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Abstract
Maximizing energy yield (EY) – the total electric energy generated by a solar cell within a

year at a specific location – is crucial in photovoltaics (PV), especially for emerging technolo-
gies. Computational methods provide the necessary insights and guidance for future research.
However, existing simulations typically focus on only isolated aspects of solar cells. This lack
of consistency highlights the need for a framework unifying all computational levels, from ma-
terial to cell properties, for accurate prediction and optimization of EY prediction. To address
this challenge, a differentiable digital twin, Sol(Di)2T, is introduced to enable comprehen-
sive end-to-end optimization of solar cells. The workflow starts with material properties and
morphological processing parameters, followed by optical and electrical simulations. Finally,
climatic conditions and geographic location are incorporated to predict the EY. Each step is
either intrinsically differentiable or replaced with a machine-learned surrogate model, enabling
not only accurate EY prediction but also gradient-based optimization with respect to input
parameters. Consequently, Sol(Di)2T extends EY predictions to previously unexplored con-
ditions. Demonstrated for an organic solar cell, the proposed framework marks a significant
step towards tailoring solar cells for specific applications while ensuring maximal performance.

1 Introduction
Modern photovoltaic applications for building integration or in agricultural settings require solar
cell technologies with customizable properties. Emerging PV technologies offer a promising solution
to this need [1]. Among the many research directions in the context of emerging PV technologies,
organic (OPV) and perovskite solar cells stand out [2]. These PV technologies feature mechanical
flexibility, lightweight design and have the potential for cost-effective production [3, 4, 5, 6]. The
cells can be made transparent and in tunable colors [7], expanding their applicability in design-
sensitive contexts. Furthermore, some of these technologies have demonstrated competitive power
conversion efficiencies (PCE) [8, 9, 10].
In recent years, the energy yield (EY) has become an important technological objective in the PV
research community. The EY encompasses the total electric energy generated by solar cells within
a year in a given location, accounting for external factors such as irradiance and temperature [11].
Computational tools have been developed to better understand PV processes and to predict the EY
for specific solar cell settings [12, 13, 14, 15, 16]. Despite this progress, many existing computational
tools are developed independently and only focus on isolated aspects of solar cells. Therefore, a
comprehensive material-to-application EY simulation framework that targets specific materials,
processes, and device characteristics is highly desirable [17, 18].
Digital twins offer an innovative and impactful approach to address this challenge [19]. We define a
digital twin as a holistic simulation workflow that encompasses all relevant components and scales
of a physical system, which are typically considered separately, and includes capabilities for design
and performance enhancement [20]. Our digital twin not only simulates the system’s behavior but
also enables virtual optimization, allowing for iterative improvements and decision-making. While
digital twins are widely adopted in industry, they have also been applied to various physics-based
problems in academic research [21, 22, 23]. In photovoltaics, Ng Wei Tat et al. designed a digital
twin to model the roll-to-roll OPV printing process, integrating surrogate machine learning (ML)
models into the optimization loop to enhance the PCE of printed solar cells [24]. More recently,
Lüer et al. discussed the potential of digital twins to address key challenges in photovoltaics [25].
The purpose of our work is to introduce a digital twin framework that bridges the gap between
currently isolated methods and establishes a holistic EY calculation framework. The digital twin
supports data-driven decision-making and accelerates the development and optimization of next-
generation PV technologies. In the future, experimental and simulation domains refine one another,
enabling calibration of model parameters, enhancing predictive capability under previously unex-
plored operating conditions, and ultimately facilitating the realization of devices with maximized
EY.
Building on this, we present a Solar Differentiable Digital Twin, that we designate as Sol(Di)2T,
combining physical simulations and ML to calculate and virtually optimize the EY based on ma-
terial properties, process parameters, device architecture, and placement at specific locations.
Sol(Di)2T aims for full differentiability, meaning the entire computational framework is structured
to allow for the calculation of gradients, thereby transforming the digital twin from a mere pre-
dictive simulator into an inverse-design tool capable of performing gradient-based optimization to
identify ideal parameters which maximize the EY. While previous research took the first steps
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along such a path, e.g., Mann et al. developed a differentiable solar cell simulator focusing on
drift-diffusion simulation of electrical properties [26], our approach is comprehensive and incorpo-
rates more simulation aspects across the different length scales of a solar cell. These are discussed
in the Methodology Section 2. We choose to demonstrate our digital twin for an organic solar cell.
Although implemented for a single instance, Sol(Di)2T is versatile and can accommodate other
solar cell designs by adjusting the underlying methodology. This work provides a solid foundation
for future research, providing a comprehensive understanding of the EY across different solar cell
parameters. Sol(Di)2T is open-source and implemented in Python, with the full code accessible
on GitHub (https://github.com/aimat-lab/SolDi2T). Our efforts contribute to a long-term
endeavor to accelerate knowledge transfer between scientific research and industrial production,
ultimately bridging the gap between first-principle calculations and experimental validation.

2 Methodology

2.1 Setting
In Sol(Di)2T, we develop and use simulation tools and ML methods to model solar cell properties
at different levels. Moreover, we implement our framework in a differentiable manner. Figure 1(a)
shows the five-step scheme of our digital twin. We start with the morphological description of the
material, which is then passed on, along with the layer stack, to the optical simulations, where
charge generation rates are calculated. Next, the electrical simulations are performed. In a final
step of forward passing, the EY of the given solar cell is determined. With the help of ML-based
optimization tools, we can close the loop and optimize the solar cell parameters. The differentiable
formulation allows us to compute the derivatives of our objective function, i.e., the EY, with
respect to the degrees of freedom that characterize the solar cell. These derivatives facilitate
gradient-based local optimization, enabling the iterative refinement of parameters to approach the
optimal configuration.
In the present work, we apply Sol(Di)2T to an organic solar cell with PM6:Y6 (details of the
molecules can be found in Section S 1 of the Supporting Information). PM6:Y6 is an excel-
lent organic photoactive material [27]. The overall stack architecture of the example is shown
in Figure 1(b). When light hits the sample stack, it enters through the glass substrate. We
assume the glass substrate to be 1 µm-thick. The substrate carries a transparent indium tin ox-
ide electrode (ITO, 150 nm) and an electron transport layer of zinc oxide (ZnO, 30 nm). The
light then passes through the photoactive material. Initially, we choose the photoactive mate-
rial PM6:Y6 to be 200 nm-thick. The semi-transparent back contact of the solar cell comprises
silver nanowires (AgNW) dispersed in a layer of poly(3,4-ethylenedioxythiophene):poly(styrene
sulfonate) (PEDOT:PSS, 190 nm). For simplicity reasons, the AgNWs are assumed to be a
homogenized slab with a 10 nm-thin layer of Ag in the layer of PEDOT:PSS.
The following subsections outline the methods and computational tools employed at various stages
of the workflow, each addressing a distinct aspect of solar cell properties. These aspects include the
simulation of materials’ morphology, optical, and electrical properties, an EY calculation frame-
work, and a final ML and optimization stage. The details of each forward-passed computational
method can be found in Figure 2.

2.2 Morphology
The starting point of the Sol(Di)2T workflow is the simulation of the morphology formation of the
photoactive layer of the solar cell. Information about the bulk-heterojunction (BHJ) nanostructure
is crucial because its properties strongly impact the final optoelectronic properties of the PV device.
As illustrated in Figure 2 in blue, the inputs required by the morphology part of our digital
twin are material properties (thermodynamic and kinetic parameters), and the film processing
conditions (solvents, temperature, drying conditions). The simulations allow us to describe how
crystallization and/or demixing are triggered upon solvent evaporation, develop during drying, and
are ultimately quenched when the film is dry. The output is a full spatially resolved description of
the BHJ composition and crystallinity. This information can subsequently be used in the optical
and electrical modules of the digital twin to obtain morphology-aware light absorption properties,
IV curves, and ultimately the EY.
The simulations are performed using a phase field (PF) model developed to investigate the thin film
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Figure 1: (a) Overview of the digital twin framework Sol(Di)2T for energy yield (EY) optimization,
comprising five simulation stages: material morphologies, optical properties, electrical properties,
EY calculation framework, and optimization and machine learning (ML). (b) Device architecture
of the studied cell. The different thicknesses are not drawn to scale. The exact stack thicknesses
are 150 nm of ITO, 30 nm of ZnO, 200 nm of PM6:Y6, 50 nm of PEDOT:PSS, a layer of 10 nm of
Ag, and finally a layer of 140 nm of PEDOT:PSS. The yellow arrow represents the incoming light.

structuring in printed PV [28, 29, 30, 31, 32]. The PF model is a continuum mechanics approach
that simulates the kinetic evolution of a possibly multiphase and multimaterial system towards
its thermodynamic equilibrium [33, 34, 35, 36, 30]. PF simulations handle the length scales (from
nanometers to microns) and time scales (up to seconds or even minutes) that are relevant for the
BHJ formation of solution-processed solar cells with tractable computational effort [33, 34, 35,
36]. Thereby, the thermodynamic properties of the studied PV system are encoded in a Gibbs
free energy functional. Our method handles physical processes involved in the BHJ formation, in
particular solvent evaporation, liquid demixing, and crystallization [28, 29, 30, 31, 32]. The forces
driving the system towards its thermodynamic equilibrium are derived from the Gibbs free energy
functional. The kinetics of phase changes (both evaporation and crystallization) are described
by Allen-Cahn equations coupled to Cahn-Hilliard equations describing diffusive mass transport.
During all the simulation steps, we ensured that the PF model is coupled to a fluid dynamics solver,
which takes advective mass transport into account. See the Supporting Information Section S2 for
details of the simulation method.

2.3 Optics
Once the film morphology is known, the next step is the optical analysis of the solar cell. Such
analysis requires computing the electromagnetic response of the solar cell to determine the fraction
of absorbed photons in the photoactive layer. As illustrated in green in Figure 2, the optical calcu-
lations take two major inputs: the molecules making up the photoactive material and the overall
solar cell architecture. The optical properties (the complex refractive index or electric permittivity)
of the molecular components are obtained using quantum chemical methods: “Density-functional
theory” (DFT) for ground state properties and linear response, “Time-dependent density-functional
theory” (TD-DFT) for excited state properties such as molecular polarizabilities. The polarizabil-
ities then enable the construction of the transition matrix (T-matrix) [37], describing light-matter
interactions at the molecular level [38, 39]. Next, we translate the properties of the individual
molecules to a dielectric function that can be used to study the light-matter interaction at the
continuum level. In this so-called homogenization step, the effective T-matrix (Teff) for the bulk
material is computed using the treams framework [40]. Teff enables determining key material pa-
rameters of the bulk photoactive material, such as permittivity εeff and permeability µeff. Unlike
other homogenization approaches, this method does not need any prior knowledge about the shape
of the bulk material [39].
Using the calculated material properties, optical simulations analyze the light propagation in solar
cells. Depending on the complexity of the considered solar cells, either numerical optical simula-
tions (e.g., COMSOL Multiphysics, JCMsuite) or analytical methods, such as the transfer matrix
method [41], can be used. We model the solar cell as a stack of stratified isotropic media and use a
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Figure 2: Detailed framework of the forward-pass of the digital twin Sol(Di)2T. The different sub-
structures are given the same colors as in Figure 1: material morphologies (blue), optical properties
(green), electrical properties (orange), and the energy yield calculation framework (red). The input
quantities (in circles) are material (M), process conditions (PC), design (D), and placement (P).
Material (M) encompasses material properties and experimental knowledge of the material. Process
conditions (PC) include temperature and drying conditions. Design (D) is defined by the details of
the layer stack of the solar cell. Placement (P) includes the location and orientation of the solar cell.
Squared boxes, framed in black, are methods, and rounded, unframed patches are (intermediate)
results.

semi-analytical stack solver based on scattering matrices to study the optical response [42]. In this
approach, optical properties, such as the total absorption, are calculated by successively combining
layer scattering matrices. This means that photon absorption is quantified within each solar cell
layer and across the entire stack. This enables analysis and optimization of material properties,
thicknesses, and layer arrangements. Further details of this simulation step are provided in the
Supporting Information Section S3. The current framework assumes an internal quantum efficiency
(IQE) of 100 %, that is, all photons absorbed in the photoactive layer are converted into free charge
carriers. This assumption holds if domain sizes remain small, and complete exciton dissociation
occurs. Section 2.2 will indeed show that all phases in the considered cell exhibit small domain
sizes. The final outcome of the optical simulation step is the charge generation rate that is fed to
the electrical simulation part of our digital twin.
To enable differentiable modeling of the optical response, a surrogate ML model is employed to
approximate the charge generation rate obtained from scattering matrix simulations. Specifically,
a neural network is trained to predict the generation rate as a function of incident angle, photoac-
tive layer thickness, and wavelength. Further details on the neural network surrogate model are
provided in the Supporting Information Section S3.

2.4 Electrical
With the generation rate as input from the optical calculations, electrical simulations are performed
as the next element in the framework of the digital twin, as illustrated in orange in Figure 2. The
aim of this module is to provide current-density (JV ) data as a function of the solar cell temper-
ature, irradiance, and photoactive layer thickness, which are forwarded to the EY calculations in
the next step. The electrical simulations of the organic solar cell were carried out using an effec-
tive medium drift-diffusion model [43, 44]. In our approach, the bulk heterojunction is modeled
in the same way as an inorganic semiconductor, where the lowest unoccupied molecular orbital
(LUMO) of the acceptor replaces by the conduction band and the highest occupied molecular
orbital (HOMO) of the donor replaces by the valence band. The energy difference between the
LUMO of the acceptor and the HOMO of the donor thereby replaces the traditional role of the
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band gap. Due to the disordered nature of molecular semiconductors, the precise band gap energy
is more challenging to define than in crystalline semiconductors [45], as the localized states near
the band edges often require modeling with exponential or Gaussian band tails [46]. However, the
development of modern donor and acceptor molecules for organic photovoltaics has led to sharper
band tails that reduce the uncertainty in the band gap energies [47]. In inorganic semiconduc-
tors, non-radiative band to band recombination is negligible due to the negligible reorganization
energy. Thus, in most inorganic thin-film semiconductors, Shockley-Read-Hall (SRH) recombina-
tion via localized states is dominant [48]. This is different in molecular semiconductors, which
feature a finite reorganization energy in the excited charge-transfer state at the donor-acceptor
interface, leading to non-zero rates of non-radiative bimolecular recombination even in the absence
of additional defect states [49, 50]. Thus, it is possible to model recombination using an effective
bimolecular recombination coefficient that primarily includes non-radiative contributions as well
as an additional SRH term for deeper localized states at the donor-acceptor interface. This second
term is important in some situations and allows the ideality factor to exceed unity [51, 52, 53, 54].
The drift-diffusion simulations are performed using the software Advanced Semiconductor Anal-
ysis (ASA) [55], which numerically solves three coupled differential equations in one dimension,
namely the Poisson equation and the continuity equations for electrons and holes (refer to the
Supporting Information Section S4). To achieve realistic input variables for the model, experimen-
tal temperature- and irradiance-dependent JV parameters were fitted with a common parameter
set [56].
To create a differentiable version of the drift-diffusion simulator, we use simulated JV curves as
training data for a neural network. A JV curve dataset is generated over a range of input parame-
ters using ASA. These include the temperature T in K, the irradiance in suns, the layer thickness in
nm, the injection barriers ϕbf and ϕbb at the front and back contact as well as the bandgap energy
Eg in eV, the zero-field mobility µ0 in cm2V−1s−1 and the radiative recombination coefficient krec,0
in cm3s−1. A multi-output neural network is then trained on this dataset. For the subsequent cal-
culation of the EY in the workflow, only a temperature-, irradiance-, and layer thickness-dependent
open-circuit voltage Voc and fill factor FF are required. Therefore, the remaining parameters are
fixed. Further details are presented in the Supporting Information Section S4.

2.5 Energy Yield
The last part of the forward model of Sol(Di)2T, shown in red in Figure 2, is the calculation of
the EY. In this work, we use EYCalc [12], an open-source EY modeling software designed for
detailed solar cell analysis. It takes the optical data and the electrical data as input parameters. A
comprehensive description is provided by Schmager et al. [11]. EYCalc, with capabilities validated
in literature [57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62], also enables the simulation of EY for a wide range of PV
system architectures under realistic irradiation conditions. These include complex-textured and
planar designs, monofacial and bifacial configurations, as well as single- and multi-junction PV
devices.
The original EYCalc software consists of four core modules: the irradiance module, the optics
module, the electrical module, and the EY module. Recently, a degradation sub-module was in-
corporated into the electrical module to account for the impact of degradation on the long-term
EY of solar cells [63]. In this work, we modify the software to better suit our needs (see Supporting
Information Section S5). The irradiance module retains its original purpose, computing direct and
diffuse irradiance spectra for each hour of the year using typical meteorological year (TMY3) data
for various locations across the USA [64]. These spectra are generated by feeding meteorological
data into the Simplified Model of Atmospheric Radiative Transfer of Sunshine (SMARTS) [65],
followed by a simple cloud model to account for weather effects. By integrating the optical and
electrical data (described in the previous Sections), we calculate the EY of the solar cell, taking into
account its orientation (rotation and/or tilt) and specific location. While the original implementa-
tion of the EYCalc software was in MATLAB, it is adapted to Python using the JAX framework
to make it differentiable for Sol(Di)2T [66]. JAX enables the efficient, automatic computation of
high-order gradients for complex numerical functions, and is a natural choice in this case.

2.6 Optimization
By combining the previously presented simulation methods, Sol(Di)2T provides a unifying frame-
work for a holistic calculation of the EY. For a clear overview of the input parameters used for the

6



digital twin, refer to Table S5 in the Supporting Information.
Once the EY can be accurately evaluated, it can be optimized with respect to architecture design
and material parameters. Several optimization strategies have been used in literature for various
PV-related tasks, such as design of experiments combined with machine learning [67, 68], Bayesian
optimization [69, 70], and gradient-based approaches [71, 72, 73]. Among these, gradient-based
approaches are particularly efficient, especially in computational settings, offering fast convergence,
fewer evaluations, and strong suitability for high-dimensional, smooth optimization problems such
as EY maximization.
Building on these advantages, our approach Sol(Di)2T is designed to be differentiable, facilitat-
ing gradient-based optimization through backpropagation. The gradient information propagated
through each interconnected block allows to efficiently optimize the EY. Critical factors such as
material composition, process conditions, and device configurations can be optimized by calculat-
ing the gradients of EY with respect to various input parameters. While some simulations in the
earlier steps are inherently differentiable due to the algorithms and methods employed, others are
not easily differentiable. We propose leveraging ML models as surrogates to address this challenge
and replace these non-differentiable simulations. This involves generating a dataset of simulation
points spanning a broad range of the input parameter space and training a supervised ML model.
The resulting surrogate model seamlessly integrates into the differentiable workflow, enabling effi-
cient gradient computation. This strategy is used when simulating optical and electrical properties
of the solar cell, as detailed in Subsections 2.3 and 2.4.

3 Results and Discussion
In the following, we present the results of each forward step of our digital twin Sol(Di)2T. We
apply it to the organic solar cell that is described in Section 2.1. As a result, device-specific
aspects become increasingly relevant. Furthermore, we demonstrate the optimization process and
its results.

3.1 Morphology
In Sol(Di)2T, we perform phase field simulations of the PM6:Y6 photoactive layer with the mass
blend ratio 1:1.2 and with processing conditions that favour the formation of PM6 and Y6 crys-
tals [74, 75] (simulation parameters given in the Supporting Information Section S2). The donor
and acceptor volume fraction and crystalline order parameter results obtained from the PF sim-
ulations are shown in Figure 3. The volume fraction is a conservative physical parameter that
corresponds locally to the ratio between a component’s volume inside a voxel and a voxel volume.
The crystalline order parameter is a non-conservative physical parameter, describing the crys-
tallinity of a species, ranging from 0 for a fully amorphous component to 1 for a fully crystalline
component.
Data from the crystal formation of PM6 and Y6 is used to identify the various coexisting phases
based on their composition and crystallinity (See Figure 3). In the present example, four phases
are identified: donor crystals (high donor crystalline order and volume fraction), acceptor crystals
(high acceptor crystalline order and volume fraction), a mixed phase (low crystalline order for
both donor and acceptor, intermediate volume fractions), and an amorphous donor phase (high
volume fraction and low crystalline order of donor). All phases exhibit small domain sizes below
40 nm, consistent with experimental findings [76, 77, 78]. Their respective fractions and average
compositions are shown in Table 1. Given that domain sizes are sufficiently small relative to the
optical wavelength, we can treat the material as isotropic and homogeneous in the subsequent
optical analysis to capture its effects while enabling a simplified description.
In the near future, the analysis of the simulated BHJ morphology will be extended to calcu-
late morphology-aware descriptors of exciton dissociation, of non-geminate recombination, and of
charge mobilities in the photoactive layer (see Supporting Information Section S2). These descrip-
tors will then be used to calculate the corresponding inputs of the electrical model.

3.2 Optics
The results of the optical simulations are provided in Figure 4. Starting from the chosen finite-
size molecular structure, DFT is used to determine the LUMO and HOMO gap, and as a basis for
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Figure 3: Morphology module results. The top part shows the BHJ morphology of PM6:Y6
from PF simulations. The volume fraction and crystalline order parameter are depicted for both
the donor and acceptor material. The volume fraction and crystalline order parameter spread
from 0 or low values (dark blue) to 1 or higher values (dark red). The bottom part shows the
morphology mapping we attain from the donor (PM6) and acceptor (Y6) material. It illustrates
the four coexisting phases in the BHJ, which are listed in Table 1. The phases are: donor crystal
phase (dark grey), acceptor crystal phase (medium grey), amorphous mixed phase (light grey),
and amorphous donor phase (black).

Phase Property Donor crystals Acceptor crystals Amorphous mixed Amorphous donor

Proportion [%] 8.7 33.9 56.8 0.6
Donor Volume Fraction 0.97 0.16 0.63 0.92

Table 1: Composition and proportion of the coexisting phases extracted from the simulated mor-
phologies.

the TD-DFT calculations. These then allow us to calculate the dynamic polarizabilities and the
T-matrix of the molecules. The outputs enable us to attain the optical properties via the T-matrix
formalism. The optical properties are homogenized to derive the optical properties of the bulk
photoactive PM6:Y6 blend. The morphology analysis in Section S3.1 indicates that the material
can be treated as isotropic at the relevant optical length scales. Therefore, using a semi-analytical
stack solver to study the optical response is sufficient. Combined with other material parameters
defined by the device architecture, the charge generation rate of the whole stack is calculated
(further details in Section S3 of the Supporting Information).
The charge generation rate of the photoactive material is higher compared to the other material
layers of the stack and decreases with further depth. The rate is evaluated over a wavelength range
from 300 nm to 1200 nm and can be computed for various light polarizations, angles of incidence,
and material thicknesses. Figure 4(d) shows the charge generation rate within a stack of a 200 nm
thick photoactive layer at normal incidence, where p- and s-polarizations exhibit identical behavior.
Training of the surrogate charge generation rate model achieves an R2 score above 0.99 on test
data, ensuring high fidelity to the original optical calculations. This charge generation rate is
passed on to the subsequent calculations of the drift-diffusion and the EY.

3.3 Electrical
Electrical simulations typically rely on a large number of input parameters. Low effective mobilities
of electrons and holes, along with the high transition rates for non-radiative recombination, imply
that charge transport and recombination parameters are the most important factors in determining
the device performance in organic solar cells. In this regard, it is known that the charge carrier
mobilities and non-radiative transition rates are strong functions of the temperature [79, 49]. We
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Figure 4: Optics module results. (a) The considered finite-sized molecular model of PM6:Y6.
(b) The optical properties of the two molecules obtained from TD-DFT calculations. (c) The
absorbance of the material mixture PM6:Y6 calculated via homogenization of the molecular optical
properties. (d) The charge generation rate, where different colors indicate the different layers of
the stack. The lime green color indicates the photoactive material PM6:Y6.

therefore model the temperature dependence of the charge carrier mobility µ (electron and hole
mobilities assumed to be equal) and the bimolecular recombination coefficient krec using Arrhenius
equations, given by

krec = krec,0 exp

(
−EA,rec

kBT

)
, (1)

µ = µ0 exp

(
−EA,mob

kBT

)
, (2)

where EA,rec and EA,mob are the respective activation energies, and krec,0 and µ0 are the respective
pre-factors.
To determine these activation energies and pre-factors, we use the temperature dependence of
the open-circuit voltage (Voc,exp) and fill factor (FFexp) of optimized PM6:Y6 devices from the
experimental current-voltage curves reported in [56]. Figure 5(a,b) illustrates the temperature-
dependent Voc,exp and FFexp values for different light intensities. Voc,exp and FFexp are fitted
using corresponding data obtained from drift-diffusion simulations of the current-voltage curves of a
device with the structure cathode/PM6:Y6/anode (simulation parameters shown in Table S2 in the
Supporting Information). These fits yield values of krec,0 = 4.0× 10−11 cm3s−1 and EA,rec = −56
meV for the bimolecular recombination coefficient, and values of µ0 = 3.7× 10−2 cm2V−1s−1 and
EA,mob = 70.4 meV for the mobility. The temperature-dependent evolution of the bimolecular
recombination coefficient and the mobility is shown in Figure 5(c,d), which are used to generate
the training data at different temperatures and for different PM6:Y6 thicknesses. Training of the
surrogate JV curve neural network achieved high accuracies on unseen test data with R2 scores of
0.96 and 0.98, respectively for the Voc and FF . The results are further developed in the Supporting
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Information Section S4.

Figure 5: Electrical module results. (a) Open-circuit voltages for different light intensities as a
function of temperature. The spheres represent experimental data and the squares the correspond-
ing fits. (b) Fill factors for different light intensities as a function of temperature. The spheres
represent experimental data and the squares the corresponding fits. (c) The obtained bimolecular
recombination coefficient krec as a function of temperature. (d) The obtained mobility µ as a
function of temperature.

3.4 Energy Yield
In this final step of the forward-modeling part of Sol(Di)2T, we compare the EY of the PM6:Y6
solar cell for three different photoactive layer thicknesses (100 nm, 200 nm, and 300 nm) across
three locations in the USA: Phoenix (Arid/Desert), Seattle (Temperate), and Honolulu (Tropi-
cal/Humid). As shown in Figure 6, the solar cell with a photoactive layer thickness of 200 nm
consistently achieves the highest EY across all locations and tilt angles, while the 300 nm photoac-
tive layer thickness yields the lowest EY. The 100 nm thickness also delivers a high EY, though
slightly lower than the 200 nm thickness.
Using EYCalc, we show that the variation in the EY among the various thicknesses is attributed to
the underlying solar cell parameters (Jsc, Voc, and FF ), evaluated under standard test conditions
(STC). Although the 300 nm device shows the highest Jsc, its significantly reduced FF leads to the
lowest overall performance. In contrast, the 200 nm device provides the best balance between Jsc
and FF , resulting in the highest PCE, and therefore, the highest EY. The 100 nm device performs
intermediately, with the lowest Jsc due to lower absorption, but the highest FF . Detailed parameter
values are provided in Table S3 of the Supporting Information.
Additionally, the results highlight that Phoenix exhibits the highest EY overall, regardless of
photoactive layer thickness or tilt angle, while Seattle has the lowest EY. This is due to the
significantly higher solar irradiance in Phoenix compared to the other locations.
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Figure 6: Energy yield (EY) module results. The different plots show the simulated EY values
of the PM6:Y6 solar cell for varying photoactive layer thicknesses and tilt angles across different
climate zones classified by the Köppen classification: Phoenix (Arid), Seattle (Temperate), and
Honolulu (Tropical).

3.5 Optimization
To demonstrate the feasibility of inverse design using Sol(Di)2T in a proof-of-principle test, we
restrict the degrees of freedom to two parameters. This simplification enables a systematic explo-
ration of the parameter space while analyzing the EY, enabling us to visualize the full landscape
of the objective function and assess the performance of the gradient-based inverse design method.
The two chosen parameters for the optimization process are the photoactive layer thickness in nm,
included in the optical, electrical, and energy yield simulation blocks, and the tilt angle of the
solar cell in degrees, involved in the EY calculation. The optimization is performed across the
three locations presented in Subsection 3.4. The three factors, photoactive layer thickness, tilt
angle, and location, have been shown to heavily influence solar cell and module performance [80,
81, 82, 83, 84]. The optimization is constrained within the bounds of [100 nm, 300 nm] and [0◦,
90◦] for the photoactive layer thickness and the tilt angle, respectively.
Figure 7 presents gradient descent optimization results for EY in Phoenix. The figure presents
a contour plot of the EY along with optimization trajectories originating from four distinct initial
conditions—comprising all combinations of two thicknesses (125 nm and 275 nm) and two tilt angles
(10◦ and 50◦). The optimization trajectories show how the parameters are updated step by step
during the optimization process. To provide further insight, arrows indicating the direction and
magnitude of the objective function’s gradient are added. The arrows help visualize how the
gradient descent algorithm navigates the parameter space, revealing why the optimization paths
curve or converge in certain directions.
In addition to classical gradient descent, we apply a range of both gradient-based and gradient-free
optimization methods to benchmark performance. These comparisons, detailed in Section S6 of the
Supporting Information, highlight the advantages of using a differentiable simulation framework:
gradient-based methods consistently reach convergence in fewer function evaluations compared to
their gradient-free counterparts.

Location (Climate Type) Optimal Tilt Angle [°] Optimal Thickness [nm] Energy Yield [kWh/m²/a]

Honolulu (Tropical) 14.8 207 208.5
Phoenix (Arid) 26.6 207 243.6
Seattle (Temperate) 25.8 207 154.7

Table 2: Optimal parameters for each location with corresponding energy yield values.

The results presented in Table 2 highlight key insights into the optimization of solar cell parameters
at various locations. While the optimal photoactive layer thickness remains consistent across
locations, determined by the intrinsic properties of the material, the tilt angle varies significantly.
This makes the reported cell more accessible and scalable for various regions. This variation is
driven by the location-dependent solar position, which influences the angle of incidence and seasonal
variations in sunlight. The photoactive layer thickness must balance efficient light absorption and
charge transport, avoiding the pitfalls of being either too thin or too thick, which could lead to
suboptimal EY.
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Figure 7: Gradient-based optimization results for Phoenix over the tilt angle and the photoactive
layer thickness. The top panel shows the energy yield (EY) contour plot together with the op-
timization trajectories starting from four different initial parameter values. Arrows indicate the
magnitude and direction of the EY gradient, pointing toward local or global maxima; the opti-
mization paths follow these arrows until converging to a maximum. The bottom panel provides a
zoomed-in view of the region surrounding the global maximum to improve visual clarity.

The development of a digital twin like Sol(Di)2T proves valuable for tuning the parameters of
solar cells based on location-specific conditions. By simulating and optimizing parameters like tilt
angle and material thickness, the digital twin enables precise adjustments to maximize EY for
different geographic regions. This approach ensures a cost-effective and efficient methodology for
solar system deployment in diverse environments, aligning with the growing demand for location-
specific renewable energy solutions.

4 Conclusion
In this work, we develop an innovative and comprehensive simulation framework Sol(Di)2T to
calculate the EY of PV devices, exemplified and discussed for an OPV device. Our approach inte-
grates morphological simulations, optical modeling, electrical details, and environmental conditions
within a unified framework. Unlike previous approaches, which frequently treat these aspects sep-
arately, our digital twin enables more precise EY calculations and captures the impact of nanoscale
degrees of freedom on the macroscopic prediction of the EY.
The developed tool Sol(Di)2T is established with a differentiable structure, enabling gradient-
based optimization. With this, we can make a step towards inverse design strategies that optimize
solar cell devices under specific boundary conditions. Furthermore, the digital twin establishes a
platform linking simulation and experiment.
We demonstrate Sol(Di)2T for an organic solar cell with PM6:Y6 as the photoactive material. We
illustrate how key design parameters and installation layouts are optimized for a given setting.
The work indicates a route towards tailored solar cell architectures for specific applications, by
fine-tuning controllable degrees of freedom during the fabrication process. Possibly, individual
improvements may be small, but they can accumulate to a significant effect in total.
Beyond personalized PV design, we foresee a promising impact of this digital twin on future ap-
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plications for emerging PV applications. It enables the combination of EY considerations with
additional aspects, such as color appearance for building-integrated PV or crop yield for agro-
photovoltaics. This becomes especially relevant in the context of complex, multi-benefit PV ap-
plications, where intuition fails to guide optimization. In such cases, modern approaches from the
field of ML, as used in our contribution, can help balance competing requirements. They help to
find and identify engineering optima within the rapidly growing parameter space.
We emphasize that Sol(Di)2T is deliberately designed as a minimal, modular platform that in-
tegrates expertise from different domains and fosters interdisciplinary collaboration. Released as
open-source code, the current implementation of Sol(Di)2T provides a baseline tool that can be
extended by individual researchers to suit their specific modeling needs. This opens the perspective
for research groups to further develop their tools within individual sub-domains and to integrate
them into the unified framework. Crucially, the digital twin enables systematic exploration of
how modifications at descriptive levels propagate to influence overall device performance. With
broader community adoption, this could become a powerful framework driving theoretical, com-
putational, and device-specific solar cell research, well into the upcoming years. Diversifying the
application scenarios beyond organic solar cells, e.g., to perovskite solar cells, will further expand
its applicability.
Overall, our digital twin Sol(Di)2T represents the next step in solar cell design, readily adaptable
across a broad range of emerging PV technologies.
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