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Abstract: A high penetration level of renewable energy in a power system increases variability and
uncertainty, which can lead to ramping capability shortage. This makes the stable operation of a
power system difficult. However, appropriate management of electric vehicles (EVs) can overcome
such difficulties. In this study, EVs were applied as a flexible ramping product (FRP), and a method
was developed to increase the system ramping capability. When increasing the FRP to the amount
required for the system, the effect on transmission lines cannot be neglected. Thus, the required FRP
considering transmission constraints is calculated separately for each zone to secure deliverability.
To make adjustment possible, the zonal available capacity is calculated by considering the probabilities
of the location and the plugged and charged states of EVs. The applicability of EVs as an FRP resource
is examined, and the results showed that they can be used at a more significant level considering the
transmission constraints.

Keywords: electric vehicles (EVs); flexible ramping capacity; power system operation; variability;
uncertainty; flexibility

1. Introduction

Researchers have long pointed out the problems with power system operation due to increased
renewable energy use. Previous studies have examined the impact of increased renewable energy use
on power systems from diverse perspectives [1,2]. Controlling the output of renewable energy is not
easy, and the controllable range is not broad, even if available. Therefore, power systems experience
variability in the power output of renewable energy resources [3—6]. The predicted output of renewable
resources has higher uncertainty than that of a conventional power generator; this intensifies the
operational challenges of a power system. Therefore, flexibility must be ensured during the planning
and operation of a power system so that it can respond to these risky conditions [7,8]. Otherwise,
events with insufficient ramping capacity of generation would occur frequently [9]. This could lead
to undesired outcomes such as wind curtailment [10]. This risk can reportedly be alleviated using a
flexible ramping product (FRP) [11,12]. An FRP is extremely necessary for enhanced system flexibility
and operational efficiency, particularly for systems with a significant proportion of power generated
from renewable resources [13,14].

The Midcontinent Independent System Operator (MISO) and California Independent System
Operator (CAISO) have established and have been managing a ramp market where FRPs are procured
to prepare for the variability and uncertainty in the net load [15-17]. However, meeting the FRP
requirements of a power system using only conventional generators has limitations. Research has been
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conducted on securing FRPs with alternative resources. Chen et al. [18] and Cui et al. [19] suggested
methods of procuring FRPs through wind power, and Zhang and Kezunovic [20] performed early
research on utilizing electric vehicles (EVs) as FRPs.

The persistent increase in the popularity of EVs is expected to contribute to environmental
friendliness through de-carbonization in the transportation sector and enable EVs to serve as a
resource for providing system flexibility through their charging and discharging interactions with
power systems. The penetration level of renewable energy can be increased when higher system
flexibility is ensured through EVs [21]. Vehicle-to-grid may serve as a storage resource for handling
the intermittency of renewable energy output [22]. Existing research from this perspective has mostly
applied EVs for frequency regulation [23] or providing reserve resources [24,25]. An EV owner can
obtain a significant revenue as a reward for providing regulation reserves to a system operator [26].
However, such services require frequent charging and discharging cycles for a short time, which
may affect the usability of EVs. In contrast, the required charging cycle of EVs for providing FRPs
is typically 5-10 min with considerably less frequent utilization than that for the abovementioned
services. Thus, applying EVs as an FRP resource is a more efficient approach.

Another advantage of applying EVs is that they are relatively unconstrained by the transmission
congestion problem, which can occur in transmission lines connecting different zones. Large-scale
conventional generators and renewable generators are typically far from regions with high power
demand. Thus, the generated power is transmitted through several transmission lines to demand
sites, and this condition is generally considered to be responsible for the transmission congestion
problem. In contrast, utilizing EVs does not aggravate transmission congestion because they are
typically distributed within regions with high load demand. Moreover, the mobility of EVs can
enhance system conditions from the perspective of mitigating transmission congestion and reducing
grid operation costs [27,28]. Adequate utilization of mobility can reduce curtailment for the energy
capacity of renewable power; this can increase the integration of renewable energy [29]. Therefore,
applying EVs as an FRP resource is more advantageous compared to using a conventional generator
when transmission constraints are considered.

Existing research has considered the transmission congestion problem within the process of
energy and ancillary service co-optimization [30,31]. However, research on transmission congestion
that considers FRPs is insufficient. This paper examines the effects of FRPs on transmission constraints
and the applicability of EVs as an FRP resource.

A method of securing FRPs by zone is proposed to consider transmission constraints. In addition,
this paper describes a methodology of stochastically estimating the optimal location and the plugged
and charged states of EVs to utilize them most efficiently and suggests an application of the method
for system operation. Finally, the paper proposes a method of optimizing the operation of a power
system with energy and FRPs using a conventional generator and EVs considering the charging and
discharging characteristics of EVs.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 describes the methodology of
utilizing EVs as an FRP. The mathematical formulation is shown in Section 3. Case studies are presented
in Section 4. To concentrate on the effect of applying FRP resources, a simulation was conducted
excluding reserve products. Finally, Section 5 concludes the paper and proposes future research topics.

2. Methodology

2.1. Flexible Ramping Product

Power system load fluctuates constantly, and appropriate countering is essential for stable
operation. Thus, operational flexibility is an important factor that must be secured. When the
level of renewable energy penetration in a power system is considerably increased, the net load
becomes more concentrated. The net load refers to the value of non-controllable generation such
as renewable energy that is excluded from the normal load; it is characterized by variability and
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uncertainty. Variability is the change in the net load over time. In a state where the normal load does
not change significantly, the variability in the net load increases with the penetration level of renewable
energy. Uncertainty occurs because the variation of the net load cannot be precisely forecasted; it is
produced by system contingencies or generator outage. Moreover, it increases with the penetration
level of renewable energy. There is a limit to preventing the increase in variability and uncertainty
using only the ramp rate of existing conventional generators. Thus, an FRP is required to ensure the
operational flexibility of a power system.

An FRP is composed of flexible ramping up (FRU) and flexible ramping down (FRD) to
compensate the upward and downward variations in the net load, respectively. The required capacities
for FRU and FRD can be calculated as follows [32]:

FRUsystem,t = max{[NetLoad; s — NetLoad;] + Uncertaintyypys,0} 1)

FRDsystem,s = max{[NetLoad; — NetLoady | + Uncertainty o t+s,0} )

where NetLoad;,s — NetLoad; and NetLoad; — NetLoad, s refer to the variability in the net load. The
FRP required at f + s is ensured at f, which captures the variability and uncertainty in the net load.
Operational flexibility can be increased by procuring an FRP. FRP requirements are determined by
zones for increased reliability. Such a method has been developed by the MISO and is applied below:

ZFRuz,t Z PRusystem,t (3)
z

ZFRDz,t 2 FRDsystem,t (4)
z

2.2. EV Utilization for FRP

An EV operates by charging and using a battery. Thus, connection with a power system is
essential. An EV plugged in a system is equivalent to a battery with remarkable ramping capability,
and it can be applied to the system for charging and discharging. Sufficient capacity can be secured
through EVs because their use is expected to continue to increase [33]. Thus, EVs are appropriate as
an FRP. To utilize EVs as an FRP, their location and plugged and charged states must be estimated.
A probabilistic approach is proposed to calculate the applicable energy capacity of EVs at a specific time.

2.2.1. EV State Estimation

To utilize EVs as an FRP resource, it is necessary to predict the location and plugged and charged
states. In this study, we calculated the usable capacity of an EV that changes over the interval time of a
dispatch through stochastic estimation of EV states. The available capacity of an EV can be utilized for
charging and discharging from a system and as an FRP resource. This process is presented as follows:
The state of an EV is memoryless; it is determined only by the state of the immediately preceding time
interval and is completely independent from past states. In addition, the EV state changes with time.
The Markov chain is regarded as suitable for reflecting this property and can be used to model state
transitions. Therefore, the Markov chain is applied to consider such states, as shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1 illustrates every state of an EV in a power system using the Markov chain. The power
system consists of three zones and six nodes. First, the states of an EV can be classified as “traveling”
and “plugged”. The EVs in the plugged state can be divided into those in the “fully charged” state
and “partially charged” state. Every state can either be returned to its previous state or be transited to
another state following the transition probability.

The change in each state complies with the following rules: if a traveling EV in one zone moves
to another zone and parks there, it must pass through the traveling state in that zone. For example,
a driver traveling with his EV in Zone A can park his car at a node in Zone C only after the EV passes
through the traveling state in Zone C at least once. Additionally, the EV should pass through the
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traveling state of the zone every time it moves to other plugging nodes placed within the same zone.
Note that the EV cannot transit from the traveling state to the fully charged state because it uses battery
power while traveling. On the contrary, EVs in the fully charged and partially charged states can
transit directly to the traveling state. A partially charged EV can transit to the following three types of
states: remain unchanged, transit to the traveling state, or transit to the fully charged state. In the first
type, the EV can provide its power to the grid from the partially charged state. The EV remains in this
state until charging is complete. In the second type, the partially charged EV starts to drive. In the last
type, the EV transits to the fully charged state when charging is completed. If an EV in this state is
discharged, it changes to the partially charged state. Otherwise, it can remain fully charged or transit
to the traveling state.

|<—>{ Traveling

Fully Partially
Charged Charged

Figure 1. Markov chain for electric vehicle (EV) state estimation.

The location state indicates which zone an EV resides in. The probability of the number of EVs in
each zone is assumed to follow a normal distribution with mean m, and standard deviation o, [34]:

) 1 _ (k=mz)?
E, ~ N(mz,az> = oo e 202 (5)
z

When a considerable number of vehicles exist, the probability of the number of vehicles traveling
on a road follows the Poisson distribution [35]. The probability that a given number, k, of vehicles are

traveling on a road is given by:
k

Py (k) = %e-f’ )

where p is the population parameter value of the Poisson distribution. The term p refers to the
average number of traveling EVs, which is calculated by dividing the arrival rate of vehicles into the
traffic system by the reciprocal of the mean travel time. Therefore, (6) represents the probability
that k EVs are traveling when the average number of traveling EVs is p. For example, if the
average number of traveling vehicles is 100, then the probability that 90 vehicles are traveling is
P (90) = %e*m(’ ~ 0.025. The probability that j EVs are parked out of v EVs is represented by:

b [T Jv;mfﬂd @)
Pa(]) _Zo (U—])'e /7271_0_26 v

In this case, v — j EVs would be traveling. The probability of this condition is derived using (6).
Equation (7) can be obtained by combining the above two equations.
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Because a system operator can utilize only parked EVs, the applicable capacity of EVs is calculated
using the number of parked EVs. The applicable EV energy capacity differs according to the charged
state of a parked EV. The charged state is divided into the partially charged state (pc) and fully charged
state(fc). The energy distribution probabilities according to each state are given by:

EPC ~ N(mpc, a,z,c) 8)

Efe ~ N(m for a}c) ©)

The distribution of charged energy for the EVs is assumed to follow a normal distribution.
With this distribution, the mean value of the fully charged state () is the same as the chargeable
maximum capacity of an EV battery with a standard deviation (¢ of close to zero. The plugged EV
energy distribution (P);) is calculated by combining the probabilities of the partially charged state (Ppc)
and fully charged state (Pr;) and the charged energy distribution of each state in (8) and (9). This is
formulated as follows:

Epl ~ N(Tﬂpl,(frzﬂ> (10)
P P
pc fc
My = cMpe + -m (11)
P PpC +Pfc pc Ppc +Pfc fC
2 2
P P
2 pc 2 fe 2
o =—L—) 2+ |+ o 12
pl (Ppc +Pfc> pc (Ppc +Pfc> fC ( )

2.2.2. EV Available Energy and Power Estimation

The energy gained through the EVs in the system is estimated as follows: First, the cumulative
energy distribution function of the plugged EV fleet is calculated by combining the parked probability
of j EVs out of v EVs with the distribution probability of energy:

(%*Upz)

g © o L e L T
_ I . 20 . . pl
KE(g) _{ojgl —{o (v—j)! € V270, € : do jV2moy € du
= (13)
_ (4-ay)?
IO G- U R i
_ T e 1 oz 25 )d d
= ffzﬂv—n!'m'e o
o —00 =

The energy capacity that can be discharged/charged through the EV fleet is calculated as follows:

EVE®™ = K7 () =7 x Clo x £ —qxp (14)
EVEh — cfleet _ g1 15
~ “total E (:B) ( )

For the first term of (14), the expected level of energy that can be secured in the EV fleet through
« is determined. Kg(g) = a« Indicates that the EV fleet can ensure the energy capacity g at probability
«. In other words, it implies that the probability of securing more energy than gis 1 — . Therefore,
securable expected capacity g decreases as the expected level increases owing to a smaller value of
«. The second and third terms of (14) consider the minimal amount of remaining energy. v is the
depletion limit, and g is a parameter that indicates the average energy required for traveling over one
interval. The chargeable amount of an EV can be deduced by excluding the currently charged energy
from the total energy capacity of the EV fleet.

The calculated energy that can be charged and discharged from the EV fleet is divided by time
duration & to convert it to the possible charging/discharging power:
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EVPYs — EVE®s /1y (16)

EVPphe — EVEhe /)y (17)

The actually utilizable power of the EV fleet is considered by applying the maximum discharging
and charging rates of the EV:

Limit®s = ptismax (18)

P
Limithe = pehamax s p s P 19
X Bt (19)
pevismax — min (EVPd"S, LimitdiS) (20)
pevhamax — min (EVPC’”‘, Limitf’m) 1)

where Py, (1) < a and Py (nc) > B.
3. Mathematical Formulation

3.1. Objective Function

The objective function is the minimization of the system operating cost, which consists of the
energy production cost, the FRU and FRD costs of a conventional generator, the discharging and
charging costs of the EV, and EVRU and EVRD costs. In addition, the objective function includes the
cost of unserved energy. The cost of load shedding is calculated by multiplying the load shedding
amount at each time interval with the value of lost load (VOLL), as shown in (25). To minimize the
system operating cost, load shedding should be minimized because the VOLL is generally considerably
larger than the marginal production cost. In this manner, the objective function ensures economic and
reliable operation of the system. The EVs are aggregated in the fleet to secure a valid capacity. Rather
than minimize the operating cost within each time interval, the purpose is to minimize the overall
operating cost for all time intervals that are considered. The objective function is defined as:

ts
Min ) (CG; + CEVy + CLS;) (22)
t=ty

CGi = Y |C"" (pis) + CIRU (FRU, ) + CTRP (FRD; )| (23)
i€l
CEVy = Y [ (peuts) — 2 (pevtt) + CEVRU(EVRUL,) + CEVEP(EVRDy)| (24
xeX

3.2. Constraints

For stable operation of the power system, the diverse constraints specified below should be
satisfied. The constraints include maintaining power balance in the system, the output constraints of
generators and EVs, FRP requirements, and transmission constraints.

3.2.1. Power Balance

Intrinsically, the power output of a generator in a system must meet the net load and diverse
electric demands at all times. Load shedding occurs when the generated power output does not fully
satisfy the net load. EVs increase electrical supply by discharging the energy stored in their batteries.
In contrast, they can increase demand by charging their batteries:
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vt szt + Z pevdls = Z nly e+ Z pevCh“ LS; (26)

iel xeX neN xeX
3.2.2. Resource Constraints

Generator Constraints

The output and characteristic constraints of controllable resources are given below. Conventional
generators are constrained by the minimum and maximum power outputs that they can generate at a
given time and the physical constraints for the ramp rate:

Vi ptt < piy < pi (27)

Vt,Vi: pip+ FRU;p < pi™™ (28)
Vt,Vi:p;, —FRD;; > pmm (29)
Vt,Vi:0 < FRU;; < RC; x At (30)
Vt,Vi:0 < FRD;y < RC; x At (31)
Vt,Vi: —RC; x At < piy — pir—1 < RC; x At (32)

EV Constraints

EVs can supply capacity to a system in the form of battery charge. Because of the limits of battery
capacity, only the residual battery excluded from the total capacity can be charged. Even though the
ramp rate of the battery is almost limitless, the ramp rate of an EV is constrained by the charging
station that connects the EV and system or the abilities of the EV power charger. To consider the
loss during charging and discharging, coefficients (~,1*) are applied and the required level of EV
energy(erq) at a certain time is considered:

Vt,Vx: 0 < pevl’s < pev"lZs Amax (33)
Vi, Vx: 0 < pevdm < pevCh“ Amax (34)
Vt,Vx pevdls pevCh“ + EVRUy; < pevdls Amax (35)
Vit Vx : pevlls — peUCh“ EVRDy; > pevCh” Amax (36)
1 dis cha
VX :eevy 1 — eevy = = —peviy — 1 pevyy | X At (37)
1
VXt eevy|t=t, > Cﬁf;:ul Ereq (38)

3.2.3. System and Zonal FRP Constraints

When the generator and EVs in each zone are applied, the zonal FRP requirement should be
satisfied. The sum of these zonal requirements should ultimately satisfy the system FRP requirement.

System FRP
Z rzt = systemt (39)
z€Z
Z Tep Z systemt (40)
zeZ
Zonal FRP
Vt,Vz: Y FRU;;+ Y EVRUys > 1R (41)

i€lz xeX,z
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Vt,Vz: Y FRDj;+ Y EVRDy; > rKP (42)
iclz xeX,z

3.2.4. Transmission Constraints

All factors that affect transmission lines are considered so that the transmission limit is not
exceeded. The power generated by generators (including renewable generators), the charge and
discharge by EVs, and electricity demand impact transmission flow. The burden on each transmission
constraint, /, is calculated from the sensitivity (H, ) of each node. In contrast, the impact of the FRPs
in each zone on transmission is calculated by aggregating the sensitivity <H Hzt) so that the sum does
not exceed the transmission capacity limit.

Zonal Deployment Transmission Constraints

Vf, VZ : Fl,t(Pt/ RPt, EVt, Dt)

= ¥ {pi e} + 2 {rpue-Hined+ 5 { (peoti = peodt) - Hye} = & {dueoHypy @9
i€eln icln xeXn neN
Wt,V1 : F;(Py RP, EVy, Dy) + ¥ {PRu,-,t -HFRU } - {PRDi,t-Hf;fP}
i€lz ielz o (44)
+ © {EVRUy- HEVRUL — v {EVRD.:- HEVRP | < Flimit
x€X,z " xeX,z " !

4. Case Studies

4.1. Problem Formulation

The proposed method was verified through case studies on a renewable power generator and a
modified PJM 5-bus system with added EVs. The system is shown in Figure 2.

@

Flow 1-2

@
©-

G2 RPG2

| ¥ Load3
®

RPG1

| ¥ Load1 Load2 w |

‘ Zone A ‘ | | Zone B ‘

Figure 2. Modified PJM 5-bus system diagram.

The simulated system was composed of two zones. Only the power flow in the transmission line
from node 1 to node 2 reached the maximum capacity among the transmission lines between Zones
A and B. Therefore, the case studies considered the constraint only for transmission line 1-2, whose
flow limit was 60 MW. The zonal aggregated sensitivities were Hf _Igl{” = Hf 521 = Hf_‘éﬁ? = (0.4846
and Hf _%%,t = Hf —I;,Eg,t = Hf_glzlf = —0.0463. Table 1 presents the characteristics of the conventional
generator applied in the case studies, and Table 2 presents the sensitivity of the flow along transmission

line 1-2 at each node.
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Table 1. Conventional generator characteristics.

Generator Min (MW) Max (MW) Ramp Rate (MW/min) Offer Price ($/MWh) Initial Output

Gl 0 80 4 10 50
G2 0 80 4 10.1 25
G3 0 60 1 8 60
G4 0 160 1 25 160
G5 0 160 1 30 50
Go6 0 100 1 15 100
Table 2. Sensitivity matrix of line 1-2.
Hy 1 Hypp Hi3: Hip4t Hi5,1
Sensitivity 0.6 —0.08 —0.04 0.12 0.3

For all case studies, the regulating reserve and contingency reserve were not considered to
concentrate on the FRP effect. Thus, only energy and the FRP were included. See Appendix A for
versions of the above equations when reserves are included. The offer price of resources that provide
ramping capability was excluded. A multiple-interval time-coupled dispatch model was applied to
the simulation. This is an improvement over a single-interval dispatch model. Case studies were
conducted regarding four dispatch time intervals of 5 min in series. EVs were assumed to be able to
supply power to the system and to only be charged by the system. In addition, EVs were assumed
to only be an FRU resource, not an FRD resource. The VOLL was assumed to be 3500 $/MWh.
The problems of the case studies were solved using the GAMS 23.5/CPELX software (IBM, Armonk,
NY, USA). Figure 3 presents all EV states that can exist through the Markov chain. EVs operated only
atnodes 2, 3, and 4.

Traveling|*—

Figure 3. Markov chain applied to the case study.

The battery capacity of an individual EV was assumed to be 75 kWh, and the number of EVs
in the test system was assumed to be 1500, which was assumed to represent a 1% EV penetration
rate. At every time interval, the EV states changed according to the transition probability between
the states. EVs were only applied as FRU resources in the fully charged or partially charged states,
when connected with the system. #* =0.95, 3~ = 0.98 and ¢;,; = 0.7, €req = 0.8 were assumed. 7" and
1~ indicate the discharging and charging coefficients of an EV, respectively. ¢;,; represents the mean
value of the remaining energy of each EV at T1. In addition, &, represents the required energy level of
an EV at the end of the dispatch time. Figures 4 and 5 show the results under these conditions.
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The number of parked EVs changed according to the time interval, which affected the available
discharging capacity that could be secured from the EVs. Even though the number of parked EVs
in the EV1 fleet at T1 was less than that of the EV2 fleet, more EVRU could be procured from the
EV1 fleet. This is because even though the EV2 fleet contained more parked EVs, the EV1 fleet had
higher available capacity considering the charged state of each EV. At T2-T4, even though the number
of parked EVs changed with time, the applicable charging capacity was reached. Thus, the system
operator could utilize the maximum available capacity supplied by the EV fleets for system operation
at T2, T3, and T4.

A “\\\
\ ) ARt 491
0 470 7 Ca
450 414 ‘ 426
1350 1283 | 1349 Soassns 1376
T1 T2 T3 T4

EV1 EV2 [EV3

Figure 4. Number of parked EVs for an EV market penetration rate of 1%.

T4

Figure 5. Discharging power of available EV fleets for an EV market penetration rate of 1%.

10

T1 T2 T3
-Zone A EZoneB

4.1.1. Low Variability in Renewable Power—Case (a)

Case (a) was considered as the baseline of the case studies. The input data provided in Table 3
were applied. The results when EVs were and were not applied as an FRU resource were compared.
The EV charge and discharge capacities were based on the pre-calculated values shown in Figure 4.
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Furthermore, the transmission constraint was considered in all cases. The results are presented in
Table 4.

Table 3. Load and renewable data.

T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6
Load (MW) 498 504 513 501 507 510

Low variability (a) 68 70 74 72 68 64
High variability (b) 68 76 70 71 66 60

Renewable output (MW)

Table 4. Dispatch cleared products in case (a).

EV, No Utilization for FRU (a)-1 EV, Utilization for FRU (a)-2
Operating Cost: $11,009 Operating Cost: $10,933
Cost Saving: $76 (0.69%)
(MW) T1 T2 T3 T4 T1 T2 T3 T4
Energy 51.09 59.49 59.51 53.5 54.51 59.52 59.04 58.86
Gl FRU 6 0 0 9 1.83 0 1.05 0
FRD 0 0 12 0 0 0 12 0
Energy 5 0 0 0 5 0 0 0
G2 FRU 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 2.53
FRD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Energy 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60
G3 FRU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FRD 0 10 0 0 0 10 0 0
Energy 155 160 155 150 155.64 160 159.26 154.26
G4 FRU 5 0 5 10 4.36 0 0.74 5.74
FRD 0 10 0 0 0 10 0 0
Energy 55 58.51 62.96 67.96 52.19 57.19 58.11 58.50
G5 FRU 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
FRD 0 10 0 0 0 10 0 0
Energy 100 100 99.13 100 100 100 100 100
G6 FRU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FRD 10 10 0 0 10 10 0 0
EV1 Energy 0.52 —0.53 0.51 —0.52 0.52 —0.53 0.51 —0.52
EVRU X X X X 0 0 0 0
EV2 Energy 1.61 —1.64 0.68 —0.69 0.89 —0.9 0.86 —0.88
EVRU X X X X 2.59 5.21 3.45 5.19
EV3 Energy 1.79 -1.82 1.22 —1.25 1.25 —1.28 1.21 —1.24
EVRU X X X X 2.22 5.59 3.1 5.55

Operating costs were reduced by applying EVs as an FRU resource. This is because the FRU
capacity of the existing generator was replaced by EVs. The comparatively cheap G1 exhibited a high
ramp rate. Table 4 indicates that G1 was used as an FRU resource and to generate energy to satisfy the
ramp requirement of the system in case (a)-1. However, when EVs were applied as an FRU resource
in case (a)-2, the EV2 and EV3 fleets were dispatched as FRU resources from T1 to T4. Therefore, the
power generation of G1 could be used as energy instead of as an FRU resource, which reduced the
relatively expensive power generation of G5. Thus, the total operating cost was reduced.

4.1.2. High Variability in Renewable Power—Case (b)

The normal loads for case (b) and (a) were the same; however, the change in renewable power
increased. If the variability in renewable power increases, the variability in net load also increases,
along with the ramp requirement of the system. In case (b)-1, EVs were not applied as an FRU resource;
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in case (b)-2, they were. For case (b)-1, a local shedding of 1.19 MW occurred at T1 of L3. With the set
of a conventional generator, load shedding occurred because the ramp requirement was not satisfied
owing to the high variability in renewable power. In case (b)-2, the increased ramp requirement was
satisfied because EVs were applied as an FRU resource. Table 5 presents the dispatch results for cases
(b)-1 and (b)-2. In case (b)-2, load shedding did not occur because EVs were applied as an FRU resource.
This considerably reduced the operating cost compared to case (b)-1.

Table 5. EV dispatch results for case (b).

EV, No Utilization for FRU (b)-1 EV, Utilization for FRU (b)-2
Operating Cost: $12,457 Operating Cost: $10,956

Cost Saving: $1501 (12.05%)

(MW) T1 T2 T3 T4 T1 T2 T3 T4
EV1 Energy 1.49 -1.52 0.53 —0.54 1.49 -1.52 1.44 —1.47
EVRU X X X X 0 0 0 0
EV2 Energy 1.8 —1.84 0.68 —0.7 1.8 —1.84 1.75 —-1.78
EVRU X X X X 1.67 6.15 2.57 6.09
EV3 Energy 1.79 —1.82 1.22 —1.25 1.79 —1.82 1.73 —-1.77
EVRU X X X X 1.69 6.13 2.58 6.08

4.1.3. EV Market Penetration Rate Increase—Case (c)

The change with increased EV penetration was analyzed. The results were presented in Table 6.
For case (a)-2, EVs were applied as an FRU resource. The EV penetration rates were 1%, 2%, and 3%;
for cases (a)-2, (c)-1, and (c)-2, respectively.

When the EV penetration rate was 1%, the number of EVs was assumed to be 1500. Thus,
a 1% increase in the penetration rate was equivalent to an increase of 1500 in the number of EVs.
The charging load of EVs increases with the number of EVs; thus, the total load ultimately increases.
According to the assumptions of the case studies, EVs should charge 10% of their batteries within four
time intervals. Therefore, increasing the EV penetration rate by 1% increases the charging energy by
11.25 MWh.

The results showed that the operating cost of case (c)-1 increased slightly compared to that in case
(a)-2. When the EV penetration rate was increased by 1%, the additional energy required for charging
was 11.25 MWh, and the average offer price from G1 to G6 was approximately $16.3/MWh. Thus, the
additional cost of charging the EVs through a generator was approximately $45. However, the actual
increase in operating cost was smaller than this because the increased number of EVs was utilized as
an FRU resource. As the EVs that could be applied as an FRU resource increased, the FRP capacity
managed by a relatively cheap generator (e.g., G1) could be applied as energy. This decreased the
energy produced by expensive generators, which reduced the total operating cost.

The operating cost in case (c)-2 was considerably higher than that in case (a)-2. This was because
of the large increase in the charging load and the occurrence of load shedding at T2 of L3. When the
EV penetration rate was above 3%, the total load (including the EV load) deviated from the range that
could be managed by the system.

Table 6. Operating cost and load shedding results for case (c).

EV Penetration Rate Operating Cost Load Shedding
1% (a)-2 $10,933 X
2% (c)-1 $10,941 X
3% (c)-2 $13,002 12,13 1.76 MW
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4.1.4. Necessity of Considering the Transmission Constraint—Case (d)

Table 7 presents the results when the transmission constraint was and was not considered
(cases (d)-1 and (d)-2, respectively). Figure 6 shows the power generation for cases (d)-1 and (d)-2.

Table 7. Dispatch cleared products for case (d).

Network Constraint Not Considered (d)-1 Network Constraint Considered (d)-2

Operating Cost: $10,150 Operating Cost: $10,933
(MW) T1 T2 T3 T4 T1 T2 T3 T4
Energy 67.55 80 80 80 54.51 59.52 59.04 58.86
G1 FRU 0 0 0 0 1.83 0 1.05 0
FRD 0 0 12 0 0 0 12 0
Energy 5 16.5 31.63 41.42 5 0 0 0
G2 FRU 0 0 12 9 0 0 0 2.53
FRD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Energy 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60
G3 FRU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FRD 10 10 0 0 0 10 0 0
Energy 155 150 145 140 155.64 160 159.26 154.26
G4 FRU 5 0 0 10 4.36 0 0.74 5.74
FRD 10 10 0 0 0 10 0 0
Energy 45 40 35 30 52.19 57.19 58.11 58.5
G5 FRU 10 10 0 10 10 10 10 10
FRD 10 10 0 0 0 10 0 0
Energy 95 90 85 80 100 100 100 100
G6 FRU 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FRD 10 10 0 0 10 10 0 0
EV1 Energy 0.52 —0.53 0.51 —0.52 0.52 —0.53 0.51 —0.52
EVRU 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
EV2 Energy 0.68 —0.69 0.66 -0.7 0.89 -0.9 0.86 —0.88
EVRU 0 0 0 0 2.59 521 3.45 5.19
EV3 Energy 1.25 —1.28 121 —1.24 1.25 —1.28 121 —1.24
EVRU 0 0 0 0 2.22 5.59 3.1 5.55

Z/one B

241.87 MW
(55.09%)

Zone B

279.45 MW
(63.66%)

G3: 60 MW
i G4: 145 MW
S G5: 35 MW
o EV2: 0.66 MW
EV3: 1.21 MW

G3: 60 MW
G4:157.15 MW
G5:60.43 MW
EV2:0.66 MW
EV3: 121 MW

(-1 (d)-2

Figure 6. Comparison of power generation by zone at T3.



Energies 2017, 10, 2028 14 of 18

In case (d)-1, where the transmission constraint was not considered, the power output from Zone
A generators changed without limit as the total power generation increased. However, in case (d)-2,
which considered the transmission constraint, the limits of transmission line capacity implied that Zone
A generators could not produce more than a certain power output. As shown in Figure 6, the ratio of
the power generation at T3 in Zone A was 44.91% in case (d)-1 and 36.34% in case (d)-2. When the
transmission constraint was not considered, even if a large amount of power was generated in Zone A,
the physical transmission constraints limited the power that could flow to Zone B. In this situation, the
power of Zone A was wasted, or there was a shortage of power in Zone B. Thus, for reliable system
operation and practical available dispatch results, the transmission constraint should be considered.

For case (d)-2, the operating cost was higher than that of case (d)-1. However, such a result is not
practical. Because G1 is a relatively cheap generator, it was dispatched to the maximum in T2-T4 for
case (d)-1. However, the results of case (d)-2 showed that the G1 generator could not be dispatched to
the maximum owing to the transmission constraint.

In case (d)-1, EV fleets were mostly not used for FRU. In case (d)-2, however, EVRU was actively
used. Of course, EV fleets could be applied in case (d)-1 as FRU; however, they were not applied because
the conventional generators could be used for FRU. When constraint conditions were considered in
case (d)-2, the system operator procured FRU through the EV2 and EV3 fleets in Zone B. These results
indicate that the FRU capacity should be calculated by considering the transmission constraint to
derive a practical result and increase EV utilization.

5. Conclusions

This paper proposed a method of applying EVs as an FRP in a power system including renewable
energy. The charging and discharging capacities between the grid and EV were considered. To
consider the movement and location of EVs and the changes in their charged states, a probabilistic
method of calculating battery capacity was propose to make EVs applicable as an FRU resource. Case
studies were conducted to understand the impact of applying EVs as an FRU resource. The simulation
results revealed that applying EVs as an FRU resource reduced the operating cost, and it was more
effective in situations with high variability due to renewable power. The results demonstrated the
effectiveness of considering the transmission constraint to increase the utilization of EVs as an FRU
resource. Future work will involve applying the proposed approach to actual systems and including
reserve products. In addition, methods of calculating the ramp requirement capacity more precisely
will be developed.

Acknowledgments: This research was supported by the Korea Electric Power Corporation through the Korea
Electrical Engineering & Science Research Institute (grant number: R15XA03-55) and Basic Science Research
Program through the National Research Foundation of Korea (NRF) funded by the Ministry of Education
(2017R1D1A1B03029308).

Author Contributions: The main idea of this paper is suggested by Dam Kim. Dam Kim and Hyeongon Park
completed the mathematical modeling, and wrote the first draft of the paper. Dam Kim performed the simulation.
Hungyu Kwon contributed to the methodology. Mun-Kyeom Kim and Jong-Keun Park provided professional
guidance and reviewed the paper.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Nomenclature

Indices and Sets

il Index and set for units

z,7 Index and set for zones

n,N Index and set for nodes

x,X Index and set for EV fleets

1 Index for transmission constraints
S Set for EV state categories (pc, fc, pl}

u Set for ramping product categories {FRU, FRD, EVRU, EVRD}
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Parameters

ms Mean value of EV states s

O Standard deviation of EV states s

Ps Probability of EV states s

praxdis Maximum EV discharging rate

pmax,cha Maximum EV charging rate

VOLL Value of lost load

ppax Upper limit for the power output of unit i

ppn Lower limit for the power output of unit i

RCRC Ramp capability of unit i

n* Discharging coefficient of EV

/. Charging coefficient of EV

Eini Initial energy level of EV

Ereq Required energy level of EV

ngl;ltem,t System ramping up requirement at time ¢

ng[s)t et System ramping down requirement at time ¢

TPn b Renewable power output of node 7 at time ¢

dnt Demand of node 7 at time ¢

RP; Vector of renewable power at time ¢

Dy Vector of demand at time ¢t

Hjp Sensitivity to transmission constraint I of node # at time ¢

Hu Aggregated sensitivity for ramping product U to transmission constraint / of zone z at
Lzt time ¢

Fll”'tm“ Flow limit for transmission constraint [ at time ¢

Variables

EVE®s Aggregated energy capacity of EV for discharging

EVEa Aggregated energy capacity of EV for charging

EVDP¥s Aggregated power of EV for charging

EVpha Aggregated power of EV for discharging

pevsz EV discharging power of fleet x at time ¢

pevffr’t" EV charging power of fleet x at time ¢

Dit Power output of unit i at time t

nin,t Net load of node n at time ¢

FRU;; Ramping up of unit 7 at time ¢

FRD; Ramping down of unit i at time ¢

EVRU, EV ramping up of fleet x at time ¢

EVRDy EV ramping down of fleet x at time ¢

CLS; Load shedding cost at time ¢

LS; Load shedding volume at time ¢

P; Vector of cleared generator energy at time ¢

EV, Vector of cleared EV energy at time ¢

Functions

Py (+) Probability function of the number of traveling EVs

Ppa(-) Probability function of the number of parked EVs

Kg(+) Cumulative distribution function of the energy from the parked EV fleet

CG;(+) Total production cost function of unit i

CMY() Production cost function of energy of unit i

cH() Production cost function of ramping product U of unit i

CEV(") Total EV cost function of fleet x

Cdis () EV discharging cost function of fleet x

céha() EV charging cost function of fleet x

cY(") Cost function of EV ramping product U of fleet x

Fri(5) Flow with transmission constraint / at time ¢
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Appendix A. Formulation Including Reserve

16 of 18

The equations of Section 3 can be modified by including reserves. The reserves are divided into the regulating
reserve and contingency reserve. The latter is composed of the spinning reserve and supplemental reserve.

Appendix A.1. Objective Function

ts
Min Y (CG; + CEVy + CLS;)
t=ty

CG =)

i€l

;"8 p;y + CIRUFRU; + CIRPFRD; + Y CPrY)
weW

CEVy = Y [Clpeotl; — Cpeotlit + CEVRUEVRU, ¢ + CEVRPEVRD, ]
xeX

CLS; = VOLL x LS;

Appendix A.2. Objective FunctionAppendix A.2. Constraints
- Resource Capability

. reg,
VY py o+ Y FRUG, < pi — gy (pEx - plsme)
wew
. re. i i reg,min
WE i py =iy — FRDiy > pii™ = iy (pg;m —pi )

- System Reserve

A reg reg
Vi Z rz,t 2 Rsystem,t
zeZ

Vi Z {rmg + rspin} > R + Rspin

z,t z,t system,t system,t
z€Z
. w w
LD IR IS =Y Reystem,t
zeZ (weW weW

- Zonal Reserve
. reg reg
UAZEDY re >
i€lz

. reg spin reg spin
Vt,Vz Z {ri,t +riy } >, 1

i€lz

Vt,Vz : Z{ Z rlwt} > Z e

iel,z \weW weW

- Reserve Up and FRU/FRD

WVl : F (P, EVy,Dy) + ¥ {r;ff . H;ezgt} Yy {FRLIZ'/Z/[ . HFRU } - Y {FRDz,t : HZPZRP}
zeZ " zeZ "~ "

z€Z
+ % {BVRU HEZR 3 {BVRDG - HERP | — Hipop Ry, < By
x€X,z ” x€X,z " ’

- Reserve Down and FRU/FRD

vV R (P BV Dy — ¢ {2 HE b+ 8 (PR, HERYL — 3 {FRD. ;- HERPY
z€Z " zeZ " z€Z "
+ % {BVRUy - HEZMI = 3 {EVRDG - HERP |4 Hipc RO, < B
xeX,z ” xeX,z " !

(A1)

(A2)

(A3)

(A4)

(A5)

(A6)

(A7)

(A8)

(A9)

(A10)

(A11)

(A12)

(A13)

(A14)
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- Contingency

VE, VI E,(Py, EVy, Dy) 7QZ’t4HIC’Z,t+DsPin. 5 {TSPin.HSPin} LDy {riﬁff”~H?“P’”} < FGlimit (A15)

z,t zl,t izt z,t 1,2/t
z1€Z zIeZ
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