS65, (b) T800H carbon fibers [74].

Type-III concepts are mostly constituted of 2D woven composites [43,74,75], as re-
ported in Figure 9, mainly with twill or satin architectures that are commonly found for
automotive applications and that allow the easy manufacturing of complex shapes. Multi-
layered composites with 0◦ and 45◦ 2D-woven plies have been considered in order to obtain
interesting properties not only for tension/compression in the warp and weft directions
but also for in-plane shear loading (due to ±45◦ plies).

Moreover, laminated unidirectional plies can be used [7,67,76] in order to obtain higher
compressive strength than 2D woven composites, which is a critical point for aeronautical
applications. In methods proposed by Asp et al. [76], and by Adam et al. [7], simple
cross-ply laminates [0◦/90◦], closely related to 2D woven composite architecture, have
been considered, as reported in Figure 9b.

The matrix associated with the fibers not only needs to have a high adhesion with
carbon fibers, its curing cycle must also be compatible with the battery materials’ maximum
allowable temperature, e.g., PVDF (Polyvinylidene fluoride, used as a binder in the battery
electrodes) has a melting point of 177 ◦C. Therefore, thermoset epoxy matrices with curing
temperatures below 170 ◦C are most commonly considered, such as bisphenol-A [43],
an MTS57 [73] matrix, or epoxy resin based on Araldite LY556/hardener XB3473 [77].
Epoxy matrices are also relevant for use with the resin transfer-molding (RTM) process
(involving the injection of a liquid matrix) and, thus, are well adapted to 2D-woven
composite structures with complex shapes.
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Figure 9. Representation of 2D-woven composite material: 2 × 2 twill architecture for the anode and
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electrolyte) pellet, adapted from [7] (b).

High-performance thermoplastic matrices cannot be used, as their processing tempera-
tures of 330 ◦C and above (e.g., for PAEK (polyaryletherketone), PEKK (polyetherketoneke-
tone) or PEEK (polyetheretherketone)) are way above the maximum temperature tolerated
by the battery materials. Thus, no study using these materials is found in the literature.

The material chosen for the interface of the battery cell (e.g., copper or aluminum foil)
with the carbon fiber is also important, i.e., carbon-coated copper foils are used to avoid
galvanic corrosion [76,78].

3.2. Manufacturing Process

The manufacturing process is generally performed using a vacuum bag for pre-
compaction, and the curing is performed at low temperature and low pressure. In the study
by Ladpli et al. [43], the composite plate (2D-woven plies) is cured at ambient temperature
for 24 h, and post-cured at 90 ◦C for a few hours after that. For Carlson [75], the maximal
temperature applied during the curing cycle is 120 ◦C or 150 ◦C, respectively, and the
composite part is embedded in a vacuum bag, as reported in Figure 10a. Curing at a low
temperature requires increasing the curing duration or applying a post-curing process to
obtain the same polymerization state.

It is important to note that, typically, a low level of pressure has been applied (about
1 bar) during the curing cycle. However, curing composite parts at low pressure may result
in the formation of voids, as reported in Figure 10b, that generate transverse cracks or
delamination, decreasing the rigidity and strength of the composite part. This is clearly an
issue for aeronautical applications.

Composite plates for aeronautical applications are usually manufactured with an
autoclave, where the pressure (up to 7 bars) and the temperature (<180 ◦C) can be controlled.
The application of a higher level of pressure could be an issue for any liquid phase of the
structural battery (e.g., liquid electrolyte), which may be pressed out into the composite
part. However, the autoclave curing of structural batteries has not been reported so far.
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3.3. Integration Strategies and Considered Structures

This section reviews proposed methodologies for integrating battery cells within
composite structures, aiming at a minimum degradation of the structural mechanical prop-
erties (stiffness and strength). Most of the studies [8,43,68] integrated the battery cells into
sandwich-like material constituted of two composite skins and a core (the actual battery
cell), as reported in Figures 3 and 11a. With this integration strategy, only plain plates with
large dimensions have been manufactured and characterized to determine how the intro-
duction of a battery cell influences the mechanical performance of a composite structure.
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Figure 11. Sandwich-like composite material with a core battery cell [43] (a), rectangular-shaped
supercapacitor cells introduced into a large L-angle composite specimen [79] (b), and a supercapacitor
LATP pellet of cylindrical shape introduced into a flat composite panel (adapted from [7]) (c).

For large structures, the battery cells can be considered as inserts within composite
parts [43,78] with a rectangular shape (with smooth corners to limit stress concentrations
in [78] or with sharp ones [43]), similar to the S80 Bootlid demonstrator, as reported
in Figure 11b, conceived for the automotive industry, but that includes large and thin
(200 × 300 × 2 mm3) supercapacitors as electrical energy storage. Multi-layer battery cells
of the type shown in Figure 11a, with dimensions of 200 × 50 × 25 mm3, have been
introduced into a very thick structural I-beam, typically used for civil engineering applica-
tions [43].

One alternative, proposed by Adam et al. [7], consists of introducing a cylindrical insert
into a composite plate with a thickness that equals the thickness of a block of unidirectional
plies, in order to reduce stress concentration around the insert and limit damage, as reported
in Figure 11c. The pellet is about 10 mm thick with a diameter of around 100 mm, consists
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of a solid (LATP) electrolyte, and works as a supercapacitor, not as a battery. Only plain
plates with a single pellet located at the center of the specimen have been realized.

As per the authors’ knowledge, no published study has considered the optimization of
the shape, size, or position of an SB cell within a composite plate. More importantly, there
are no studies available on how to introduce and optimally distribute SB cells within (aero-
nautic) composite structures, aiming at limiting the degradation of mechanical properties
due to SB introduction.

3.4. Mechanical Testing

The mechanical tests applied to the composite parts, including battery cells, have been
designed to measure the decrease in mechanical properties and the electrical performance
of the battery cell. Performing quasi-static tests is preferred for their simplicity and for the
limited quantity of composite material required.

In order to determine the decrease in the out-of-plane shear strength due to the intro-
duction of a battery cell, three-point bending tests have been widely performed [43,68,75,80].
An interlaminar shear strength (ILSS) test, based on European standards [81], with a ratio
length between the support span over the thickness of the plate that is equal to 5 is widely
used, as reported in Figure 12a. The typical dimensions of the tested specimens are about
300 mm × 25 mm. For this test, the bending rigidity and the failure load have been carefully
studied. The introduction of pins into the battery cell (see Figure 11a) has been proposed by
Ladpli et al. [43] to increase the shear rigidity and strength of the tested composite plates.
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Figure 12. Mechanical tests mostly applied for structural batteries: Short span three-point bending
test (a), four-point bending test on plain plates (b) and tensile test on plain coupons (c) [7].

The influence of the introduction of a battery cell on the bending rigidity and the
failure load is studied via four-point bending tests [7], as reported in Figure 12b. It ensures
a pure in-plane stress in the central part of the tested sample where the battery cell has been
introduced. The typical dimensions of the specimen for such a test are 137 mm × 15 mm.

Tensile tests on plain coupons [7] with typical dimensions of 200 mm × 20 mm,
consistent with the industrial standards [82], have been performed as illustrated (Figure 12c).
The analysis of such a test is rather simple, and macroscopic behavior and strength can be
determined easily.

Only the study of Adam et al. [7] has performed post-mortem analyses in order to
establish the damage scenario due to the introduction of an insert, i.e., the battery cell, into
the structure and to determine its influence on the failure mode.

The electrical performances of the battery are measured after the application of me-
chanical loading, to quantify their degradation compared to the no-load case. There is
no clear link established between the damage evolution in the composite part around the
battery cell and the evolution of its electrical performances. Moreover, only a few studies,



Aerospace 2022, 9, 7 14 of 24

such as [46,74], measure the electrical performance of structural batteries while the loading
applied to the composite structures is maintained.

Finally, few fatigue tests [43,83] have been performed in order to determine the in-
fluence of the integration of battery cells on the fatigue limit and on the fatigue lifetime.
The fatigue tests are rather similar to those performed for quasi-static loadings and mostly
consist of three- or four-point bending tests. Such tests are also well adapted to measure
the evolution of electrical performances as a function of the number of applied cycles.

4. Airworthiness
4.1. Certification Framework of Composite Aeronautical Structures

Structural batteries, due to their own multifunctional nature, are expected to comply
with standards for both structural components and energy storage at the same time.

The certification requirements of aeronautical structures are substantially the same
whatever the material used for their construction. However, composite products present
specific issues unencountered in metallic elements (aluminum, titanium, and steel alloys).
Due to the wide variability in the physical properties of their constituents, composite
parts require accurate monitoring during the procurement of initial materials, storage,
and manufacturing, as they may influence the final mechanical behavior and the relative
failure modes.

Regulations issued by the FAA in the US are usually considered the benchmark for
all other entities. The current reference document issued by the FAA is the Advisory
Circular (AC) AC 20-107B [84], which integrates the requirements outlined in 14 CFR, parts
21/23/25/27/29 [85]. Its European equivalent is EASA’s certification memorandum, CM-
S-010 [86]. The AC refers particularly to critical structures (essential in maintaining overall
flight safety) and specifies that such structures, if made of composites, must not subject
aircraft operators to higher risks than those they accept by relying on metallic materials. It
is the designer’s responsibility to ensure these levels of safety. The mechanical properties of
the material under examination are determined by conducting targeted experimental tests,
carried out in climatic and environmental conditions as close as possible to the operational
scenarios. A “building-block” approach, derived from industrial practice, is generally
employed to reduce the testing costs and avoid early failures: datasets from a generic
specimen are used for elementary components (e.g., a single-stringer), while complete tests
tend to be performed on complex structures (e.g., a wing box). The tests typically required
for the certification of a composite structure are the following:

• Static test, in which the structure is subjected to 150% of the design limit load (DLL), i.e.,
up to the ultimate load; these tests evaluate the resistance and long-term dimensional
stability, especially at high temperatures, by subjecting the material samples to lower
percentages of the static breaking stress σu (typically, 10 ÷ 50% of σu).

• Fatigue tests on primary structures—the cyclical load stresses measure the resistance to
degradation and breakage due to loads varying over time. The frequency of application
is generally low (between 5 Hz and 10 Hz) to avoid excessive heating of the specimens.
The cyclic loads can be of a constant amplitude or follow a load pattern representative
of the real operating conditions of a particular structure.

• Damage tolerance compliance and impact resistance of primary structures. These
tests quantify the resistance capacity of the material to impact and penetration. The
specimens are impacted by means of indenters and impactors of various sizes.

The high dispersion that affects the experimental datasets of composites requires
the execution of tests of the same type on distinct batches of material. A guideline for
standardized testing methodologies and data reporting is provided in MIL-HDBK-17-1 [87],
which recommends testing multiple specimens from different lots for each property and
for each environmental condition of interest. The mechanical tests must be carried out at
different ambient temperatures and different levels of absorbed humidity. The effects of a
wide variety of environmental conditions, such as immersion in solvents and prolonged
exposure to ultraviolet radiation, must also be investigated.
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4.2. Certification Framework and Perspectives of Li-Ion Batteries for Aviation

Consistent and standardized test methods are necessary to facilitate the certification of
new aircraft designs that incorporate permanently installed, rechargeable Li-ion batteries.
The FAA’s circular AC 20-184 [88] provides manufacturers and installers with indications
of acceptable means of compliance to meet the installation, operation, maintenance, and
airworthiness requirements for the installation of lithium batteries and battery systems on-
board aircraft. The AC integrates the standard RTCA DO-311A [89] and RTCA DO-347 [90].
The former, incorporated into the FAA’s Technical Standard Order TSO-C179b [91], con-
tains the procedure for abuse tests for a single cell of a permanently installed, rechargeable
lithium-ion battery until thermal runaway. The installed battery must demonstrate the
mitigation of all hazardous propagation effects to other cells and the release of electrolytes,
fire, or explosive debris outside the battery case. The tests replicate the battery installation
on the aircraft and are conducted under conditions that are considered to produce the
most severe outcome. Note that the required capacity of aircraft propulsive batteries is far
beyond what the AC20-184 defines as a large battery.

The FAA is reviewing the methods of compliance used to certify permanently installed
rechargeable lithium-ion batteries, to determine design/installation and certification details.
RTCA DO-311A and RTCA DO-347 are used as temporary means of compliance. The
following aspects require particular consideration:

• Health-monitoring for the saving storage and operation; avoiding the overcharging of
individual cells may lead to thermal runaway and undercharging, whereas overvoltage
and undervoltage can hamper battery life.

• Flammability: aircraft batteries must meet the applicable requirements for insulation
materials, flammable fluids, and electrical systems, in compliance with 14 CFR part
25 Appendix F (equivalent to EU CS-25 Appendix F). The testing methodologies are
outlined in the AC 25.856.1 [92] and in the FAA Aircraft Materials Fire Test Handbook [93].

Since current regulations historically focus on non-propulsive batteries, special condi-
tions are currently issued for new aircraft designs, including rechargeable Li-ion or other
Li-based propulsive batteries. In Europe, the Special Condition SC-LSA-F2840-01 [94] states
the general requirements for propulsion batteries in light sports aircraft. In addition to the
points above, it explicitly mentions that: battery packs must have an automatic system to
monitor the SoC and manage the power absorption from the engine, if the specifications
include this operational mode (e.g., during windmilling); vapor and fluid leakages, haz-
ardous electromagnetic fields and electric shocks must be avoided; limits for the energy
available should be indicated, as well as instructions for reservicing if these are violated
in case of an emergency. If batteries are considered part of the propulsion system, they
must also comply with the provisions of the Special Condition SC E-19 [95], although the
definition itself of a propulsive battery is not always clear. In particular, the control systems
must avoid sudden power oscillations and should isolate the battery if this is hazardous.

A currently debated topic is whether DO-311A can be applied to the testing of small
modular systems, the combination of which enables larger systems [96], a point that is of
specific interest for structural battery modules interconnecting many SB cells.

Despite the existing and advancing certification framework, structural batteries present
important novel aspects that have as yet not been addressed. From the point of view of
energy storage, the existence of a regulation gap for battery systems for high energy/power
is acknowledged [96] because of (a) their peculiar function and their critical importance
for continued flight; and (b) the amount of energy stored, which is significantly higher
than in current products. It is reasonable to assume that general Li-ion battery certification
standards will apply to SB as well, in addition to the specific structural requirements of the
particular component utilizing SB.

5. Preliminary Studies on the Aeronautic Applications of Structural Batteries

Several works assess the impact of structural batteries in an aircraft context. Yang [97]
provides a brief overview of the implementation techniques and materials used in struc-
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tural batteries, collecting illustrative examples for automotive, aerospace, and marine
applications, highlighting where weight advantages can be obtained.

Adam et al. [7] estimate the potential of integrating the energy capacity of a conven-
tional battery with a weight of 10–40% of the MTOW in the aircraft structure, resulting in a
range extension of between 11% and 66%, assuming ideal and full substitution.

Scholz et al. [8] assess the feasibility of structural battery integration for two small all-
electric aircraft (two-seaters with 600 and 750 kg MTOW). Replacing the entire propulsive
battery (with a capacity of around 20 kWh), a minimum energy density of around one-third
to one-half with respect to the conventional battery pack could be accepted, depending on
the degree of structural degradation, i.e., at minimum, 52 Wh/kg for the structural battery
vs. 176 Wh/kg for the conventional battery pack.

Riboldi et al. [98] present an initial methodology for the preliminary (structural) design
of an aircraft equipped with structural batteries. The use of SB panels is envisaged for
the fuselage and parts of the wings and stabilizers, where compressive loads are not
excessive. A case study based on a hybrid electric aircraft for general aviation (CS-23) is
performed. Assuming an energy density of the structural battery of 125 Wh/kg, i.e., 50%
of the conventional battery pack, and equipping about 46 wt % of the structure with it so
as to store about 54% of the total electric energy in the structure (keeping all other parts
of the propulsion system unchanged), the weight of the aircraft structure plus the battery
is projected to be reduced by about 20% compared to a conventional CFRP structure, and
about 29% compared to an Al-alloy structure (and using a conventional battery pack).

Nguyen et al. [99] assess the possibility of using structural batteries as a replacement
for the floor panels, to power in-flight entertainment systems on an A220-type aircraft. It
is found that the minimum requirements are a specific energy of 144 Wh/kg, a specific
power of 290 W/kg, an in-plane elastic modulus of 28 GPa, and a compressive strength of
219 MPa.

Karadotcheva et al. [100] assess the potential of structural power composites for
propulsive applications in more-electric, hybrid-electric and all-electric short-and-medium-
range (A320-type) aircraft configurations, focusing on the required energy and power
densities of structural batteries, as well as achievable fuels and GHG reduction. For a
1500 km mission with MEA, integrating SB into 50% of the airframe with a minimum
energy and power density of 90 Wh/kg and 55 W/kg resulted in a 5.6% fuel efficiency
improvement. For the HEA, SB energy and power density values would need to exceed
200 Wh/kg and 120 W/kg (in a 100% SB airframe and a main, conventional battery pack
with 400 to 600 Wh/kg), and for AEA, these values increase to 400 Wh/kg SB and 700 to
800 Wh/kg battery pack. (HEA and AEA were assessed, assuming optimized strut-braced
and box wing configurations.)

These values provide an indication of the acceptable energy density ratio between a
main (conventional) battery pack and structural battery of around 3:1 to 2:1, i.e., a maximum
of 33% to 50% degradation of the electrical performance would, however, be acceptable,
assuming low mechanical degradation (20%) of the SB and up to 100% of utilization in
the airframe.

6. View of Aeronautic Industry Experts on Structural Batteries

The authors of this review met with the external expert advisory group of the EU
CleanSky project SOLIFLY (GA 101007577) in the first half-year of 2021, concluding with
a workshop on 7 June 2021. This meeting included experts from two European aircraft
manufacturers (Piaggio Aerospace and Pipistrel, both developing hybrid-electric CS-23
class commuter aircraft concepts) and a supplier (FACC, who manufacture composite parts
for large commercial aircraft) in order to collect and evaluate the expectations and first
recommendations of the aeronautics industry regarding structural batteries. The outcome
of this discussion is summarized in this section.
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6.1. Aircraft Application and Integration Cases for Structural Batteries

The application cases of interest from structural batteries range from low-power,
non-propulsive applications, such as decentralized energy storage for cabin infotainment
or electric hat-rack systems, over secondary systems, such as auxiliary power units or
energy supply for e-taxiing (to enable zero-emission, low-noise ground operation), to
primary propulsive applications, i.e., structural batteries contributing to the aircraft’s
electric propulsion. As mentioned in the previous chapter, the progressive introduction of
structural batteries, first in non-safety-critical, and later, in safety-critical applications could
also be a pathway for certificating this novel technology.

Considering the integration of structural batteries into specific aircraft parts, the wing
would be of particular interest due to its surface area and volume. However, it needs to
be evaluated to what extent their performance might be limited under compression loads.
This would restrict their adoption in components like the upper panels and stringers, in
contrast to the lower panels that are usually not subject to compression during the flight.

The fuselage is not expected to cause particular issues regarding the stress limits due
to the limited aerodynamic loading.

Incorporating structural batteries in the control surfaces might be demanding and not
efficient as these movable parts need to be connected to the onboard electrical system and
are often of small size (e.g., for small aircraft).

In general, it remains an open question how structural batteries would be maintained
and replaced at the end of their lifetime. Manageable concepts will be needed that might
impact the application areas of structural batteries, e.g., by limiting them to the most
accessible parts of the aircraft.

6.2. Sizing, Design with Structural Batteries, and Multi-Functional Performance

The integration of structural batteries in new aircraft would imply novel sizing pro-
cedures, particularly to account for their multifunctional properties. From a structural
modeling point of view, structural batteries could be considered as composites, and stress
limit/failure criteria for composite materials could also be safely applied in the case of
structural batteries in a preliminary design.

Structural battery components made of composite materials such as CFRP could
be reinforced with a core having specific characteristics (Nomex honeycomb, etc.), to
increase the bending stiffness of the structural battery panels and to improve the buckling
characteristics. Furthermore, sandwich composites would be particularly attractive as they
could integrate electric energy storage in both the core and the face skins.

For an initial assessment of the energy storage capacity that is achievable with struc-
tural batteries, in addition to the main electrochemical key performance indicators such as
gravimetric and volumetric energy and power density, establishing the areal energy density
(in Wh/m2) would be useful. However, such a parameter, when taking into account the
thickness portion of the multifunctional material or structure that is usable for electric
energy storage, would be linked to a specific design of the structural battery element that is
most likely highly application-dependent and, thus, hardly generalizable.

The use of a simple preliminary indicator for structural performance, such as the
commonly used elastic modulus, is most likely not sufficient for complex aeronautic
applications. Other mechanical properties, e.g., bending and compression, as well as the
onset of damage strength should be considered. Strategies to avoid or at least mitigate stress
concentration around the battery cells during the integration phase are crucial as eventual
crack propagation can lead to substantial degradation of the mechanical properties, up to
premature structural failure.

A full picture needs to be established of how mechanical stresses impact the electrical
performance and cycle life of structural batteries, and vice versa, how the electrochemistry
(e.g., due to the volume change of the electrodes during charge and discharge) impacts
structural performance. The availability of a global parameter or method to estimate overall
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performance, as well as an indicator for the multifunctional state-of-health of structural
batteries would be very desirable and beneficial.

6.3. Manufacturing Recommendations

The scalability of the design and manufacturing process, from the laboratory struc-
tural battery cell coupons up to the aeronautic component modules consisting of multiple
interconnected cells, is one further point to investigate and improve. Therefore, parameters
related to the manufacturing processes and the integration strategies of the several SB
constituents are also of mandatory importance. On this topic, some preliminary recommen-
dations should be considered, among others:

• For type-III and type-IV concepts utilizing carbon fibers as electrodes, good adhesion
with the polymer matrix needs to be guaranteed.

• The fibers’ architecture should be designed in order to improve their tensile/compression
strength and the in-plane shear-loading resistance.

• A polymer matrix with a particular curing cycle and temperature should be selected
that is compatible with the battery active materials, avoiding their thermal decompo-
sition or deterioration. Application of pressure during the curing process, generally
required in the aeronautic industries to prevent void/porosity formation, needs to be
carefully evaluated with respect to the potential discharge of any liquid phase (e.g.,
ionic liquids) embedded in the structural battery cell, which could escape into the
CFRP. On the other hand, curing at low pressure could introduce voids and porosity
in the composite parts that will decrease the mechanical properties.

• Pre-curing of the battery cells before manufacturing and curing the composite parts
could be relevant.

The aforementioned industrial experts have pointed out the increasing importance
of recyclability and the weldability of composite materials for aeronautic use. From this
viewpoint, the use of thermoplastic polymers would be beneficial. However, as already
pointed out in Section 3.1, no reference with these materials is available in the literature.

6.4. Safety Issues

The main, general concerns related to the safety and storing/handling conditions
of batteries that should also be considered in the context of structural batteries are ther-
mal runway, the leakage of electrolyte materials, fire safety and susceptibility to debris
impact. Structural batteries, as with any Li-ion rechargeable battery, should be stored
and handled according to the manufacturer’s instructions (that need to be established),
especially in terms of the state of charge, temperature and humidity exposure, avoidance
of overcharging of individual cells, and flammability requirements. In any case, the use of
non-flammable constituents (e.g., ionic liquids instead of conventional organic electrolyte,
which is flammable) should be considered to increase battery safety.

7. Evaluation and Target Setting for Aeronautic Applications

In order to assess the status and compare the performance of state-of-the-art (SotA)
structural battery approaches in a simple way, two key performance indicators, the gravi-
metric energy density and the elastic modulus, are plotted against each other in Figure 13,
using data reported by [11,23]. Note that this SotA data is far from being complete, as sev-
eral references do not report the elastic modulus but instead give other mechanical quantities.

As a SotA base-line, functionally separated systems are considered, using for their
electrical energy storage current commercial, high energy lithium-iron-phosphate (LFP)
and lithium-nickel-manganese-cobalt-oxide (NMC) battery cells with a gravimetric energy
density of around 160 Wh/kg [101], up to 210 Wh/kg [102] for LFP and 260 Wh/kg [27]
for NMC, and, for the structural part, CF fabric and unidirectional (UD) composite ma-
terials (60% fiber with resin) with an elastic modulus of between 70 GPa (fabrics) and
150 Gpa (UD) [28,29]. These provide the boundaries for the SotA area (the gray area
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in Figure 13) within which structural batteries would have a multifunctional efficiency
ηmf = 1, depending on the respective constituents used.
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Although higher mass savings are predicted for high degrees of structural integration,
i.e., for type-III and type-IV batteries, available results show that structural batteries with a
low degree of multifunctionality, i.e., type I, exhibit better multifunctional performances.
Several type-I concepts approach the lower boundary of the target area, showing, in general,
higher energy density but having a lower elastic modulus compared to type-III and type-IV
concepts that have higher elastic moduli but that have shown rather limited energy density,
between 1/10 to 1/3 of the density achievable in conventional battery cells. In fact, current
type-I concepts often incorporate liquid electrolyte battery cells in a pouch format, with low
load-bearing capabilities, while type-III and type-IV concepts are far from being optimized
in their content and the weight of passive components.

Furthermore, Hopkins et al. [23] highlight that decoupled (type I), sandwich-type
approaches can achieve higher flexural rigidity values than those for comparable coupled
(types III and IV) versions as, in the former, the structural material is concentrated in the
face skins.

Projecting the requirements for aeronautic SB application forward to 2030+, the base-
line for electrical energy storage will shift, with upcoming battery technologies having
substantially higher energy density, such as solid-state batteries with an expected gravimet-
ric energy density of between 400 and 500 Wh/kg at the cell level. Such energy density
is required as a minimum for propelling future hybrid-electric regional aircraft (CS-25,
40–50 Pax) and fully electric commuter aircraft (CS-23, 19 Pax), as forecasted per [103], while
fully electrical regional aircraft would require energy densities of beyond 500 Wh/kg [104].
For aeronautic structures, composite materials from carbon UD fibers (not woven fabrics)
should be considered, with elastic moduli of between about 130 and 180 GPa [29]. This
shifts the multifunctional efficiency target η2030+

mf = 1 farther, as outlined by the pink area in
Figure 13. Note that the increase of rigidity in aeronautic structures will not be achieved by
further strengthening the composite material (for cost reasons) but instead by optimizing
the ply-stacking sequence.
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8. Final Recommendations and Conclusions

In order to develop further structural batteries intended for aeronautic application,
research efforts have to be undertaken in the fields of materials, integration, testing
and monitoring.

On the materials side, the SB cell net energy density needs to be increased by (a)
utilizing energy-dense electrochemistry, taking up ongoing developments in battery ma-
terials research, specifically in the field of all-solid-state batteries, and transferring them
to structural batteries, as well as by (b) optimizing the SB cell with respect to the active
material, loading and reducing the content and weight of passive components, such as
the current collectors and separator. The intrinsic structural capability of the SB cell needs
to be improved by superseding the conventional liquid electrolyte found in many type-I
concepts with a performant structural or solid-state electrolyte, with high adhesion between
electrolytes and electrodes.

SB integration concepts specifically intended for aeronautic applications need to be
developed, considering UD fibers instead of the commonly used 2D-woven fabrics. Aero-
nautic ply stacking sequences need to be considered and concepts established that optimize
the position, shape, and distribution of SB cells within the structure while minimizing the
onset of damage. Reliable electrical wiring and connections will need to be integrated
into the structure. Thermal management will depend on the final electrochemistry used in
the SB. A comprehensive understanding of the influence of SB integration on mechanical
properties needs to be developed not only at a material level but at the level of aeronautic
structures. SB integration needs to advance from the current materials level to a structural
level, i.e., stepping up in the structural testing and certification pyramid [84] from coupons
over elements to (sub-)components.

This need calls for advanced characterization and testing methods beyond basic
mechanical and electrical tests, to assess the multifunctional performance of aeronautic
structural battery composite parts in complex-load cases. These could include multi-
instrumented test setups with (high-speed/real-time) digital image correlation, X-ray
tomography, acoustic emission tests, and infrared thermography to monitor the damage
evolution, especially around the SB cells’ locations.

Furthermore, the state-of-health of the resulting multifunctional structures during
manufacturing, testing and operation will need advanced sensing arrays and monitoring
with embedded sensors, such as fiber Bragg gratings or piezoelectric sensors, or using
novel miniaturized battery-cell-based sensing devices.
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