energies

Article

Remuneration Sensitivity Analysis in Prosumer and Aggregator
Strategies by Controlling Electric Vehicle Chargers

Cesar Diaz-Londono %*

check for
updates

Citation: Diaz-Londono, C.; Vuelvas,
J.; Gruosso, G.; Correa-Florez, C.A.
Remuneration Sensitivity Analysis in
Prosumer and Aggregator Strategies
by Controlling Electric Vehicle
Chargers. Energies 2022, 15, 6913.
https://doi.org/10.3390/
en15196913

Academic Editor: David Borge-Diez

Received: 22 August 2022
Accepted: 19 September 2022
Published: 21 September 2022

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral
with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affil-

iations.

Copyright: © 2022 by the authors.
Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.
This article is an open access article
distributed under the terms and
conditions of the Creative Commons
Attribution (CC BY) license (https://
creativecommons.org/licenses /by /
4.0/).

, José Vuelvas

2 1 2

, Giambattista Gruosso and Carlos Adrian Correa-Florez

Dipartimento di Elettronica, Informazione e Bioingegneria, Politecnico di Milano, 20133 Milan, Italy

2 Departamento de Electronica, Pontificia Universidad Javeriana, Bogota 110321, Colombia

*  Correspondence: cesar.diaz@polimi.it

Abstract: The efficient use of energy resources is profoundly changing power grid regulation and
policy. New forms of power generation coupled with storage and the presence of new, increasingly
flexible loads such as electric vehicles enable the development of multi-agent planning systems based
on new forms of interaction. For instance, consumers can take advantage of flexibility by interacting
directly with the grid or through aggregators that bridge the gap between these end-users and
traditional centralised markets. This paper aims to provide insight into the benefits for aggregators
and end-users from a financial perspective by proposing a methodology that can be applied to
different scenarios. End-users may provide flexibility services related to private vehicle charging
stations or battery storage systems. The paper will analyse different remuneration levels for end-users
by highlighting the most beneficial scenarios for aggregators and end-users and providing evidence
on potential conflict of interests. The numerical results show that some consumers may benefit more
from aggregation. This is because if taken individually, consumption habits do not allow the same
flexibility when considering clusters of consumers with different behaviour. It is also shown that
there are cases in which consumers do not seem to benefit from the presence of intermediate parties.
We provide extensive numerical results to gain insight for better decision making.

Keywords: electric vehicle charger; prosumer; remuneration; battery storage system; renewable
energy; sensitivity analysis

1. Introduction

To face climate change, new energy models have emerged. Renewable energy target
is one of the most popular policies to accelerate the energy transition [1]. The inclusion
of these models poses significant challenges in the operation of the electric grid. As a
result, smart management systems must integrate new paradigms and implement control
services and mechanisms to properly handle supply and demand in the grid. Likewise,
the global shift towards cleaner and decentralised energy production is creating the need
of exploring different market schemes that provide incentives for different stakeholders
across the power system.

Residential and commercial users’ nature is to consume energy; however, these users
can become prosumers after installing Renewable Energy Sources (RES) or battery storage
systems. The aggregator is the agent that interacts as an intermediator between the market
and a set of users. Aggregators can optimally manage users’ energy resources with the aim
of sharing any energy excess or obtaining a certain remuneration not only for itself but also
for the users. Remuneration is achieved by modifying the users’ consumption patterns or
by selling energy to the electrical grid.

1.1. Remuneration Approaches

Usually, remuneration is achieved by providing flexibility in the consumption or
generation of an electrical grid. The remuneration also impacts the Distribution System
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Operator (DSO) based on the use of smart-meters, which may lead to reduction in the
electricity bills [2] or to directly incentivise consumers [3,4]. Designing the right tariff
structure is important when considering high diversity among consumers [5], due to the
investment needed for generation technologies or algorithms for making efficient decisions
to reduce their costs. For instance, residential prosumers may be rewarded by using
Time-of-Use (ToU) tariffs to adapt their consumption and reduce electricity costs through
Demand Side Management (DSM), leading to benefits for the utility and prosumers [6].

Several remuneration methods have been evaluated [7], considering only the sched-
uled information, based on the highest or average price in a group, or according to the
aggregation type. Moreover, business models have been proposed not only for minimising
operation costs but also for studying the remuneration impact through the blockchain
technology and smart contracts. This strategy is useful for creating a reliable Demand
Response (DR) remuneration mechanism [8]. In other business models, the Virtual Power
Players (VPP) aggregation is made using k-means algorithms and the remuneration is
based on the ToU tariffs [9] which is a price-based scheme. The influence of the tariff
used for the remuneration and incentive of the participant groups in the VPP aggrega-
tion is studied in [10]. Traditional business models include Feed-in tariffs, net metering,
self-consumption or leasing. Some more innovative models are related to peer-to-peer
trading platforms, DR, energy-as-a-service and aggregators [11]. Exploring the nature of
the relationship of aggregators and prosumers are the objectives of this paper, considering
a price-based mechanism.

1.2. Consumer-Aggregator Interaction Models

End users have the possibility to take advantage of its own flexibility, controlled by
a third party (aggregator), in order to receive a benefit in the form of economic revenue,
independent of the scheme. For instance, a bi-level programming model for flexibility
services in a local market is presented in [12], in which the upper level problem maximises
the profit of a distribution company, and the lower level problems, maximise the profit of
multiple heterogeneous aggregators. In [13], a decision support model to define electricity
consumers’ remuneration structures when providing consumption flexibility is proposed.
This DR program considers benefiting or penalising the consumers depending on the actual
energy provision. In [14], a flexibility management algorithm allows for defining both
the power variation offered by each end-user and the associated desired remuneration.
In addition, authors in [15] establish a difference between technical and market flexibility,
so that this feature can be used for system balancing and solving operative problems, or for
maximising individual portfolios. This last scenario may create conflict of interest, not only
among network owners in different levels, but also among participant agents.

The benefits of community approaches have been addressed in recent contributions
such as [16,17]. Authors provide insights on the technological enablers that lead to collective
forms of using energy and the business models to empower end users. From the aggregator
standpoint, there is abundant work that considers only this agent’s interest, without
developing models that analyse interactions with the aggregated parties. In the case of
prosumers and aggregators, the question remains whether (and up to which point) it is
more advantageous for prosumers to manage their own flexibility (in the form a energy
communities or cooperatives) or if it is better to allow a third party to provide that service.

1.3. Electric Vehicles as Flexible Loads

Electric Vehicle (EV) chargers are flexible loads able to provide energy services and
minimise their operating costs when managed by an aggregator [18]. High EV and RES
penetration can be managed by multiple aggregators creating profit for the aggregators [19].
EV aggregators are able to provide energy balancing services. For example, in [20], EV
aggregators’ competition is modelled as a non-cooperative game for providing flexibility
services through the energy exchange between EV and wind power producers.
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In addition, an aggregation strategy for the EV charging control allows the aggregators
to provide secondary reserve services in [21]. EV aggregators can operate in Vehicle-
to-everything (V2X) mode leading to economic benefits; nevertheless, according to [22]
economic aspects are not sufficiently discussed. These strategies may be considered in
specialised energy aggregators [23,24] or decision support systems [25] to coordinate
EVs’ flexibility.

1.4. Contribution

The literature presents different strategies to remunerate consumers and prosumers
as well as aggregators for managing power exchange in the electrical grid. However,
non of the above-mentioned models analyse the impact of a single user or prosumer in
different aggregation strategies when considering different energy and remuneration prices.
Therefore, this paper proposes several optimisation strategies to evaluate price-based mech-
anisms that take into account prosumers and aggregators objectives, considering that the
aggregator seeks to maximise its profit through service selling and energy buying/selling,
and on the other hand, prosumers are more interested in minimising their electricity bill.
This paper presents how users may have different remuneration or billing by means of a
sensitivity analysis with 52 scenarios per each aggregation strategy. The analysis is applied
to identify the energy price impacts in users, prosumers, and aggregators. Likewise, the
economical feasibility for the end-user when involved in aggregator strategies is evaluated.
This analysis allows to define which users and prosumers with different device combina-
tions and power demands are more sensitive to energy and remuneration price variations.
In summary, the main contributions of this research are:

*  The mathematical formulation of residential and commercial prosumers, considering
different consumption and generation elements such as household demand, EV charg-
ers, batteries storage systems, and PV installations for residential prosumers, whereas
for the commercial prosumer, an EV charging station, a PV plant and non-flexible
demand are taken into account.

*  We propose several optimisation aggregation strategies able to manage the energy of
a set of heterogeneous users/prosumers and take advantage of the flexible loads, i.e.,
EV chargers and batteries storage systems. The strategies are:

—  prosumers cost minimisation;
- prosumers cost minimisation with remuneration;
- aggregator profit maximisation.

The first two strategies follows a Smart Energy Community (SEC) framework, in which
the aggregator is the organized community itself and has little to none remuneration,
provided that the agent is not seeking a financial profit maximization, and is just in
charge of ensuring operation of the flexibility scheme. The SEC in this case is related to
a member-oriented business model, in which cooperation is the base of the operation
instead of maximizing a financial return for the designated team acting as aggregator,
or simply run by a community organization [16,17,26,27].

* A remuneration sensitivity analysis for different users and prosumers within the
optimisation strategies for providing information on how beneficial the strategies are
for single users. This remuneration is a price-based mechanism that can be understood
as a reduction on the electric energy bill or as a payment. The case study uses a
set of real data base for household demand, PV generation, EV chargers occupation,
requested energy to the EVCS, actual energy delivered to the EV, and energy prices.

This research provides a guideline for the payment options of future users to be
involved in aggregator schemes. Besides, it helps in determining the limitations and
benefits of aggregators when it comes to exploiting prosumers flexibility.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents the mathe-
matical formulation of the different prosumers and proposes the aggregation strategies.
Section 3 describes the case study, presenting the considered data sets, the simulation setup
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and a prosumer analysis. The sensitivity analysis is developed in Section 4, while the
conclusions and future work are shown in Section 5.

2. Prosumers and Aggregators Formulation

In this section, the formulation of residential and commercial prosumers is pre-
sented. Then, different aggregator strategies able to manage the energy of a set of users
are proposed. The strategies take into account the remuneration payments for the pro-
sumers as well as for the aggregator. Table 1 provides the variable notation used in the
problem formulation.

The typical interaction between an aggregator and several users Y; is presented in
Figure 1. The aggregator operates in a centralised infrastructure to collect users” infor-
mation and manage its energy flexibility. The aggregator’s goal is to schedule the energy
exchanges of all users and at the same time define their remuneration levels. In addition,
the energy and remuneration prices have no uncertainty, they are assumed to be known
from bilateral contracts.

Table 1. Notation of the Electric Vehicle Charging Station variables.

Type Name Symbol  Units
Ind?pendent Time slot k -
variable
State SoC in the residential EV charger i Xi k kWh
variable SoC in the residential battery i Yik kWh
SoC in commercial EV charger m Zim k kWh
Output Grid power delivered to the user i ufy kw
Variables User i power delivered to the grid Ui kW
State of Charge in the residential EV; SoCy ik kWh
State of Charge in the residential battery i S0Cy ik kWh
State of Charge in EV; connected to the EVCS S0Cy )k kWh
Decision Power delivered to the residential EV charger i Pyik kW
Variables Power delivered to the residential battery i Peri r kW
Power delivered by the residential battery i Py_i r kW
Power delivered to the commercial EV charger m P,k kW
Enable for grid delivering power to the user i i {0,1}
Enable for user i delivering power to the grid Sik {0,1}
Parameters ~ User i Y -
Prosumer i Pro; -
Electric vehicle of the residential user i EV; -
Electric vehicle j connected to the EVCS EV; -
Number of residential users I -
Number of EVs connecting to the EVCS J -
Number of EV chargers at EVCS M -
Power demanded by the user i li kWh
RES power generated by user i W k kWh
Actual SoC in the residential EV i at a; S0Cy g, kWh
Actual SoC in the EV j connected to the EVCSata;  SoC ), kWh
Minimum desired SoC in EV; (at d;) SoCyiq ~ kWh
Maximum possible SoC in EV; (at d;) S/Otx,i,di kWh
Minimum desired SoC in EV; (at ;) S()\/Cz,j,dj kWh
Maximum possible SoC in EV; (at d;) SO/\CZ,j,dj kWh
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Table 1. Cont.

Type Name Symbol  Units
Residential EV; arrival time a; h
Residential EV; departure time d; h
EV; arrival time at the EVCS aj h
EV; departure time at the EVCS d; h
Energy Price the aggregator pay to the market CAK €/kWh
Energy Price the users pay to the aggregator Cy k €/kWh
Remuneration Price for the users Ty k €/kWh
Remuneration Price for the aggregator TTA K €/kWh
Schedule of the residential charger i Cxik {0,1}
Schedule of charger m of the EVCS Comk {0,1}
Scale value for cy o -
Scale value for 7Ty j U -
Scale value for 74 i B -
Sampling time At min

—— Power exchange
-==State information

A 4

O0—0O

PV
Load PV — = —
Load PV B
\_ EVch \_ Battery \_ \_ EVCS Load /
Yl = PT01 YZ = PTOZ Y3 = PTO3 YI+1 = PT'OI+1

Figure 1. General scheme between an Aggregator and different users-prosumers.

The users involved in the aggregator’s programs are prosumers Pro; or users Y; that
only consume energy. In this research, there are I + 1 users, in which the majority are
prosumers. In addition, these users are divided into two sub-groups as:

e ] residential users;
. 1 commercial user.

The main characteristics and the formulations of these two sub-groups are presented
in the following subsections.

2.1. Residential Prosumers

A typical residential prosumer, named in this research as Pro;, may contain a set of
consumption and generation elements, as:

Pro; = {Load;, PV;, EVch;, Battery,}, Vi = 1,2,...,I; (1)
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where Load; refers to the i-th prosumer inflexible demand, such as lights or household
appliances; PV; refers to the RES generation installed at the i-th prosumer that could be PV
or wind turbine technologies. For this research only PV is considered; EVch; means that in
the i-th prosumer exists an energy consumption due to an EV charger working with smart
charging (V1G) or not controlled strategies; and, Battery, means that the i-th prosumer
has a battery storage system. Notice that, the EV chargers do not consider a bidirectional
energy flow, i.e., there is no Vehicle-to-Grid (V2G) operation [28]. However, the battery
storage system can behave as a consumer or as a generator, depending on the prosumer’s
needs and the aggregator’s decision.

The elements able to provide electrical flexibility, i.e., the flexible loads related to these
prosumers, are: (i) the EV chargers and (ii) the batteries. Moreover, not all prosumers
have all the elements presented in the set of Equation (1). In fact, residential prosumers
may have any combination of these elements (see Figure 1). Nevertheless, at least one
consumption and one generation element must be present in the Pro;. Therefore, these
users behave as prosumers, i.e., Y; = Pro;. Moreover, not only prosumers are considered to
be managed by an aggregator but also users that only consume energy, i.e., users Y; that
only have the Load; element. In this research, the diverse elements of prosumers and users
depend on the actual user’s facilities, i.e., considering the information of real databases.
Then, the elements presented in Equation (1) are defined by real users to be controlled by
an aggregator.

In order to present the energy balance for a residential prosumer that considers all ele-
ments of the set in Equation (1), the model in Equation (2) is formulated. Nevertheless, for
prosumers with different element combinations, the model is still the same but considering
a null response in the unexisting element. This is also valid for the users that only have the
Load; element, i.e., users that are not prosumers.

o+ = _ P . + _ p- A P
Sipli — Sl = Pix+ Py,i,k Py,i,k +lig—wiy, Vi=12,.,L 2)

This energy balance model contemplates in u;lrk the grid power delivered to the i-th
prosumer at the k-th time slot, and in u;; the power delivered by the i-th prosumer to the
grid at the k time slot; while the s;,rk and s are binary variables used for allowing the
aggregator only one direction of the energy at each k time slot. Moreover, on the right side
of the equality equation, the elements of the set in Equation (1) are considered as
*  the power demanded by the EVch; in the variable P, ; ;

* the power demanded or delivered by the Battery; in the Py+,i,k and Pyjl‘k variables,
respectively;

*  the power demanded by the prosumer Load; in the /;; variable; and,

* the power delivered by the PV; in the w;  variable.

In the following analysis, the /; ; and the w; ; variables are taken form historical data
and are considered as parameters for the aggregator, whereas P, ; , P;,i,k' and P, are
decision variables.

Regarding the EV charger dynamics, the model proposed in [29] is used. In fact, the
SoC dynamics of the charger in the i-th prosumer are presented in Equation (3). It has a
switching behaviour that depends on the binary variable ¢, ; x, which exhibits if there is an
EV connected or not. The model is characterised by transitions either from 0 to the arrival
SoC (S0Cy. i 4,) at the EV arrival time a;, or from the departure SoC (SoC, ; 4,) to 0, at the EV
departure time d;.

Xik + AtPy ;i if a; <k < d;
Xigr1 =19 S0Cyia, if k=a; 3)
0 if gx,i,k:()\/k:di

where x; is the accumulated energy in the EV battery through the integration of the
charging power P, ;. At is the sampling time. It is worth noticing that this model is
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not for a single EV but for an EV charger, in which charge for several EVs during the
day can occur. Moreover, this charger model requires as input the arrival and departure
times of the EVs to be plugged in. Therefore, to develop a fair case, these connection
times, i.e., the EVs schedule, are considered from real EV data based and are handled as a
non-uncertain approach.

Moreover, the battery systems dynamics model is considered as presented in Equa-
tion (4), in which the energy stored y;; evolves depending on the power that can be
absorbed P;,r ik OF delivered Py_f ik at each k time slot. The absorbed energy can be acquired
form the grid or the RES generation; likewise, the delivered power can be injected into the
grid or the household consumption.

Yik+1 =Yg+ DHPS =Py )

2.2. Commercial Prosumer

In this research, the commercial prosumer is considered as an Electric Vehicle Charging
Station (EVCS) that contains a PV generation plant and a non-flexible demand, as presented
in the Prory1 of Figure 1.

In this prosumer, the flexibility is provided by the EV chargers of the EVCS. Then, the
energy balance for the commercial prosumer is formulated in Equation (5) as,

M

+ + - - _ _ )
Stk e ~ Skt T Z Pemi + vk = Wik ®)
m=1

where P, ,  is the power demanded by the m-th EV charger at the k time slot, /1, and
w41k are the non-flexible demand and the RES generation, respectively. Then, the power
demanded by all EV chargers of the EVCS is,

M
Prig= ), Pomk 6)

m=1

The operation model of the EVCS is based on [30]. The model considers an initial
scheduling phase and then an EV load profile management operation. This EVCS aims to
charge all the connected EVs within their own charging time and achieving a departure
SoC between the minimum SoC desired by the owners at the departure time and full
charge (100%). The EV charger dynamics of the EVCS is modelled as the residential EV
charger, ie.,

Zmk T+ Atpz,m,k if a; < k< d]
Zm k1 = SOCZJ,,]]. if k= a]» (7)
0 if Compk=0 v k=d,

where z,,  is the stored energy in the EV connected to the m-th EV charger at the k time
slot, and SOCZ,]‘/uj is the arrival SoC of the j EV.

2.3. Aggregator

In this subsection, different aggregator strategies are proposed as well as a benchmark
strategy. The aggregators look for defining the EV chargers and battery systems’” power
profiles, based on different economic aims. Then, with the purpose of focusing in technical
considerations, let us assume there are bilateral contracts between the aggregators and
the users Y; as well as between the aggregator and the system operator of the electrical
grid. Moreover, the elements such as Load; and PV; are considered as parameters; then, the
aggregator does not decide its patterns but decides on the flexible loads’ consumption pat-
terns.

The four strategies assessed in this research are presented bellow.
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2.3.1. Case 1. Benchmark

This is a standard approach based on a logic and sequential controller. It looks for
charging the EVs of the residential prosumers and the EVs connected to the EVCS. This strat-
egy charges the EVs with the maximum allowed power, i.e., Py ; max and P; ;; max, for the
residential and commercial prosumers, respectively, until the EV reaches its full capacity
50Cy i max Or S0C;,max- The EV chargers starts charging as soon as the EV is connected
and stops charging when the full charge is achieved or when the EV is disconnected.

Regarding the storage system of the residential prosumers, the controller charges when
there is PV generation, then the PJ,“l./k will depend on the PV production of the prosumer at
the time slot k. In addition, if the battery is fully charged, the PV supplies the household
appliances. The battery storage will deliver power at night when there is no radiation, this
energy is used for charging the EVs or feeding the household appliances.

Notice that this strategy does not take into account the time-varying energy price, nor
the possibility to modify energy consumption for reducing the operation costs.

2.3.2. Case 2. Prosumers Cost Minimisation

This case aims to reduce the prosumers bill payment. It follows an optimisation
process where the cost function is considered as,

N I+1
HOEINDISY U (8)
k=0 =1

where cy j is the energy price the user Y; pays the aggregator for the energy consumed
from the grid. The complete optimisation problem with its constraints is presented in
Equation (11).

In this case, the aggregator follows the SEC logic, i.e., adopting a cooperative approach
through the promotion of the use of renewable sources for sharing energy, and the intelli-
gent management of energy flows in order to obtain benefits in terms of sustainability and
safety [31]. Therefore, the aggregator acts as an intermediary agent who has little to none
remuneration for its operation. Likewise, there is no remuneration for the prosumers.

2.3.3. Case 3. Prosumers Cost Minimisation with Remuneration

This case has the goal of reducing prosumers’ energy costs as well as providing
remuneration to the prosumers able to inject energy into the grid. Then, the case solves the
following optimisation cost function, in which the payment for grid energy is minimised
and the prosumers’ remuneration is maximised.

N I+1 I+1
flx) = At Y] (CY,k PRI M;k>, )
i=1

k=0 i=1

where 71y  is the prosumers’ remuneration price for the energy injected into the electrical
grid. This problem considers the constraints presented in Equation (11).

Moreover, as in Case 2, the aggregator strategy of this case follows again a communitary
scheme, in which the aggregator has little to none remuneration for its energy management.

2.3.4. Case 4. Aggregator Profit Maximisation

The aim in this case is to maximise the aggregator profit, which is presented as the
costs minus the revenues. The aggregator and prosumers’ remuneration are taken into
account. Therefore, the strategy is considered with the following cost function.

N I+1 I+1 I+1 I+1
fx) = —At Z (CA,k Z u;’rk + 7Ty i Z Uik = CYk Z u;,rk — Ak Z u;k>, (10)
i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1

k=0
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where c4 | is the energy price the aggregator pays to the market, and 74y is the energy
price the market pays to the aggregator for the surplus. Notice that the two aggregator costs
are the energy bought to the energy market and the prosumers’ remuneration, whereas
the two aggregator revenues are the users’ energy payment and the remuneration for the
energy injected into the grid. The constraints of this problem are presented in Equation (11).

Therefore, the optimisation problem presented in Equation (11) is followed by cases
2,3, and 4. This problem provides the solution of the residential system battery and EV
charging powers PyJ’r i Py_’ .o and Py, at every time slot k, in each user i. Likewise, the
problem offers the solution of the EV charging powers P, ,, ; of the EVCS, at every time slot
k, at each EV charger m.

Regarding the optimisation problem constraints, the EV charging dynamics in the
residential prosumers’ and in the EVCS as well as the battery system dynamics are con-
sidered in Equation (11b). The residential and commercial energy balances are presented
in the constraint Equation (11c). Constraints Equation (11d) and Equation (11e) provide
the minimum SoC at the departure (So\/C x,id; OT SoC 2,jd; ) of the i-th or j-th EV connected
to a house or the charging station, this value is desired by the EV owner. Likewise, these
constraints consider the EVs full charge value, i.e., SoC xid; OF SoC 2jdj- Constraint Equa-
tion (11f) limits the maximum power that the EVCS can deliver to the hole EV chargers
at the time slot k. The decision variables bounds are taken into account in Equation (11g),
Equation (11h), and Equation (11i). The bounds of the EV batteries and battery storage
systems are presented in Equation (11j), Equation (11k), and Equation (111), in which x; max
and z;; max are 100% of the EV battery SoC; while the limits of y; ; are usually different from
0 and 100% for battery lifespan purposes. The output variables are positive as presented in
Equation (11m). Constraints in Equation (11n), Equation (110), and Equation (11p) are used
for defining the initial value of the state variables. The last constraint, i.e., Equation (11q),
is used for allowing only one energy flow direction at time slot k at the user .

min  f(x) (11a)
s.t. Dynamics of Equation (3), Equation (4), and Equation (7) (11b)
Balance of Equation (2) and Equation (5) (11¢)
S\Offx,z‘,d,- < Xig; < '%?:x,i,di (11d)
SOCZ,j,d/' < Zm,d]- < SOCZ,j,dj (119)
M [—

2 Pz,m,k < Pz,k (11f)

m=1
0< Px,i,k < Px,i,max (11g)

+ -

0< PPy ik < Pyimax (11h)
0< Pz,m,k < Pz,m,max (111)
0< Xik < Ximax (11j)
Yimin < Yik < Yimax (111()
0< Zmk < Zm,max (111)
0<ul,u; (11m)
Xi0 = Xi0 (11n)
Yio = Yio (110)
Zm,0 = Zm,0 (11p)
s s <1 (11q)

Vk=1,2,...,N;i=1,2,..., 1+ 1;
m=1,2,...,M;j=1,2,...,].
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To sum up, the aggregator has no profit in cases 1, 2, and 3. In fact, Case 1 has no
aggregator, i.e., there is no energy management, only a user controller is considered. In
addition, in cases 2 and 3, the aggregator is managing the prosumers’ energy but there is
no benefit for this agent due to the energy share in the SEC perspective. On the contrary,
Case 4 is the only case in which the aggregator has a remuneration and looks to maximise
its profit. The aggregators in the last three cases face a linear programming problem.

These cases are useful to evaluate and compare different scenarios starting from
a current situation in which no optimisation is performed, and moving through smart
strategies that consider prosumers’ remuneration and aggregator profit.

3. Case Study

In this section, a case study with several simulation results is presented. The aim is to
assess the four cases considering real consumption and generation data.

3.1. Data-Sets
In order to evaluate the aggregation strategies, four different data-based are used:

®  Pecan Street Dataport [32], it is used for defining the Load; and PV; elements of all the
residential users. In addition, the arrival and departure times of the residential EVs
are detected.

e ACN-Data [33], which provides information for the EVCS operation. The consid-
ered data for each EV charger is the arrival and departure time, the energy capacity
requested by the EV owner, and the actual delivered energy.

*  Renewables Ninja [34]. Data from this platform is generated for defining the PV 4
element on the commercial prosumer.

¢  Entso-e Transparency Platform [35]. Energy prices from the Italian market are acquired
with this data-based and used by the aggregators strategies.

Moreover, in the commercial prosumer, the Load}, 1 element is generated considering
classic profiles [36].

In this research, 50 users of the 73 available in the Pecan Street Dataport are selected,
considering the users with less outliers. This data reports the measurements in a 15 min
sample time. Regarding the EV chargers information reported, it is noticed that the EV
chargers have a V1G charge due to the charging periods. Therefore, we preprocess the
connection time periods based on the reported charging periods and typical residential
usage patterns [37], e.g., when the EV chargers report a charging event from 3:30 to 5:00
in almost every connection period (several days), the connection periods are modified for
hours before 24:00 and the disconnection periods for hours after 5:00. These connection
and disconnection hours are selected with uniform distributions. Then, the Probability
Distribution Function (PDF) of the arrival and departure time instants in a day is depicted
in Figure 2a. It can be seen that the majority of EVs are connected between 16:00 and
20:00. The EV departure distribution has two-time instants in which EV's are more frequent,
between 6:00 to 10:00 and 17:00 to 20:00. Likewise, the arrival and departure time PDFs of
the ACN-Data are reported in Figure 2b. The figure presents how the majority of EVs arrive
around 16:00, whereas the departure occurs at around midnight. These data are considered
in their original time zones, i.e., for Pecan Street Dataport in Texas, USA, is GMT-5; while
for ACN-Data in California, USA, is GMT-7.
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Figure 2. EV connection time information. (a) Pecan Street Dataport. (b) ACN-Data.

In addition, we propose to add a non present element in the Pecan Street Dataport,
i.e., the battery storage systems. This element not only allows a more comprehensive case
study and evaluation but also adds flexibility to the users.

In order to understand the elements that each residential user Y; has, refer to Figure 3.
The length reported in each element refers to the maximum reported power in the database
for a single sample time. Regarding the battery systems, the maximum power is assumed
equal to the maximum EV charging power.

25 I load
B PV

E 20 s EV
= I Battery
[
g 15
)
a
x 10
©
=

5

0

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
User ID

Figure 3. Elements in the 50 residential users (maximum reported power).

In the commercial prosumer, the data for the EVCS is taken from the ACN-Data
repository. This data, instead of reporting information in each time step (as in the Pecan
Street Data), it reports the significant data at the event time. The information is used to
schedule the EVCS chargers’ occupancy.

3.2. Scenario Setup

In this subsection, preliminary simulation results are presented with the purpose of
assessing the behaviour of the users in all the aggregation cases. Likewise, the payments
made by the residential and commercial users are evaluated. The simulation horizon is a
working week with a sample time of 15 min. The simulations are performed in the open-
source cross-platform integrated development environment Spyder, written in Python
language. Whereas, the optimisation problem solutions are obtained with the Gurobi solver.

The assessed scenario is developed with I = 50 residential Pecan Street users with the
elements present in Figure 3.

Regarding the data-sets described in the previous subsection and the simulated hori-
zon, there are 86 and 204 EV charging events in the residential users and in the EVCS
chargers, respectively. The EVCS has M = 33 EV chargers. In addition, the data-set is
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also used for computing the minimum EV SoC at the departure So\/CZ,]-,d]. of each EV; at
the EVCS, it is considered as the initial SoC plus the energy requested by the EV owner.
While the minimum EV SoC at the departure SoC xid; of each residential EV; is defined as:
(i) full charge (100%) when there is enough time to charge it, or (ii) the maximum possible
SoC achieved at the connected period by injecting 80% of the maximum power.

In the simulations, it is assumed that the residential EV chargers’ power are level
2 with a Py ; max = 8 kW, while the EV chargers’ power at the EVCS are level 3 with a
P, in,max = 50 kW. The EV battery capacities are taken as X; max = Zm,max = 70 kWh for all
EVs. The EV arrival SoCs (S0Cy ; ,, and SoCZ,j,aj) of all EVs are generated with a uniform
distribution between the 10% and 25% of the EV battery capacities.

Two electric energy price sequences are used (see Figure 4) for evaluating the ag-
gregators response. These prices are selected due to their nature, seen one as an hourly
time-variant (Price 1) and the other one as a time-of-use (Price 2).

— Price 1l

0.035 A Price 2

0.030 A I‘ I.I'rlrrl.LI
y

'|.|
F 1 8 I ‘
0.025 1
0.020 A
0.015 A
4 12 24 12 24 12 24 12 2

Price [€/kWh]

12 2 4

Time [h]

Figure 4. Hourly electrical energy price sequences 1 and 2.

3.3. Prosumers Analysis

This subsection presents how the aggregated prosumers respond in the different cases
and the payment variations between the cases.

Considering the scenario setup presented previously, a simulation campaign is devel-
oped using Price 1 as the energy price the aggregator pays to the market, i.e., the price c 4 i
(Price 2 is not considered). Other prices and remuneration are assumed as: ¢y = 1.5c 4,
Ty k = 0-25CA,k/ and TTAk = 0-5CA,k'

The simulation results of residential and commercial users aggregation is presented
in Figure 5. In particular, Figure 5a,c depict the aggregator inputs, i.e., the Load and PV
elements. Notice that the load or demand power is the same for all cases fixing the peak
hours every day at night with similar power magnitudes. Likewise, the PV element or RES
generation is not changing between the cases, and as expected the peak hours are around
midday with different peak power magnitudes.
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Figure 5. Total aggregator inputs, decision variables, and outputs. (a) Load demand (input). (b) EV
power demand (decision variable). (c) PV generation (input). (d) Battery power exchange (decision
variable). (e) Grid power exchange (output).

Moreover, the aggregation of the decision variables are presented in Figure 5b,d, i.e.,
the EVch and Battery elements, respectively. It can be seen that Case 1 has the highest
power peaks in the EV power demand due to the uncoordinated charging; while the other
cases charge with similar profiles between them. In addition, the battery systems power
exchange of Case 1 shows that when there is sun, the batteries only increase their storage
with different power levels, whereas at night, the batteries use the energy for feeding the
user loads. In addition, in the other three cases, the battery consumes or injects power
depending on the aggregator’s objective. In particular, Case 3 has high variability due to
the user’s remuneration when injecting power into the grid.

The grid power output variable is presented in Figure 5e where the power exchange
between the aggregator and the electrical grid can be noticed. It can be seen that four days
are injecting an important amount of power into the grid. Due to the low PV production
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on the third day, no power injection in Case 1 and lower injection in the other cases are
presented. Notice that the higher power demands are presented for Case 1, while the
highest negative peaks, i.e., highest power injections are given by Case 3.

Table 2 is presented with the purpose of analysing the total payment of the residential
users and the commercial EVCS. Likewise, this table presents the percentage reduction of
each case in comparison with Case 1. Regarding the residential users, the lowest payment
is presented in Case 3 with a reduction of 8.9% which is not so different from Case 4 with
8.8%. The commercial EV station has a payment reduction of 48.2% with any case. This
reduction is the same between the cases given that there is not enough PV production to
inject into the grid leading to no remuneration for the station. Then, the suitable aggregator
for the users in this price configuration is Case 3. It is worth noticing that the payment
reduction is due to the EV chargers and battery storage smart management.

Table 2. Users payments by each case and the reduction percentage with respect to Case 1.

Total Payment

Case Residential Commercial All Users
[€/kWh] [€/kWh] [€/kWh]
1 1971.0 700.0 2671.0
2 1824.7 (—4.8%) 362.5 (—48.2%) 2187.2 (—18.1%)
3 1746.4 (—8.9%) 362.5 (—48.2%) 2108.9 (—21.0%)
4 1748.7 (—8.8%) 365.5 (—48.2%) 2111.3 (—20.9%)

Therefore, we can conclude that for the residential users it is beneficial to be involved in
the aggregator scheme of Case 3 or 4. However, not all users have the same configuration;
then, it is important to understand if all users will have the same payment reduction
and also how dependant are from the energy prices and remuneration prices, which is
presented next.

4. Sensitivity Analysis

In the previous section, the aggregated users response have been presented considering
a set of energy and remuneration prices. However, this section looks for studying how
dependant is billing to the energy and remuneration prices. Therefore, a sensitivity analysis
is carried out to identify the price impact for users, prosumers and aggregators. Likewise,
the feasibility for the single user to be involved in aggregator strategies is evaluated.

The energy and remuneration price sensitivity analysis consider the market price c4 x
as fixed, leading to different price variations in cy , 774 r, and 7ty j. Therefore, for the sake
of simplicity, these price variations are considered as combinations of the market price as,

CYk =&CAk, Tlak=PCak Tk = HCAk- (12)
Then, the parameters «, B, and y are varied as presented in Table 3.
Table 3. Parameters in each scenario for the sensitivity analysis.
Sc 1/27 2/28 3/29 4/30 5/31 6/32 7/33 8/34 9/35 10/36 11/37 12/38 13/39
o 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 15 15 15 15 15
B 0.25 0.25 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.5 0.5
u 0.25 0.5 0.25 0.5 0.75 0.25 0.5 0.75 0.25 0.5 0.75 0.25 0.5
Sc 14/40 15/41 16/42 17/43 18/44 19/45 20/46 21/47 22/48 23/49 24/50 25/51 26/52
o 15 15 15 15 1.75 1.75 1.75 1.75 1.75 1.75 1.75 1.75 1.75
B 0.5 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.75 0.75 0.75
U 0.75 0.25 0.5 0.75 0.25 0.5 0.75 0.25 0.5 0.75 0.25 0.5 0.75
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From Table 3, it is noticed that there are 26 scenarios (Sc) per price. Then, when
considering the two energy price sequences presented in Figure 4, the total number of
scenarios is 52, in which the parameters from scenario 27 to 52 are the same as from 1 to 26.
In other words, Price 1 is applied in scenarios from 1 to 26, and Price 2 in scenarios from 27
to 52.

4.1. Residential Users Evaluation

This subsection aims to analyse the residential users payment at each case in the
simulation horizon. In this analysis, only Price 1 is taken into account, i.e., scenarios from 1
to 26.

The distribution of the users payment at each case is presented in Figure 6. A user
payment reduction can be noticed from Case 1 (see Figure 6a) to Case 2 (see Figure 6b),
in which the users distribution are higher for the initial 20 users and lower for the last
users, being less sensible to the price and remuneration variations. Moreover, the users
distributions in Case 3 (see Figure 6c) and Case 4 (see Figure 6d) are higher than for cases
1 and 2. In particular, some users ID between numbers 23 and 46 can receive a payment
instead of paying to the aggregator (see payments distributions under zero), e.g., users
ID 40 and 45 receive a payment remuneration from the aggregator instead of paying a
bill. Notice that this payment is possible for any price and remuneration combination. As
presented in Figure 3, User ID 40 and 45 are prosumers with a low power demand that
have PV generation and battery systems.

An important measurement to consider is the dispersion of user payments across
different scenarios. For this aim and being aware of the previous results, Figure 7 presents
the variance of each user at each case, in which is possible to understand how sensitive
are the users to the price variations. It can be seen that users as 4, 14, 15, and 26 are highly
affected by the prices. These users have only the Load element (see Figure 3), while user
4 also has the PV and Battery elements. In the other hand, users ID as 42, 43, 44, and 45
remain almost with same payment when varying the prices. These users consider more
diverse elements, e.g., users 44 and 45 have Load, PV and Battery elements, user 43 has
Load and Battery, while 42 has only Load.

Therefore, it is not possible to conclude about a configuration that follows a similar
response. However, a trend in the Load element is observed, in which users that have more
power demand in the Load element, achieve higher price variances. While users that have
low power demand, achieve lower price variations.

Cases 2 and 3 do not consider aggregator profit; likewise, Case 1 has no aggregator;
and, only Case 4 considers it. In Figure 8 the aggregator profit perceived from each user is
presented. The negative prices are the payments that the aggregator receives for managing
the energy of each user. It is worth noticing that all the mean values are lower than zero.
Therefore, for the aggregator is profitable to manage all the residential users.

The aggregator must carefully accept the price combination to avoid reducing its profit
with the users’ remuneration payment. For instance, User ID 40 and 45 have a distribution
between positive and negative values, being counterproductive the positive values in the
aggregator. Nevertheless, not only users 40 and 45 have positive values; therefore, in an
aggregator perspective, only scenarios with negative prices (see Figure 8) are profitable.
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Figure 8. Aggregator profit by each user in Case 4 considering Price 1.

In order to assess the aggregator profit by considering users distribution in each
scenarios, Figure 9 is depicted. Notice that Price 1 and Price 2 are evaluated. A similar
performance is noticed between the two prices, i.e., between the scenarios 1 to 26 and 27 to
52. A higher payment (negative prices) is expected to be noticed for the scenarios where «
is the highest one, i.e., from 18 to 26 with Price 1 and from 44 to 52 with Price 2, meaning
that the users pay more for the grid energy. In addition, scenario such as 2, 5, 10, 11, 14, 19,
20, 23, 28, 31, 36, 37, 40, 45, 46, and 49 are not desired scenarios for the aggregator due to a
profit reduction given by users that are receiving a higher remuneration. These scenarios
are characterised by y higher than §, i.e., the users price remuneration is higher than the
aggregator remuneration (see Table 3).

20

-

—60

Price [€/kWh]

4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44 48 52
Scenario

Figure 9. Aggregator profit by each scenario in Case 4.

4.2. Cases Comparison

This subsection aims to assess which of the strategy or case is the most beneficial for
residential and commercial users. Therefore, Figure 10 compares the total payment at each
case for each type of user. It can be seen that for the residential users (see Figure 10a) cases 3
and 4 have the lowest payments, being the case 3 the lowest payment. Hence, the Case 3 in
general is the best strategy for the residential users. However, the Case 4 is also a suitable
solution for these users.
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Figure 10. Cases price variation for residential and commercial users, considering all the scenarios.
(a) Residential. (b) Commercial (EVCS).

Regarding the commercial user (see Figure 10b), i.e., the EVCS, cases 2, 3 and 4 have
quite similar response due to its high demand. Moreover, the RES production is not enough
for injecting energy into the electrical grid and receive a payment remuneration. In the
figure, the distribution of cases 2, 3, and 4 are smaller than in case 1, leading the commercial
user to be less dependant on the prices and remuneration values. Hence, for the commercial
user it is useful to be involved in any of the cases 2, 3, or 4.

4.3. Suitable Strategy for Prosumers

This subsection looks for analysing the single user response to different scenarios.

First, a clustering method is used to partition the users into different clusters depend-
ing on the payment variation in the 52 analysed scenarios in the four cases, for a total of
208 scenarios. The aim is to understand how users with different element combinations
and power demands can be clustered depending on how sensible are they to the price
variations, as well as to provide a guideline of the payment options for future users’ to be
involved in aggregator schemes.

Second, a comparison between Case 1 and Case 4, i.e., the standard or current approach
and the aggregator maximisation profit is developed with the aim of defining how suitable
is for each user to be involved in the aggregator management of Case 4. The Case 4 is
selected for the comparison because it is the most applicable in the near future considering
the energy market trend.

4.3.1. Clustering Users by the Payment Variations

The clustering process is developed considering the 50 residential users, while the
commercial user is assigned to a single cluster due to its highest payments around the
scenarios.

The classification is performed with the K-means clustering method, using the squared
Euclidean distance metric. The optimal number of clusters is evaluated with the silhouette
criterion in which the silhouette value for each point is a measure of how similar that point
is to other points in the same cluster, compared to points in other clusters. The evaluation is
performed considering a maximum of 7 groups. Figure 11 present the silhouette values for
the evaluated groups achieving a maximum value of 0.793 for 4 clusters, meaning that the
optimal number of clusters is 4. The K-means algorithm uses a heuristic to find the centroid
location of each cluster.
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Figure 11. Silhouette value evaluation for the clusters.

Figure 12 presents the clusters. However, Figure 12a depicts the silhouette from the
clustered data using the euclidean distance metric, presenting how the data are split into
the 4 clusters. The other sub-figures present the clusters with the users’ payments in each
scenario. Notice that each cluster presents the centroid location with black circular markers.
Cluster 1 is presented in Figure 12b; it can be seen that the variations between the case
profiles are similar, cases 3 and 4 present more ripple for specific users. Figure 12c shows
Cluster 2 which has significant variations between cases; indeed, cases 3 and 4 achieve
negative values for some scenarios, i.e., the users will receive a payment instead of paying a
bill. In Figure 12d, Cluster 3 is presented; regardless of user ID 33, all payments are positive
and decrease between the case profiles. The payments profile of User ID 33 in cases 3 and
4 move away from the centroid giving a negative silhouette (see Figure 12a). Figure 12e
shows Cluster 4 which is similar to Cluster 1 but with higher payments. The commercial
user payments profile is assigned to the Cluster 5 presented in Figure 12f. This cluster is
not considered in the K-means process.

Table 4 presents all the users elements combinations and how they are divided in the
different clusters. Then, the users with only the Load element are located in all the clusters;
however, the power demanded by these users is different between them. In fact, these users
of Cluster 2 have a low power demand, contrary from Cluster 4, in which the highest power
demands are located, while clusters 1 and 3 have a medium demand. The prosumers with
the combination of Load and PV are mostly located in Cluster 2, giving important revenues
to these users when injecting power into the grid in cases 3 and 4. The prosumer ID 30
with Load and EVch is located at Cluster 3. Prosumers with Load and Battery elements
are divided into clusters 1, 2, and 3; nevertheless, half of them are in Cluster 2. Regarding
the prosumers with Load, PV, and EVch elements, they are divided into clusters 1 and 4,
this due to the Load element that demands an important amount of power. The prosumers
with the combination of Load, PV, and Battery are split into all the clusters; however, the
users largest parts are located in clusters 2 and 3, which provides the lowest payments.
Finally, the users with all elements are located in the cluster 2.
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Figure 12. Clusters. (a) Silhouette from the clustered data. (b) Cluster 1. (c) Cluster 2. (d) Cluster 3.
(e) Cluster 4. (f) Cluster 5. Not considered in the clustering method.

Therefore, the cluster with the majority of the users and higher diversity is Cluster 2;
in fact, it is the most attractive one for users due to their payment remunerations. However,
it is important to highlight that these users usually have low inflexible power demand or
high PV generation.
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Table 4. Number of users involved at each cluster with their elements combination. In brackets the

User ID is reported.
Elements Cluster
Combination 1 2 3 4 5 Total
Load 4 (10,17, 21, 25) 2 (42, 50) 4 (22,35, 36,47) 3 (14, 15, 26) - 13

6 (24,29, 38,41,

Load, PV 1(20) 46, 49) 1(34) - - 8
Load, EVch - - 1 (30) - - 1
Load, Battery 1(18) 2 (39, 43) 1(37) - - 4
Load, PV, EVch 4(1,2,8,11) - - 3(9,13,16) - 7
Load, PV, 5(5,6,19,28,
Battery 2(7,12) 4 (32,40, 44, 45) 33) 2 (3,4) - 13
Load, PV, EVch,
Battery - 4(23,27,31,48) - - - 4
Load, PV, EVCS - - - - 1(51) 1
Total 12 18 12 8 1 51

4.3.2. Current and Near Future Strategies Comparison

The comparison between Case 1 and Case 4 aims to define for each user if is suitable

or not to be involved in the aggregator strategy. Therefore, the difference in percentage
between both cases is developed considering all the scenarios.

In Figure 13 the difference between the strategies is presented. In fact, Figure 13b is a

zoom of Figure 13a in which is possible to understand for each user if is suitable or not to
participate in the aggregation strategy. In the figure, the distribution of each user refers to
the several scenarios differences and the values are explained as follows.

Difference ~ 0%: It means that the difference in the payment made by the user in Case
1 and Case 4 is negligible, i.e., the user will pay almost the same value. The users in
this situation are: 10, 14, 15, 17, 21, 22, 25, 26, 34-36, 42, 47, and 50. Notice that these
users correspond to the 13 users with only the Load element plus the user ID 34 (user
with PV generation).

0% < Difference < 100%: It means that there is a reduction in the bill payment of the
percentage shown in the figure. Considering the mean vale of the distribution, the
users ID in this payment reduction are: 1-9, 11-13, 16, 18-20, 23, 24, 27-30, 33, 37, 38,
39,41, 43, 44, 48, 49, and 51.

Difference > 100%: It means that these prosumers instead of paying a bill will receive
a payment. Considering the mean vale of the distribution, the users ID that receive a
payment are: 31, 32, 40, 45, and 46. However, for those users, this payment will depend
on the evaluated scenario. Notice that all of them are in Cluster 2 (see Figure 12c).
Difference < 0%: It means that the users pay more in Case 4 than in Case 1. There is
no user in this situation.

Moreover, users 1D 23, 24, 27, 31-33, 38, 41, and 46 can achieve a payment reduction or

receive a payment depending on the scenario. All these users except user 33 are classified
in Cluster 2. Regarding user 33, it belongs to Cluster 3 but with a negative silhouette,
understanding that this user is not properly classified. In addition, it is important to see
that users ID 40 and 45 (Cluster 2) always will receive a payment.
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Figure 13. Price comparison, difference between Case 1 and Case 4. (a) Complete. (b) Zoom.

5. Conclusions

Remuneration schemes for prosumers and aggregators have been proposed and
compared with a standard approach, named Case 1. The aggregation schemes have
different aims as, Case 2 looks for minimising users bill without aggregation profit; Case
3 is as Case 2 but considering users remuneration; and Case 4 which aims to maximise
the aggregator profit. The comparison of the strategies consider different energy and
remuneration prices, leading to simulate how profitable the strategy is for prosumers
and aggregators.

The mathematical formulation of residential and commercial prosumers is presented
considering electric vehicle chargers and battery storage systems as flexible loads. The
other elements assessed in the prosumers are renewable energy sources and non-flexible
demand. It is not possible to conclude about a configuration that follows similar variance
responses. However, a trend in the Load element is observed, in which users that have
more power demand in the Load element, achieve higher price variances. While users that
have low power demand, achieve lower price variations.

The case study provides a guidance for prosumers with different configurations on
how profitable it is to be involved in aggregation strategies. For instance, for the residential
users it is beneficial to be involved in the aggregator scheme of Case 3 or 4; while for
the commercial user any case different from the standard approach is profitable, this will
depend on the RES production.

The simulation results show that there is no single case that improves all users’ pay-
ments. However, there is a trend as, Case 1 used to be the most expensive, while Case 3
was the most economical because of the cost minimisation and energy remuneration. Case
4, which seems to be the most likely scenario to be implemented in the short term, has
lower costs than the benchmark and also provides economic benefits to the aggregator.
Therefore, if a user wants to be involved in an aggregator structure, it must be aware of the
aggregation aim, because this can positively or negatively impact its costs.

The aggregation strategies presented in this paper consider historical data on renew-
able energy, household demand, as well as electric vehicle arrival and departure times.
Future work will evaluate the strategies considering end-user uncertainties not only in
the consumption, generation, and energy prices but also in the electric vehicle connection
periods. Moreover, a new strategy considering vehicle-to-grid will be assessed in the
remuneration sensitivity analysis.
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Abbreviations

The following abbreviations are used in this manuscript:

EV Electric Vehicle

EVCS  Electric Vehicle Charging Station
DR Demand Response

DSM  Demand Side Management
DSO  Distribution System Operator
14Y% Photo-Voltaic

RES Renewable Energy Sources
SEC Smart Energy Community
SoC State of Charge

ToU Time-of-Use

V1G Smart Charging

V2G  Vehicle-to-Grid

V2X Vehicle-to-everything

VPP  Virtual Power Players
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