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Abstract

Viability of electric carsharing operations depends on rebalancing algorithms. Basditiods in

the literature suggest a trend towardnmyopic algorithms using queueing principle®e
propose a new model formulation based ataticnodecharge grap structurento a pmedian
relocation problem with minimum cost flow conservation and 4patsed charging station
capacities. The model is Nidmplete, so a heuristic is proposed that ensures feasible intermediate
solutions that can be solved for an ogelisystemAssessment of the algorithm in computational
tests suggesbptimality gaps of 0% among the tested instances of up to 1000 nodes while
achieving 20x computational time savings needed for online applicafios. algorithm is
validated in a casstudy of electric carshare in Brooklyn, New York, with demand data shared
from BMW ReachNowoperations in September 2062 vehicle fleet, 231 pickups per d&93
TAZs) and charging station location dgti&8 charging stations with 4 port capaciti€mpared

to the existing noikEV, no rebalancing data from BMW ReachNow, operatind=® fleet will
obviously increase cosDur proposedonrmyopic rebalancindneuristicwould reduce the cost
increase compared to myopic rebalancing by 42%er manageriahsights are further discussed.
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1. Introduction

Car sharing operatioisrmane s sent i al part of Asmart mobil i
According toMartin and Shaheen (2016 singlecarsharevehicle carreplace7 to 11 grsonal
vehicles on the roaar between 5 to 20 vehicles by other accounts (Navigant Research, 2017)
The common practice in such services is to book specific time slots and reserve a vehicle from a
specific location. Theeturn location isrequired to behe samef or -viidyw®d syst ems bl
relaxedwaypo $ pampsosfreefloating systens arethe BMW ReachNow car
sharing system in Brooklyfuntil 2018)and Car2Go in New York Cityith service areas in 2017
shown in Figure 1.

(a) (b)
Figure 1. Examples of fredloating carshare systems: (a) Car2Go (source: car2go.com) and (b) BMW ReachNow
(source: reachnow.com).

In large car sharing systems, vehicle rebalancing is orfeqdrimary challenges to ensuring
efficiency and providing an adequate level of service. Potential customers may end up waiting or
accessing a farther location, or even balk from using the service, if there is no available vehicle
within a reasonablproximity (which may involve substantial access, e.g. taking a subway from
downtown Manhattan to midtown to pick up a aarho parking or return location available near
the destination. Rebalancing involves having either the system staff or users (thraungivesy
drop off vehicles at locations that would better match supply to derfaedeffective capacity of
a vehicle sharing system is highly dependent on the rebalancing algdn#ffitient operations
may cause systems to be shut down (Krok, 2016).

Car-sharing companietave further considered electric vehicle (EV) fleets to be more
sustainable and to reduce gasoline consumption.ddstenly do Zipcar, Car2Go, and ReachNow
all operate some EVs in their worldwide flegtar2goin 2019 Stuttgart, Madrid and Amsterdam)
some startup carsharing businesseseartlusively oreVs. e.g. Autolibdé; and Ci
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Bluelndy, DriveNow in Copenhagefarma in San Francistcae nd L os Anlgcemtees 6 Lo

Plan for EV car sharing_ufkin, 2016) With atotal fleet of approximately 1,400 EVs, car2go is
one of the largest providers in the electric vehicle carsharing sector.

Vehicle ebalancingefficiencyis further hamperdin an EV environmentEV fleets face the
added challenge diimited availability offast charging infrastructurea§ of 2019 there areven
fast DCpublic charging stations in Manhattecluding Tesla station€hargehub2019))and the
slower charging time even for fast chargers (~ 30 minutes charging tifiele there is an
abundantiterature on methods to handle carshare rebalancing, research on rebalancing EVs under
capacitated charging stations is limitéthere is no model formulated y&r oneway EV
carsharing rebalancinthat capturesall the following 1) the stochasticdynamic nature of
rebalancing with stochastic demar®) incorporating the access costitde vehicles; and 3)
capacities at EV charging stations.

We proposea new graph structure that allows the three challenges to be addressed and
formulate a pmedian réocation model that extends Sayarshad and Chow (2017) to handle the new
graph structureWe cal | t hinsdecntearhgoed oirhaep i appr oach as
the network to a discretized charge level dimensitwe. approach is similar to Zhangadt (2019)
who empl oynebhafis pa g e (. Treipnethedgapesomputationathallenges
with the additional time dimensipaspecially if the carsharing system involves charging activities
in the order oiminuteswhile relocation interval&nd vehicle reservatiorsse madeon the order
of hours.To be fair, Zhang et al. (2019) study an offline problem focusing on evaluating system
equilibration, which differs from the objective of this stulje present a more elegant modeling
framework thaeschews the time dimension to allow for online application.

By using the model from Sayarshad and Chow (2017) as a bagis|itterelocation problem
can be calibrated to provide lo@keadf thestochastic demangsing queue delay approximation
Unlike other queue delalyased approaches that assume demand at one node is only assigned to
the servers at that same node, our delays are directly incorporated into a facility relocation problem
that more realistically &ws, and minimizes, access from one node to anofies.resulting
model is a relocation problem with minimum cost flow constraints as opposed to the conventional
transportation problem constraints. A novel heuristic is proposed to solve the modehiman o
setting.We implementhe algorithm in a proprietaggentbased simulation to teiss performance
over a time horizoragainst benchmark algorithms using demand &ata BMW ReachNow
carshare operations in Brooklyn in 2017.

The paper is organizeab follows. Section 2 presents the literature review. Section 3 presents
the proposed graph structure and model formulation. Section 4 presents the proposed heuristic and
computational evaluation tests. Section 5 presents the agent simulation expeesitggnadd case
study of the Brooklyn carshare fleet. Section 6 concludes.

2. Literature review

2.1. Rebalancing literature

The purpose of optimal rebalancing is to make the decision consideringpffa@nong a
set of parameters that differ from onestiance to anothefhese tradeffs include vehicle
availability for a given random demand distribution, access distance, and relocation costs. For EV
systems, there are further traglés involving charging duration, charging station capacity, and
demanddistribution over different charge levels.



Early studies for designing caharing systems relied on simulation (Barth and Todd, 1999)
for evaluation. More systematic mathematical models to opicazsharing fleets have since
been proposed with rebaleing and related operational challengexluding Fan et al. (2008),

Kek et al. (2009), Nair and MilleHooks (2011)Di Febbraro et al. (2012and Sayarshad and
Chow (2017).There arealso studies on station location with rebalancing (e.g. Chow and
Sayarshad, 2014pricing incentivesClemente et al., 2014; Jorge et al., 2015; Waserhole and Jost,
2016) parking reservations (Kaspi et al., 2016puting personnel (Bruglieri et al., 2014;
Nourinejad et al., 2015), fleet sizing (Hu and Liu, 2QE8)d integrated multimodal systems (Ma

et al., 2019)among others.

Less focus has been given to methods for rebalancing EV carshare systems, however. A
smaller subset of studies emerged in recentsyeeatackle this heightened challenge. Two general
methods have been adopted. The first assumes demand is sufficiently deterministic in a
multiperiod setting (e.g. Xu et al., 2018ambella et al., 201&hang et al., 2099 This can be
problematic formost systemavherethe demand is not made for repeated commute trips and/or
the fleethas a sparsspatial distribubn. Vehicles are also assumemxbe picked up at one location
and directly dropped off at a destination, which is not typically the casgsharing as customers
may run multiple errands in a trip chain or leaving the service coveragesiiesly before
returning to drop off a vehicle.

The second group of methods assumes stochastic demand, either through stochastic
programming Brandséiter et al., 2017), simulation (Boyaet al., 2015) or with Markovian
demand (Li et al., 2016 he latter Markovian queueing models appear promising, but earlier EV
studies either assume a simplistic relocation pdligyet al., 2016)or, in the case of queueing
networks(Waserhole and Jost, 201@gquire customers to pick up vehiclemly at the same
zone/node

Discrete network approachesake use of queueing to handle the uncertainty in stochastic
demand. However, these approachage not ben used for EV charging settings eithexisting
approaches includ@) queueing network models like Waserhole and Jost (2&iéYhang and
Pavone (2016)which require demand to be served by vehicles only from the sampard@g
the queueingpased relocation model fro®ayarshad and Chow (201&pd Ma et al. (2019)
which allow vehicles to cover demand at other zohese of those consider EV demand and
charging constraintslt is quite clear that EV car sharing systems present a more complex
environment in terms of mathematical modeling and decision anéhgsisurrent statef-the-art
methods do not fully address.

2.2. Relocation for stochastic demand

Rebalancing models for the carshare should include access costs for customers teeatlow t
to enter a system at one node and pick up a vehicle at a different node. This requires the use of
facility location models. For stochastic demaragility location carusequeuedelayto anticipate
future opportunity costs of a certain location solntiQueue delay is modeléy defining each
service node as a queue witkerverswhere service entails usage of the vehicle until it is returned
to the network (which may be at a different zone) this case, however, even a siifipd
assumption of m M/M/s stochastic queuat each zoneesults in a nonlinear objective. Since
nonlinear integer programming problems are undesirable, researchers have proposed alternative
methods to handle the queueing.

One such way is the-QIALP model from Marianov andReVelle (1996), who showed that
the queue delay objective can instead be cast as a set of piecewise linear constraints for the intensity



to be within a specified reliability level Because the intensity parameter can be preprocessed for
different numbes of servers, it is possible to solve a facility locatpmoblemwith desired
gueueingbased service reliability as a mixed integer linear programming problem. The model has
since leen modified to handle maximal covergd#arianov and Serra, 1998erverallocation
(Marianov and Serra, 2009nd pmedian coverage with relocation coggayarshad and Chow,
2017)

Queueingbased facility location modele and |l e ever yguheiunreg nghantet wio e
models can(by restricting access thresholds to the same naote)furthermorethey allow for
inter-zonal matching of vehicles to demand. However, the relocation component in Sayarshad and
Chow (2017) is based on a bipartite transportation problem of moving esar@sss to locations
in demand of servers. This is fine for a FBY carsharing system, but for Ethargingthe
mechanics are more complegcause charging trips need to be made considering battery range,
and both proximity and availability of charging tébas (see Jung et al., 2014). The motiein
Sayarshad and Chow (2014150 does not distinguish demand for a minimum charge level less
than 100%. For example, a customer should be alloweghteesta vehicle with 60% charger
more andbe allowed to pk up a vehicle with 80% charge.

We address this issue by first proposingtaticnodecharge expanded network representation
of the location problem for EV carshare fleets. Under this representation, a network is replicated
into multiple charge levels dnmovement from one charge level up to another represents
recharging activity. Under this representation, we further propose the first qubased facility
relocation problem with minimum cost flow relocation, where a vehicle may start at a lower charge
level, be repositioned at a charging station, recharge up several charge levels, and then be matched
to customers at nearby zon@siis is nontrivial for a static modebecausehe capacity is not at
the link level, i.e. one car charging at a statiomfrd0% to 40% and another car charging from
60% to 80% would occupy different Alinkso in
This model is formulated as a mixed integer programming problem. For largerocaseise
operationwe propose aavel heuristic algorithm that ensuréne three dimensions of feasibility
of intermediate solutions: coverage, queueing intensitychating statiorwapacity.

3. Proposedmethodology

3.1. Node-charge graph framework
A network'OG ho  of zonesh is connected bi-directionallinks 6. A subset of these zones
is designated as a set of charging statio@s) with finite numbers of charger§, h'Q¥ 0. At the

start of every time interval, there is a set afnbooked, oidle, vehides 'O These vehicles may

either be sitting somewhere in a zone unused, charging at a charging station, or being relocated to
another zone or charging station. The locations and charge levels of the vehicles are known.
Customersare assumed tarrive ran@mly within that time interval according to a stationary
(within that interval) Poisson process. When they book the vehicles for use, the vehicles are
effectively HAservingod the customers for a pe
distribution. Qustomer arrivals and vehicle return zenare assumed to follow discrete
distributionsbased on historical dat&Ve can graphically illustrate this as a edimensional
network without loss of generality. Consider andde network lined up ia onedimensonal
sequence as shown in Figure 2¢ehere node 1 and node 3 are charging stations (denoted by gray
nodes)i.e.0  plo .



Consider a seéDof discrete charge level$he graph iexpandednto anodecharge graph
representatiofirom '@ ) to "@Q N (RO. Each layer represents the same zones at a certain
charge level. Unidirectional linkare added connecting each charge layande’® 0going from
one charge level up to the next higher charge l&uedse links have costs representhgrging
cost aul time for the operatarFigure 2(b)illustrates the expanded grapthereeach layer is a
differentcharge intervald.g.20%+, 40%+, 60%+, 80%-+ror example, a charge level of 20%-+
refers to charge of at least 20% and less than 40%.

A vehicle positiond at a node coverl nodes with lower charge as wellhis ensures that a
person seeking a vehicle with at least 40% charge would also be happy booking a vehicle with
60% chargeFor example, a vehicle at no@k 40%) can serve nodes 1 to 5 at 40%ndat 20%+,
as illustrated by thbluearrows in Figure 2(b).

Access costs for demaiagle based only on the spatial link costs and not the charging link
costs.The access cost of demand at (Zo2@or the vehicle at (4, 48) is just the cost from node
2 tonode 4.

(@)

O—(0—0E0—(—~0

(c) (d)

S0 ?—Q—Qs O—® o
60%-+ (1 <) @ @ 60%-+

Figure 2. (a) initial graph; (b) expansion to a neclearge graph with coverage illustration in blue arrows; (c) one
possible rebalancing solution in red arrow; and (d) a second rebalancing solution.

@O—®

The chargingstationsare capacitatedThis capacity is represented not by individual link
capacitiedbetween charging layevwgithin thenodecharge graph, but by tlseim of all path flows
through each vertical columfor example, wpose there are two idle vehicles, a5, 20%)
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and oneat (2, 60%) Two feasible rebalancing solutions are shown in Figure 2(c) and 2(d). In
Figure 2(c), one vehicle is directed towatdtion 3 to rechargieom 60% to 80%before being
relocated back to node 2, while the second vehicle is sent to station 3 to récarg@% to 40%
before being relocated to noder4his solution requires a capacity of 2 vehicles at notleBgure
2(d), only one vehicle is relocated to station 3 to be rechdrged20% to 80%and would then
be relocated to node Zhis only requires capacity of 1 vehicle at nod&13 two solutions lead
to different coverage results and different charging capaeitypirements.n addition, the
relocation involves pathsithin the entry and exit charge levels for a given charge,madesimply
direct flow from a surplus node to a sink node as was the cgm@irelocationmodels e.qg.
Chow and Sayarshad (201 Rair and MillerHooks (2009)and Chow and Regan (201This
implies a minimum cost flow problemith pathbased bundle capacitiaseach charging station
zone.

The optimality of these solutions depends on a mix of factors. For example, Figure 2(c) may
be best if there is high demand near nodes 1, 2, and 3 up to 80%+ charge and there is enough
capacity at station 3 to allow two vehicles to charge at the same time. The charging cost might be
very high relative to the spatial relocation and/or access cestdffes, leading to two short
charges instead of one longer chargiternatively, Figure 2(d) may be best if the high charge
demand is located closer to nodes 4 and 5, and/or perhaps there is only enough capacity for 1
vehicle charging at station 3 arfaetrelocation cost to station 1 does not warrant the additional
charging.

This graph structure can be setdifferent discrete charge level§he number of levels
determines the computational complexity of the problEach additional charge level dupliea

the network. A model wit§GCscharge levels has upM different paths to keep track (for

10 levels that ig5 paths).

We assumed thatharged vehicles will not occupy a charging slot once fully chargkd
bottom charge level can represém minimum charge needed to get from any zone to any other
zone without depleting fully.

3.2 Route-capacitated minimum cost flow relocation problem
The following notation leaves out the time interadbr convenience since they all apply to
the same interval.

Parameters:

0 : set of nodes

"Q set of charging level&) plcB

A: set of directed arcs in the nodearge graph) "BQh@Q ¢ "Gy O RGOy O

0: total number of idle vehicles at therstaf a rebalancing time interval

® : number of idle vehicles at the nedearge "6Q at the start of a rebalancing time interval
0O 0 : subset of nodes that are charging stations

—: parameter for cost of charge to get from n&@tenode Qrounded to neare¥® )

6 hQ U capacity of charging facilities available

@ :coston an arc of nodgharge graph from@Q to "@Q

0: set of origins of idle vehicles on thedecharge graph

_ . arrival rate of customers at nodavith demand for SOQQlevelsor higher; assume that
customers use up exact@@ntervals during their trip;



0: max number of servers at a nectearge

F: set of idle vehicles at the beginningidle vehicle relocation epoch

M: large positive penalty constant

O : set of outgoing arcs originating at a nezterge ‘GQRY § ROy O
0 : setof incoming arcs destinated to a notlarge ‘@QHRY § ROy O

Decision variables: o

@ :rebalancing EV flow on arc "QQh HQ N 0,

@ :if the mth vehicle are located at no@vith chargeQ

® :vehicle at nod&with charge levelOserves customer demandiiiy ph8 8Os charge or
more at nod&if @ p

N dpath flows entering charging nod@ Vat charge leveand exiting at leved "Q

Parameters should be defined suchthat Tif @ "Q, wheres is the amount of charge
in one interval. The objective of the problem
weighted rebalancing cost under customer stochastic demand and charging station capacity
constraints.

The problem is an extensi@f multiple server relocation under stochastic demand (Sayarshad
and Chow, 2017) in the context of electric vehicle charging. We consider the problem on a digraph
with multi-levels (multilayers) that converts the Egbalancing problem into a facility dation
embedded with a single commodity minimum cost flow problem.

~ e

Let’O O IO be a directed graph with being a set of nodeharge "GQH " § FQv "O,

and® a set of directed arc8, "BQh@Q ¢ "Gy OH "B "O. A nodecharge "HQ is
characterized bggemandocation®@ 0 and requestdminimumcharging level (battery level®
O We discretize customer 6s ¢ h#.rAljdemagd bdtwema nd i n

two levels’Q p andQsum up to levelQ Arcs only cross from ancharging level up to another
at charging station nodésand there is a capacity ThQ Chapplied to all flows through that
station node regardless of charge level. Charging arcs belong to a subset of arcs défjned as

WOhEQ | "y tHQ "Q phQ pMB SO pshh, O 6. The assigned flow on arcs is an
integer decision variable. The cost of assigning flow on arcs is the multiplication of arc flows by
its unitary cost, measured as rebalancing time/cost or charging time/cost on arcs.

The problem is formalted as a4median facility location problem embedded with a reute

capacitated minimum cost flow probleshown in Eq. (1) (16).

S.t.

A ph 1" O QY O (2)
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The objective function minimizes the total access cost of custofwdish can include
generalized costs and costs of scheduling via reservationgpeteryers (idle vehicles) and total
routing cost of idle vehicles (i.e. travel time/cost from the entriocations of idle vehicles to
charging stations, charging time/cost and travel time/cost to its respective destinations) on the



nodecharge graph (network). The rebalancing operations are run at each predefined time interval
in order to serve customdemand and minimize queueing delay and operating cost.

Constraints (2) and (3) require that rebalanced idle vehiclesngerandomly arriving
customers have sufficient charge. Constraint (4) is an order constraint statithgsgnmver can be
present onl if there is already a (+fh)-th server at the same location.

Constraint (5) is the piecewise linear queueing constraint from Marianov and ReVelle (1996)
queueing constrairthat ensureshere will be no more thagother customers waiting on a line
with a probability more than service reliability The intensity is setup as a recursive cumulative
value based on the number of servers assigned to the location.

Constraint (6) states the total number of servers is equal to the total number of avagable idl
vehicles. Constraint (7) assures that only a location with servers can cover demand nodes.
Constraints (8L0) are the flow conservation constraints of the minimum cost flow problem.

For the charging station capacity, we need to ensure that the astogned charging arcs
do not exceed the limit of chargers availadtla charging statiomAs mentioned earlier, this is not
a link capacity but should be modeled as the sum of all path flows through any of the links
corresponding to the charging noddiis constraint should ensure that, for example, Figure 2(c)
should not occur i®  p because technically both vehicle flows are concurrently using that
charging station. To address this, the link flomvs are matched to enumerated path flows in
constaint (11). There is one set of path flows for each charging station, so there are nét many
for 4 charging levels there are 6 variables per charging station: e29.1{3, 1-4, 2-3, 24, 34}
where charge level 1 is lower than charge level 2. Thefloatk are used to ensure that path flow
capacity is met in constraint (12)his is a significant change in model formulation frpnor
models.

Lastly, @ and®@ are binary decision variables. Sayarshad and Chow (2017) showed
that®d cangenerally be relaxed to a continuous variable between [0,1] since the piecewise linear
constraint will be satisfied, which leads to a much more computationally efficient model. Arc flow
w is a noRAnegative integer decision variable of vehimdocationflow, and the path flows

n are continuous nenegative variables.

In Eq. (5),” is the coefficient of the utilization rate constraint, given a -dsdined
reliability rate—, m idle vehicles (servers) armcustomers in a queue. The value”of is
obtained exogenously by solvifigr the binding values witkq. (17).

B a Qaly jA pj” pi p - (17)

If the queueing constraint (Eq. (5)) is considered, the model representaxayapit case in
which the relocation decisions are designed to minimize stsi@iy demand access cotat
include wait time due to unavailability of nearby vehicN#en relaxedthe model is a myopic
case without anticipating a future queueing state in the sy$tensystem can be further calibrated
as follows: wherd© Hb the chance constraint shouddlow for any queue length, and a® T
any intensity is allowed

As a pmedian problemvith additional constraintghe model is NRomplete (see Owen and
Daskin, 1998). Existing heuristics forrpedian problems like Teitz and Baf1968) are not
directly applicable because they violate queueing intensity and capacity feasibility. We propose a
new heuristic to solve this probleso that it can be applied in an online setfimgrealistic fleet
sizes of hundreds of vehicles likeattof ReachNow in Brooklyn in 2017
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4. Proposed heuristic

4.1. Heuristic

In order to provide a computationally efficient rebalancing system for large networks, we
propose a heuristic algorithm for themgedian dynamic server relocation problem with reute
capacitated minimum cost flow relocations. We are interested in deve®péimalancing system
that can scale up to a fleet like the BMW ReachNow one in Brooklyn, NY.tdigetnetwork
has 304 zone centroids and considers up to 8 charge levels.

Computational tests on a range of random instances with §isto p T TamdsSGs 1 are
solved using exact algorithms from commercial software (MATLARBIX run times can exce&d
hours(see Section 4.3)ith an Intel i56300U CPU with 2 cores and 8GB memadtyearly this
would not be feasible to run in an online setting with commercialvaoé.

We propose a heuristic that solves such instamogs computationally efficientlyThe core
of the algorithm is based on the greedy heuristic from Teitz and Bart (1968) but modified to
maintain feasibility with respect to: (a) queueing constra(bjscapacity, (¢) minimum cost flow
relocation, and (d) demand access savings when accounting for multiple serversmbdiamp
problem without queuing constraints, each server can satisfy the entire demand from any location.
In our model, however, a s@r cannot satisfy demand at higher layers, while demand at layers
| ower or equal to the server o0s | &g @)tFHoroths c an
reason, a node that has an idle car already can still yield potentiabgaadsiing an adtional
server to it. A summary is provided in Algorithmwhich is designed to run at the start of each
discrete time interval in an online system

New variables definition

Qjiteration step

i dpbjective value saving by placing a vehicle at né@et time"Qunder vehicle locatiot
0 : vehicle locations at timstepQ

N dserviced demangainsmadeby placing an additional vehic"™® 0 andQ¥ O

‘Q dexcess capacity in the cuntesolutionQ

0 dset of infeasible relocation points based on constraint (5)

Algorithm 1: Proposed heuristic

1. Initiate™@ mho  nPHQ 1 0 dset of initial vehicle locations ‘HQ AQ! "Ov "O
2. i ml o oRQ O

30 Q p

4. ifnode '@Q v 0 ¢i " H

5. elseif om0 f e 0 0 _ 0

6. else

11



,A,..ﬁ A , h

7.ifB . B  _ B.B, * & B & 7 "R then for
any'QiQadd "QRQ to set) 3
} QhQQ n
8. & ‘OfQ fQd @i "Qa.di §  fwhereQ )
N Qa i 'O Q
9. updated , computeQfor o "HQ RQ
10.if Q S@ stop, else go to step 3.

The algorithminitiates by placing all vehicles at the location that maximizes savings, given an
initial vehicle assignmeni . The objective value savings by placing a vehicle at n&d@ are
calculated at step. 3he savings function expresses the access distamqmevement for node
arrivals minus the cost of rebalancing a vehicle from its initial location to that node.a/geever

is already placed at a node, we calculate the savings of that node by using the gains function that
expresses the unfulfilled arels. The function is calculated at stepSince this is a capacitated
station problemwe also calculatethe amount of excess capacistep 7) used to make the
relocation decisionThe subsequentelocation decisionghat exceed capacitgonsideronly the
subset of nodes that belong to the layer of the idle velicibis way, the solution at each iteration
remains feasibleStep 8is the optimization step that relocates vehitlat node "Q such that
savingsi T] are maximized Thprocess ends (step 10) when all vehicles have been relocated.

rrrrr

4.2 Model verification test
Evaluation of the proposed modahd heuristic are&onducted in two sets of replicable
experiments. The first is ith an illustrative example that serves to verify th&ed integer
programmingmodelformulationand demonstrate the capabilities to evaluate certain-tffgle
Consider a small network of 2dbdechargenodes corresponding to 6 original zones (labeled
from 1 to 24 for convenience&xtended up to 4 charging demand levels (20%, 40%, 60%, 80%)
shown inFigure 3. The goal is to test whether the proposed model can effectively rebalance the
idle vehicles to met all customer demand under available charging capacity constraints. The travel
time between nodes is denotedasand the charging time (vertical travel distancejoasThree
idle vehicles with respective remaining charge levels are locatemtlacharge 3, 7, and 14. We
consider 2 charging stations (nodes 2 and 6) with the same capamdystation. We test the
model under three different capacitiés: pltio . Customer arrival rates are arbitrarily generated
over all nodecharges and fixetbr the three scenarios. These rates are shown in the numbers over
each nodeharge (e.g. 3.8 customers/hr arriva@tie charge 1®orresponding tonode 3 at charge
level 60%+).Demand varies between different charging levels because the range required fo
specific trips can differ among travelers.
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The model is implemented in MATLAB using a Dell Latitude E5470 laptop with win64 OS,
Intel i5-6300U CPU, 2 Cores and 8GB memory. The MATLAB mixetgger linear programming
solver (intlinprog) is used tobtain exact solutionsThe test instances are publicly available on
Zenodo Chow,2019).

Figure 4 presents the computational result of rebalancing EV flows for the case of capacity
0 0. We see that all vehie$ are rebalanced to the highest level 4 at different nodes which
minimize total access cost of customers. The vehicles are assigned to use the nearest charging links
to their destinations. The optimal objective valuéyis ¢ \&b.

The results for the other two capacity scenarios are shown in FigWlen reducing the
capacity by 1 unito 6 ¢, the first charging statioat node 2becomesfully capacitated by
vehicles at node 7 and 14. The vehicle at node 3 moves farther to ahaape 6 and comes up
to its destination at node 28s shown irFigure 5(a). The numbers owetre links represent the
assigned flow on links. The obtainéd 281.5 is the same as the preceding caisee the
relocation costs are the same as the mase while the final assigned locations are identical
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Figure 4. Rebalancing idle vehicle flows and its locations under charging station capacity
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Figure 5. Rebalancing idle vehicle flows under charging station capacity (af and (b)6 p.

When further reducing the capacitydo p per station, there are only two chargers available
in the system. The solution shows the vehicles at node 7 and 3 cominghgrgelevel 80% as
before. However,he vehicle at node 14 is rebalanced on the sawed to node 16without
recharging further due to the limited capacyl charging capacity is used with least system cost
as shown irFigure 5(b). The obtained objective values is niogveased tod¥  300.25.These
results verify the model formulath and the tradeffs thatit can analyze
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4.3. Model scalability tests commercial solver

A secondset of experiments with a set of 7 generated instances ranging in size from 10 to
1000 nodes, and 4 charging levels (up to 4,000echargenode$ to test the scalability of the
model using commercial solveasd the proposed heuristic

To test the performance of theoposed model in large networks, we provide 7 test instances
ranging from 40 nodeharges to 4000 nodwharges (4 charging demand levels: 20%, 40%, 60%,
and 80%). Customer demand at each nduege is randomly generatédtween[O, 1]. The
number ofidle vehiclesis setas 10while 4 charging stations with a capacity of 4 vehicles per
station are considered. The parameter setting is shown in Table 1. The sizes of the test problems
are shown in Table 2. We see the numbers of decision variables and ofintsn@&g (2)- (11))
increase exponentially (162k decision variables for the 400-cbaeye instance and 16 million
constraints for the 4000 nodharge case) he generated instances can be four@how(2019).

Table 1 Summary oparameter settings
Parameter Value
[N| 10-1000
H| 4
B and |O| 10
_ Random number drawn from [0,1] for each notiarge
— 0.2
0 3
” (0.2236, 0.6416, 1.1576)
s 4
o} 4
M 10000

First, we solve the myopic EV rebalancing problem by relaxingjtieieing constraint (Eq.
5) and using the commercial solver as shown in Tabl€h2.400 nodecharge cas¢akes10
seconds bubecomeglO minutes for 1608odecharge, and 2.14 hours for a large network with
4000nodechargs.

Table 2 Computational pdormance summary for commercial solver on myopic model

N H 4 1 Num. of decision variables Num. of equations CPU time (sec.)
10 4 40 1804 1901 <1

50 4 200 41 004 41581 2

100 4 400 162 004 163 181 10

200 4 800 644 004 646 381 196

400 4 1600 2568 004 2572781 2610

800 4 3200 10 256 004 10 265 581 7222

1000 |4 4000 16 020 004 16 031 981 7724

For the noamyopic cas€Eq. (5)included) the performance depends®n andtherelatiors
betweerlt and‘ . To illustrate this point, we explore the computational time on the case with 200
nodechargenodes by varying the service rate from 0 to 0 with an incremental O while
keeping thether mrametes the same as the corresponding roWahle 2 The results are reported
in Table 3.The resuk suggestthe computational time could be420 times higher when
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introducing the queueing constraint. Over the 10 tesa&des of , only the case with 0
obtains an optimal solution. N@dsible solutions were found for the other cases. The results
demonstrate why heuristic is needed for an online algorithm.

Table 3. Computational sensitivity analysis for commercial solver onmgnpic model

Case 4 5 Y H:| | CPUtime (sec) Z*
1 200 102.8]I. 5 2 NA
2 200 102.81 10 2306 NA
3 200 102.81 15 2 NA
4 200 102.81 20 2 NA
5 200 102.81 25 6 NA
6 200 102.81 30 1816 NA
7 200 102.81 35 2600 NA
8 200 102.81 40 809 NA
9 200 102.81 45 4840 NA
10 200 102.81 50 22 831.206

Remark: NA means no feasible solutions. The reported CPU times are the average of three runs for each case.

4.4. Algorithm performance tests: proposed heuristic

To measure the efficiency of theoposedeuristic, we measure the time difference compared
to the MILP commercial solver and the optimality gapr context on what performance to expect,
Zhao et al. (2018) developed a Lagrangian relaxation approachatiedlge an electric vehicle
routing problem about 5 times faster than exact methods wiB%@optimality gap for medium
and large test case instances.

The experiments were performed by generating random locations for vehicles equal to 40%
of the nodes of the network. The service time parameter is chosengs® B. B . _

The results of the computational experiments are shown in Table 4 and suggest that the
computational savings improve as the problem size increagée optimality gap stabilizes in the
range of 2625% The computational savings are important for online dmers. The results for
networks up to 1000 nodsharges arparticularlypromising. For large networks (over 400 nodes)
the optimalitygap is around 22% while the computational time is -BlD times faster than
commercial solversCompared to the performe@ of Zhao et al. (2018), the reduction in
optimality is significantly offset byhe computational efficiency. Considering the numerical worst
case lies within 50% similar to other heuristi
problem), hese performance measures indicate that the algorithm is suitable for deplajtment
an online rebalancing system.
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Table 4 Com

utational times and optimality gap of the proposed heuristic over generated instances

# of Nodes | MIP comp. time (sec) | Optimality Gap (%) Heuristic comp. time (sec) (% MIP time)
24 1.9 3 0.4 (21%)

100 4.5 20 1.14 (25%)

200 5 5 2 (40%)

300 8 15 4 (50%)

400 30 23 4 (13%)

600 117 24 10 (8.5%)

700 195 22 22 (11%)

800 380 23 17 (4.5%)

1000 1034 22 23(2.2%)

5. Simulation-based computational experiments

The model and algorithm are further tested in an online setting using simulation of customer
arrivals, vehicle bookings, pickup and return time and locations. Within the simulation of this
online environment, the rebalancing algorithm is run each time interval to determine rebalancing
decisions. Both EV and ne&V scenarios are evaluated. For the EV scenarios, locations and
numbers of electric charging stations are provided exogenously.s€étgoof experiments are
conducted: the first invohgonline simulation othe same small test network from Figure 3, while
a second, largecale instance drawn from real customer arrival data and fleet size in Brooklyn,
NY, to validatethe algorithm. Te real datavas provided by BMW ReachNow.

Tests are conducted to validate the performance of the algorithm for theyomic case
compared to a myopic setting as well as a benchmark operating policy. Measures of effectiveness
include customer wait timeebalancing costs, and number of customers in queue for a vehicle.

5.1. Simulation platform for evaluation
A custom simulation platform was developed to evaluate diffenelitie systeninstances, as
detailed in Li et al. (2019nd highlighted hereThe simulator was developed in MATLAR is

agentbased and includes two kinds of agents: customer agents and vehicle agents. The vehicle
to-customer assignment rules determine how the customers book the vehicles (in other words, how
the vehicles are assigd to customers), and the rebalancing strategies determine how vehicles are
rebalanced among different nodes.

The rebalancing stratggis used to determine how to rebalance vehicles among different
nodesA rebalanced vehicle cannot be booked until ithes its destination and changes its state
to idle. The assignment rule ensures that customers cannot book a vehicle that is outside the pick
up distanceand set tallow vehicles anywhere in the network to be rebalanced to any other part
of the network. Tie simulator is open to any rebalamgstrategies, which means wan test
different rebalancing strategiesthme simulaion.

The parameteinputs depend orherebalancing strategytor the proposed model, we need
to feed thesimulatorthe average awal rate and service rate for each node, the location and charge
level of all available vehicles, the driving distance and driving time between each pair of nodes,
the location of all charging stations, and the number of chargers at each charging Bhetion.
output should specify the rebalancing route for all available vehicles, which is a sequence of nodes
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that the rebalanced vehislsehould visit. If a vehicle is not assigned for rebalancing, then its route

is just its current nod&.he simulatoris publicly availablen Zenodo Chow,2019).A screenshot

of the simulator outpuffor Brooklyn study areays shown in Figuré. The + isthe position of the

TAZs, while the size of the green square represents the number of available vehicles within this

TAZ at an arbitrary time interval @f X ¢.p

Simulation, t=721

4074 0

40.72

40.68

Latitude

40.66

40.64

40.62

1 1 1 1 1 ! J

40.6
-74.04 -74.02 -74 -73.98 -73.96 -73.94 -73.92 -739

Longitude
Figure 6. A samplescreenshot of the simulatéor Brooklyn, NY.

5.2 Small testinstance exact solutions

Using the simulator we generated customer arrivals for the network shown in Figure 3.
Rebalancing decisions are made for idle vehicles at the start of every time interval, geicio is
every hour. For the small network we solve the MILP to obtain exact solutions for each time step
0 pa Q¢ o Defailsof the simulation input parameters are shown in Table 5.

Table 5. Input parameters for small instance experiment

Parameters Value

Number of Nodes (0]

Layers 5

Fleet T

Station Node Locations chp

Station Capacities Ul

Service constraint  (non-myopic case) VO£ £ QOB Qi
Vehicle Average Speed Q QM
Simulation Duration pIMai@e 6 0 Qi

Thesimulationresultsshown in Figur&’ arepromising.The piecewise linear queueing constraint
manages to reduce waiting times by 5% whenm® uv¢ @ ¢. The noAmyopic strategy places
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idle vehicles strategically in anticipation of future demand. However, the largest improvement is
observed when applying our algorithm to gasefiredled ( fi r e g vehicées. &n)this scenario

both rebalancing and waiting times are significantly reducespeoed to electric vehicles. This
difference is attributed to the capacity and time constraints of electric car battitibsut
rebalancing, not even regular vehicles perform adequately. This is shéiguiias7 (a) and (b),
where the case without r@lancing has significantly higher waiting times and customers in the
gueue than any other scenario.
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Figure 7. (a) Experienced waiting times, (b) customer queue lengths, (c) rebalance distance per period.

Table 6 summarizes thestatistics across athe scenarios.The summary quantifies the
differences between electric fleets and regular vehittethis case study it is also clear that the
calibration of parameters and @ are important in improving the solutioquality of the non
myopic modehbnd provide additional levers for operators to improve serve quality

Table 6. Summary of statisticgerformance for simulation scenarios

EV EV . EV . Regular vehicles  Regular vehicles
Scenarios: myopic norrmyopic nor-myopic with rebalancing; without rebalancing
- ™ ¢| - ™ p

Waiting times| 15 534 14.465 20.330 2.047 296.712
mean
Waiting times| -, e85 30.489 51.619 3.671 665.419
Sd. dev
Customers in

queue 0.446 0431 0577 0.084 10.358
Mean
Customers in

queue 0.779 0.714 0.903 0.296 7.586
Std dev

Rebalance

distance 8.256 8.349 8.274 7.238 -

Mean

Rebalance

distance 4.335 4443 4375 4251 -

Std dev
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5.3 BMW ReachNow case study data

We tested the algorithm in tBrooklyn networkwith the average monthly demand per Traffic
Analysis Zone (TAZ)shown in FigureB for 303 TAZs. We use data obtained from the BMW
ReachNow casharing operations in 2017 to simulate passenger arrivals and destinations. Our
dataset includeall trips for the month of Septemberth an average of 231 car pickups per day.
The service duration tends to have a much heavier tail than an exponential distribution; for
example, he average reservation timess @& hourswhile the median is onlgp T umins as

shown in Figure 9Due to this discrepancy, we computé&rom the median‘ — instead of

the meanThe averagalistance traveleger reservations 25.8mi, suggesting the vehicles are

used to makeseveralerrands before being returnedtrary to the widely held assumption in

prior studies that carshare vehicles are simply driven from pickup teodfjop\s this data shows,

even freefloating carsharing clearly should not be modeled as direct trips from a pickup location
to a dropoff location.Fr om t he o per a-bookingret revanaeecollectechfeem p e r
operating the system is $2B,6vhile the aftettax cost for the average customer rises to $27.2

2-12
12-22
22-33
33-48
48 - 72
72 - 166
166 - 367

Figure 8. Brooklyn traffic analysis zones (NYMTC, 2010) with BMW ReachNmanthly demand.
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Figure 9. Vehicle booking duration histogram

To test the heuristic, wessume théleet of262vehicles are electriwith 18 charging stations
and with an average capacity of 4 charging plotatedas shown in FigureQl The locations of
these stations are based Ghargehub (2019)The charging facilities already exist to serve
privately owned electric vehicledVe run the simulation over aepod of one monthwith
rebalancing decisions madetaiurly intervalsWe test 7 different scenarios and compare them
using the metrics defined in the small case simulation (waiting time per customer, rebalance
distances, etc.).

a)
b)
c)

d)

e)

f)

9)

Myopic rebalancindor electric vehicledy using our model with the constraint (5) relaxed
Proposed on-myopic rebalancing strategasing the proposed heuristic

The existing flee-floating BMW carsharingdatawith regular vehicles that does not use
any rebalancing algorithm

A naivefi Ch ar g e r LLdnaisthatnagsigns vehicles to the closest charging facility
right after they drop off a passenger, while giving priority to lowest charged vehicles to use
charging ports

Unlimited capacity for the initial 18 charging facilities as showRigure 1da);

The addition of 5 charging stations with capacity of 4 ports per fasiiopvn in Figure
10(b)

Non-EV with myopic rebalancing.

All facilities assumed toise fast D.C chigers where vehictecan fully recharge in 30 minuteA.
rebalancing cost parameter-ef T8t ¢is assumed along wittelocation access, and charging
link costs measured in same units of minufde parameters used in each scenario are listed in
Table 6.
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Table 6. Parameters used in the four scenarios for the Brooklyn instance

Figure 10. (a) Existing charging statiorend(b) expansion scenarior EV fleet analysis

(@)

(b)

@ Chargingstations
[ Brooklyn network

- Add
. . EV Non-EV Charger- Infinite . Non-EV
Scenarios | EV_Myopic Non-Myopic | No-rebalance | Chasing | Capacity ng[?cl)r:]g Myopic
Slr:glrjilgfn 30 days 30 days 30 days 30 days 30 days 30 days 30 days
Simulation 1 min 1 min 1 min 1 min 1 min 1 min 1 min
step
Fleet size 262 262 262 262 262 262 262
Vr‘:;]'gf 200 km 200 km 600 km 200km | 200km | 200km | 600 km
Max charge 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
level
Ct?nirge 30 min 30 min 1 min 30 min 30min 30 min 1 min

The simulation ste Table 6denotes the most granular level of titndrack changes in the state

of vehicle and passenger arrivalithin the simulation environmenWe model such arrivals at

the minutelevel. The vehicle range determines how far passengetsavel with a vehicle before
refuelingand the maximum charge level informs us about the numibelusters that battery
percentage is split into. Finally, charge time denotes the amount of time it takes for a vehicle to
charge from 0% up to 100%. In order to model regular fueled vehicles withsame simulation
environment, we assume thihey have aharging timeof 1 minute (time it takes in gas station)

and that every node is a charging station with infinite capacity, thus permitting vehicles to satisfy
anydemand clusteFigure 11 illstrates the average number of idle vehicles foctinent setting
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of ReachNow operationwhich do not include rebalancinghe heatmags consistent with
demand arrival patterns shownHigure 9

Non-EV No Rebalance
[ ]o000-010

[] 010-050

] 050-1.00

[ 1.00-3.00

B 3.00-500

Bl 5.00+

Figure 11: Idle vehicle heatmap of current operations without rebalancing

5.4. Brooklyn case studyresults

For these instances, we compare the rebalancing kilometers, average waiting time per
customer, total delay and customers on the queue at each time perigdsdlteare shown in
Figure 2. Across all the scenaripthe run timeof the proposed heuristier iteratiorfalls between
818 secand2126se¢ which are well within the simulation interval @afhour All cases tend to
show noREV being less costly, wbh makes sense, while ChargerChasing EV case provides a
good worst case bound among the scenarios.

Comparing operating strategiebetwaiting time histogram in Figure2(h) illustrates the
inefficiency of the ChargerChasing heuristic since many cussonm@vrer get served due to the
immediate assignment of idle vehicles to charging stations. The curreglba@lancing setting also
fails to guarantee a minimum service time for users. On the other hand, theyopit heuristic
with— 1@ wandf  p resultsin more evenly distributed waiting timesigure 12(b) shows the
distribution of queue length to be weighted more towards zero in thengiopic EV case than the
myopic EV case. Figure 12(c) shethe nonmyopic EV case having a longer rebalanciimge
than myopic case due to more strategic allocations. However, this additional cost is more than
offset by the benefit in user cost savings, as indicated in the Total Cost row in Table 7 where non
myopic EV (37.8% reduction from myopic EVJhe norEV no rebalance scenario has the lowest
total cost, even more so than the W myopic scenario, which is consistent with earlier
literature (e.g. Chow and Regan, 2011) that showspic strategies can bestty to implement.

24



?DDD T T T T T T T
I = Myopic
N £V Non-myopic
6000 1 EV ChargerChasing
I EV [nfiniteCapacity
" [N EVv AddChargingStations
& 5000 ¢ NonEV NoRebalance
E I MonEV Myopic
=]
2 4000 7
o
S
5]
o 3000 7
D
E
=]
< 2000 ]
1000 7
0 20 40 60 80 100 120+
Waiting Time (min)
Figure 12(a): Experienced waiting times
1 T T T T T T T T T
I = Myopic
0.8 r N £V Non-myopic )
EV ChargerChasing
0.8r I E/ InfiniteCapacity 1
[N £V AddChargingStations
0.7 r NonEV NoRebalance b
I 1onEV Myopic

<
=]
1

Percentage of Time
o o o o
3 Cad -8 (4]
i i i i

<
=
i

0 2 4 B 8 10 12 14 16+
Number of Waiting Customers
Figure 12(b): Customer queue lengths

25



4000 : ;
I £V Myopic

N £ Mon-myopic
3500 ) i
EV ChargerChasing
I v InfiniteCapacity
3000 [N EV AddChargingStations |
I onEV Myopic
0 10 20

2500
2000

1500

Number of Rebalance

1000

500

30 40 50+
Rebalance Time (min)
Figure 12(c): Rebalance time per period

Figure 12. Histograms of the performance metrics for the scenarios in the Brooklyn case study.

Other measures are summarizedlrable 7 The total cost is given as the sumreélized
waiting time and rebalance distangehich does not include recharging time) ie tsimulation
weighted by parameter 18t Gas defined in the MILP (1(16). Computation time describes the
average duration of the heuristic per rebalancing period.

Table 7. Performance summary of variorehalancing strategies tested in the Brooklyn dataset

. EV EV Charger Infinite Add Charging Non-EV Non-
Scenarios Myopic Non- Chasin Capacit Station No EV
yop Myopic 9 pacity Rebalance| Myopic
Avg waiting 26.7 15.5 46.1 17.1 11.2 2.6 1.7
times
Avg queue 4.3 26 74 2.8 1.9 06 04
length
Avg rebalance | ¢ 70.0 10.6 22.8 23.4 . 22.2
time
Rebalance | 4 9913 6208 7026 7218 - 7086
number
Congif;‘;a“on 1377 | 1137 ; 818 1214 ; 2126
Total cost
(Delay + 1904 1184 3167 1255 85.2 17.6 20.6
d* Reb D

For the other scenarios, adding moapacity to the charging stations for this case study does
not appear to matter much (and in fact resulted in marginally worse total cost in the simulation
outcome in Table 7), which suggests the current capacitieshpaging station sufficeSpatially
increasing the number &fC fastcharging stations by 28% (from 18 to 23) proved much more
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significant in the system performance, reducing the-mgapic EV scenario cost by a similar
28%. These findingdemonstratémportant managerial insights to carshare companies deciding
1 Whether to adopt an EV fleet for a given existing charging infrastru@teedifference
in costs are measured);

1 Where to place charging infrastructure to best improve the operation of the system
(different scenarios can be analyzed);

1 How to operate a rebalancing policy that takes demand uncertainty into account (different
algorithm parameters can be evaluated).

The heatmaps in Figure 13 provide an insight on the spatial distribution of avaéhinés
for four characteristic scenarios. From the idle vehicle distribution, we can see that the
ChargerChasing strategy allocates vehicles 1in
located in midpoint areas of the map. On the oppopitetsum the scenario that includes the
addition of charging stations leads to a sparser vehicle distribution.

Figure 13(a). Myopic scenario Figure 13(b). Non-Myopic
Figure 13(c): Additional chargin Figure 13(d): ChargerChasing
stations

Figure 13. Average vehicles available in each TAZ zone heptma
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