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Abstract—This paper introduces a stochastic AC-OPF
(SOPF) for the flexibility management of electric vehicle (EV)
charging pools in distribution networks under uncertainty.
The SOPF considers discrete utility functions from charging
pools as a compensation mechanism for eventual energy not
served to their charging tasks. An application of the proposed
SOPF is described where a distribution system operator (DSO)
requires flexibility to each charging pool in a day-ahead time
frame, minimizing the cost for flexibility while guaranteeing
technical limits. Flexibility areas are defined for each charging
pool and calculated as a function of a risk parameter involving
the solution’s uncertainty. Results show that all players can
benefit from this approach, i.e., the DSO obtains a risk-aware
solution, while charging pools/tasks perceive a reduction in the
total energy payment due to flexibility services.

Index Terms—Electric vehicles, flexibility management,
stochastic optimal power flow, risk awareness, compensation
mechanism.

NOMENCLATURE

Sets

Ωb Set of nodes

ΩS Set of nodes with charging pools

Ωs
N Set of charging points at charging pool s ∈ ΩS

Ωs
K Set of breaking points at charging pool s ∈ ΩS

ΩT Set of time periods

Ωω Set of stochastic scenarios

Parameters

An,ω Characteristics of charging task n at scenario ω

an,ω Arrival time of charging task n at scenario ω

dn,ω Departure time of charging task n at scenario ω

En,ω Required energy of charging task n at scenario ω

Rij , Xij Resistance and reactance of branch connecting

nodes ij

PD
i,t, Q

D
i,t Active and reactive demand power at node i and

period t

ηan Expected arrival time of charging task n

ηdn Expected departure time of charging task n

βs,t Risk parameter at charging pool s in period t
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κ Number of breaking points

ps,t Maximum power allowed of charging pool s in

period t

xn Maximum charging power of charging task n

hs,k, bs,k Coefficients of the utility function at charging

pool s and break point k

αs,k Break point value of energy not served at pool s
and point k

∆t Duration of the time period t

cs,t Unitary cost of energy at charging pool s period

t

Iij Maximum allowed current magnitude at branch

i-j

V Maximum allowed voltage magnitude

V Minimum allowed voltage magnitude

πω Probability of scenario ω

Variables

ps,t Reserved power for charging pool s in period t

xs,t,ω Allocated power consumption for charging pool

s in period t and scenario ω

ρs,t,ω Power mismatch for charging pool s in period t
and scenario ω

φn,ω Energy not served to task n in scenario ω

Φs,ω Total energy not served at charging pool s in

scenario ω

λs,k,ω, λs,k,ω Weights in break point k, at pool s in sce-

nario ω

Pij,t,ω , Qij,t,ω Active and reactive power flowing through

branch i-j in period t in scenario ω

Isqrij,t,ω Squared current magnitude flowing through

branch i-j in period t in scenario ω

V sqr
i,t,ω Squared voltage magnitude at node i in period t

in scenario ω

ys,k,ω Binary variable representing state of segment at

break point k, pool s in scenario ω

Rs,t Flexibility area of charging pool s in period t

Zs,ω Cost for energy not served at charging pool s
and scenario ω

I. INTRODUCTION

BESIDES being an environmentally-friendly option for

transportation, electric vehicles (EVs) can also pro-

vide services due to the controllable nature of their load.

Examples of these services are, amongst others, congestion

management, peak shaving, and frequency regulation [1].

These services may be of increased value as technical prob-

lems, such as voltage violations and branch overloading,

are expected to be more likely in distribution systems if

http://arxiv.org/abs/2301.00564v1
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no actions are taken [2]. For distribution system operators

(DSOs), which are responsible for delivering electricity to

end customers and maintaining a reliable network operation,

it might be interesting to assess the flexibility needs in

their networks. In a later stage, these flexibility needs may

also be provided by entities such as aggregators to solve

operational issues or offer it as an ancillary service. For

this, flexibility areas may be determined corresponding to

the range of active power in which flexibility sources can

be managed [3].

In [4], it is already stated that network issues can be

tackled through flexibility management frameworks to avoid

common issues in distribution systems, such as congestion

or voltage limit violations. This strategy is known as DSO’s

flexibility procurement, and it has gained momentum during

the last few years due to its economic advantages over

other solutions such as grid reinforcement. However, for

a flexibility scheme to be successful, it must guarantee that

all participants can benefit from participating and are thus

willing to engage in the flexibility scheme [5].

Due to driving behaviours, penetration levels, and en-

ergy requirements, different EVs add an intrinsic, highly

volatile stochasticity layer to the already complex flexibility

management problem [6]. Hence, to successfully implement

a flexibility scheme, new management mechanisms are

needed that incentivise EV users to offer their flexibility

and encourage them to participate in such schemes allowing

the DSO to guarantee a high-quality delivery service under

uncertainty. In this context, a call for flexibility consists of

acquiring services from EVs by the DSO to ensure the safe

operation of the grid [3], ensuring that EV’s interests are

respected.

Several works have studied flexibility concepts concern-

ing EVs in distribution systems using pricing strategies.

For example, the authors in [7] propose a roadmap with

key recommendations for the inclusion of EVs, where they

define EV flexibility services in terms of power, time,

duration, and location. Furthermore, the authors in [8]

propose an adaptive pricing strategy that helps to mitigate

peak demand and to reduce the need for grid reinforcement.

Likewise, in [4], a dynamic pricing strategy for peak load

reduction is proposed to optimize the profit of charging pool

owners, while the uncertain preferences of customers are

accounted for via robust optimization.

Smart charging strategies designed in [9] are able to sat-

isfy multiple flexibility objectives and target specific groups

of EV users according to user profile preferences. However,

they do not take into account different pricing schemes,

aggregator profit, and EV user compensation. Similarly, the

authors in [10] present a stochastic optimization model for

cooperative control of charging stations using an aggregated

energy storage equivalent to describing the charging tasks

of the EVs. However, although the approaches mentioned

above can provide local peak shaving services, they are

not designed to consider network constraints. In [11], EV

flexibility is provided in the form of peak shaving and valley

filling, and pricing and charging scheduling mechanisms

are proposed based on a linear demand-price function. The

problem is formulated as a bilevel program in which the

distribution market clearing is simulated in the lower level

and the upper level solves the EV charging scheduling. Al-

though aggregated flexibility is calculated for DSO services,

the proposed framework is deterministic disregarding the

uncertain nature of EV parameters.

The concept of flexibility envelopes was introduced

in [12] as an alternative to quantifying flexibility reserves

considering the time evolution. This concept has been used,

for example, in [13], to show that the flexibility reserves

depend highly on the availability of EVs. Furthermore, in

[14], flexibility envelopes are calculated for local energy

communities highlighting it as an ease-of-use approach for

managing and reserving flexibility in real-time. A similar

concept known as flexibility areas has been used to estimate

the flexibility of the available active and reactive power

at the TSO-DSO boundary [3]. A bottom-up aggregation

is commonly performed to estimate such flexibility areas

by determining the potential of different assets at the

boundary [15]. In [16], a risk-aware framework is proposed

to define the aggregated flexibility from TSO-DSO inter-

connections and a two-stage linear stochastic optimization

model is developed to optimally define the active power

flexibility available from DSOs to TSOs via a DC-OPF.

Moreover, as concluded in [17], OPF-based algorithms

allow for obtaining more reliable feasible operating regions

compared to random sampling methods. However, none of

the above approaches does consider uncertainty.

Stochastic programming is a common approach for han-

dling uncertainty in electrical power systems including net-

work constraints [18]. For example, the authors in [19] in-

troduce a multi-period stochastic AC-OPF (SOPF) consid-

ering different flexibility assets for congestion management

and voltage control. A two-stage stochastic programming

model for managing the flexibility of EVs is proposed

in [20] for distribution systems in which EVs have already

been fully recharged. Similarly, the authors in [21] used a

linearized power flow model in a stochastic optimization

model considering network constraints focusing on the net-

work’s reliability. Robust optimization has also been used as

in [22] to provide flexibility of EVs to DSOs through active

and reactive power management strategies minimizing the

amount of non-supplied energy and considering network

constraints. A queuing network model for electric vehicle

charging is presented in [23], where the authors define the

power allocation in the distribution grid while avoiding

congestion and voltage issues. However, all these works as-

sume that users agree to participate in the flexibility scheme

without taking into account their particular priorities.

The willingness of participants to engage in energy

trading is an essential factor to be considered in a flexibility

scheme. Different approaches have been identified in the

literature, such as solving a global optimization problem that

is aware of all participants’ subproblems, double auction

schemes, and using marginal utility functions [5]. The au-

thors in [24] quantify the EV flexibility for a group of EVs

classified by user priorities in terms of amount, time and

duration of availability, via a data-driven approach. Even

though the EV flexibility is properly quantified, the work

focuses on data analysis without explicitly proposing an EV

flexibility scheme for practical implementations. Similarly,

an online algorithm for charging scheduling of EVs in

charging pools is proposed in [25], aiming to optimize the

amount of energy, charging time and prices for EV users,
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which are able to choose their most preferable option from

a menu-based pricing scheme. Although this work ignores

economic profits of each individual charging pool and a

detailed operation of the electrical grid (i.e., power flow

equations), its online nature sets it as a promising option

for real implementations of EV flexibility schemes.

With this, simplified representations for utility functions

are common since they allow for using decentralized opti-

mization algorithms. For example, the authors in [26] intro-

duce a decentralized flexibility market based on linear utility

functions where the prosumers’ willingness to participate

is explicitly considered. Furthermore, in [27] the authors

propose using piecewise-quadratic utility functions. How-

ever, as found in [5], utility functions are often nonlinear

and nonconvex, and in the case they are linear, they can

be relatively flat with occasionally significant variations,

resulting in non-smooth utility functions.

The reviewed studies show that flexibility services via

EV charging have been widely studied. However, we have

identified three main gaps in the current literature which we

attempt to fill with this paper:

• Most papers dealing with local EV energy management

disregard network constraints and do not consider

uncertainties. We propose an AC multi-period SOPF

considering network constraints and uncertainty related

to EV requirements.

• Most papers consider quadratic utility functions be-

cause of their attractive properties. We propose a

general piecewise-linear formulation that is able to deal

with convex and nonconvex utility functions allowing

us to represent the interests of EV users. The proposed

utility functions represent the participants’ willingness

to offer flexibility services in the form of energy not

served in return for compensation.

• We propose a methodology to estimate risk-aware flex-

ibility areas where the DSO can guarantee operational

limits. This is done by introducing a risk parameter

representing the willingness of the DSO to withstand

operational limit violations. This methodology allows

estimating probable costs for flexibility requirements

and gives the charging pools more freedom to manage

the EV load.

II. PROBLEM DESCRIPTION

An operator entity, namely the DSO, is responsible for

guaranteeing reliable operational conditions in an electrical

distribution network. In addition to constraint satisfaction

(i.e., voltage and current magnitude limits), the DSO aims

to achieve an economically efficient operation on a day-

ahead time frame via flexibility procurement. In this con-

text, we consider a distribution network with a set Ωb of

nodes, connected by a set of distribution lines. A fixed

number of charging pools are connected to the network,

identified by the subset ΩS ⊂ Ωb. Hereby, a charging pool

s ∈ ΩS consists of a fixed set Ωs
N of charging points

(e.g., the number of EV parking spaces). A charging task

n arriving to the charging pool s is represented as n ∈ Ωs
N,

and is characterized by its set of requirements An. It is

assumed that a truthful local market mechanism [28] is

implemented, eliminating any strategic behaviour from the

participants, meaning that all charging tasks arriving at

a charging pool are willing to provide demand flexibility

services in exchange for compensation. This compensation

must reflect the charging tasks involved in the process,

whether by a tariff reduction, a bonus, or any other kind of

settlement [29]. Therefore, the charging pools act as local

flexibility aggregators characterized by a utility function us

which are able to control the charging profiles of their tasks.

In the implemented market mechanism, the charging

pools agree on truthfully communicating the expected re-

quirements of their charging tasks (An) along with their

utility functions (us) to the DSO. Therefore, the DSO

aims to obtain optimal demand profiles for the charging

pools, which minimize the cost for flexibility procurement

while guaranteeing the safe operation of the network over

a planning horizon ΩT. In operation, it would be ideal

that the charging pools could provide the demand profiles

required, meaning that all operational constraints are satis-

fied. However, in real operation, the actual delivered power

might vary around the planned profiles since the information

from the charging pools is intrinsically uncertain, e.g., due

to the stochastic behaviour of their charging tasks. Hence,

the DSO needs to plan its actions taking into account the

operation uncertainties from the charging pools. For this

purpose, in this paper, we propose using an AC multi-period

stochastic optimal power flow, extending the work in [18].

Let ω ∈ Ωω be a realization in a set of stochastic

scenarios considering possible outcomes due to the uncer-

tainty of the characteristics of the charging tasks. Hence,

An,ω represents the expected requirements of charging task

n ∈ Ωs
N in scenario ω. The DSO receives this information

from the charging pools and solves the SOPF minimizing

the expected costs for flexibility Zs in a day-ahead time

frame. The DSO needs to define a risk parameter βs,t

based on the risk it is willing to withstand over operational

limit violations. Using the optimal solution and the risk

parameter, the DSO calculates and communicates a lower

and upper power bound to each charging pool valid for each

period of the planning horizon. These bounds compose the

flexibility area, denoted by Rs,t. A graphical representation

of the day-ahead planning involving the DSO, charging

pools, and charging tasks is depicted in Fig. 1 along with

its respective section in the paper.

In the operation stage, each charging pool s is responsible

for the local flexibility management of its charging tasks

considering the flexibility area provided by the DSO. This

can be done, for example, using profile steering as in [30].

The actual energy not served to the charging tasks at the

end of the day is then aggregated and mapped through the

utility function to calculate the actual cost for flexibility.

III. MATHEMATICAL MODELS

In this section the different components of the considered

setting are presented.

A. Charging tasks

Consider a charging task n ∈ Ωs
N in charging pool

s ∈ ΩS with a maximum deliverable power xn. In each

scenario ω ∈ Ωω, a charging task is characterized by the

tuple An,ω = (an,ω, dn,ω, En,ω). The tuple is composed
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DSO

Charging pool

Charging task Characterization

Historical data

Utility function Flexibility area

SOPF

Day-ahead Operation

Expected cost for 

flexibility 

Charging management

 realization 

Flexibility management

Actual cost for

flexibility

PSfrag replacements

us

An,ω

Zs

Rs,t

III-A

III-C

IV-A IV-B

V-A

V-B

V-C

Fig. 1. Interaction between DSO, charging pools, and charging tasks.

by the task’s arrival time an,ω ∈ ΩT following a Poisson

distribution characterized by its expected value ηan [23]. Its

departure time dn,ω ∈ ΩT as a function of the charging

duration following an exponential distribution characterized

by the rate ηdn [31]. And the required charging energy En,ω

is assumed to follow a uniform distribution over the closed

interval [e1, e2]:

an,ω∼Pois(ηan), dn,ω∼Exp(ηdn) + an,ω, En,ω∼U(e1, e2)
(1)

For feasibility we assume an,ω < dn,ω ≤ |ΩT|, and that

within the charging period, the energy required can be

delivered at full power, i.e., En,ω ≤
(

dn,ω − an,ω
)

xn.

It is worth mentioning that the effectiveness of the model

is independent of the probability distribution function used

to model the exogenous stochastic parameters. In fact, these

scenarios can also be mapped from real data [6] or can be

synthetically generated [9], [20], [32].

B. Charging pools

A charging pool s ∈ ΩS, gets an energy reserve for its

charging operation for a future planning horizon ΩT. The

energy reserve is composed of averaged power slots defined

before the actual realization ps,t ∀ t ∈ ΩT and eventual

power mismatches ρs,t,ω due to the uncertainty of the

realizations at each scenario. In other words, ps,t represents

the lower power bound of the charging pool at each period,

while ρs,t,ω represents any consumption above that bound.

Let xn,t,ω be the average power consumption allocated to

the charging task n ∈ Ωs
N during timeslot t at the realization

of scenario ω. This is a decision variable determined by the

charging pool. Then, the power consumption profile of a

charging pool s at each stochastic scenario is expressed as:

ps,t+ρs,t,ω=
∑

n∈Ωs
N

xn,t,ω , ∀ s ∈ ΩS, t ∈ ΩT, ω ∈ Ωω (2)

which is limited by an upper bound ps,t representing the

power capacity of the charging pool’s connection, e.g,. at

the transformer

0 ≤ ps,t + ρs,t,ω ≤ ps,t, ∀ s ∈ ΩS, t ∈ ΩT, ω ∈ Ωω (3)

with ps,t, ρs,t,ω ≥ 0, while the power allocation of each

task is bounded by its maximum charging power xn:

0 ≤ xn,t,ω ≤ xn, ∀ s ∈ ΩS, n ∈ Ωs
N, t ∈ ΩT, ω ∈ Ωω

: an,ω ≤ t ≤ dn,ω (4)

and power cannot be allocated to task n outside the

task’s arrival and departure times; hence, xn,t,ω = 0 for

PSfrag replacements
us

αs,0 αs,1 αs,2 αs,3Φs,ω

f s
,2

fs,1

fs,3

us,1

us,2

Fig. 2. Representation of a utility function for a charging pool s with
κ = 3.

t < an,ω or dn,ω < t. Note that vehicle to grid (V2G) can

be included by making the left-hand side of (4) smaller than

zero, for example, to allow peer-to-peer transactions inside

the charging pool [22].

The charging pools also offer flexibility which may imply

that some charging tasks end with a lower charged energy

than initially requested. This leads to energy not served at

task n in scenario ω, defined as φn,ω :

En,ω =
(

∑

t∈ΩT

xn,t,ω

)

+φn,ω,

∀ s ∈ ΩS, n ∈ Ωs
N, ω ∈ Ωω. (5)

For charging pool s, the total amount of energy not served

to its charging tasks is expressed as:

Φs,ω =
∑

n∈Ωs
N

φn,ω , ∀ s ∈ ΩS, ω ∈ Ωω. (6)

C. Discrete utility functions

The utility function us of a charging pool s ∈ ΩS ex-

presses the cost for flexibility as a function of the total

energy not served Φs,ω. It has been recognized that actual

utility functions can be highly nonlinear [5] and also not

necessarily convex. For this reason, a general formulation is

needed to approximate any realistic utility function. To this

end, we propose the use of discretized utility functions using

a semicontinuous convex combination formulation [33].

This formulation does not rely on the nature of the utility

function (monotonicity or convexity) to approximate it.

An example of a utility function us is shown in Fig. 2,

where the dashed line represents a continuous nonlinear

function, approximated by a linear piecewise function with

three segments.

In this work we consider a lower-semicontinuous

piecewise-linear function representing the utility function

of the charging pool s:

us=



























fs,0=0 Φs,ω = 0

fs,1 = hs,1Φs,ω+bs,1 0 < Φs,ω ≤ αs,1

...

fs,κ=hs,κΦs,ω+bs,κ αs,κ−1<Φs,ω≤ αs,κ

(7)

where k ∈ Ωs
K = {0, . . . , κ} represents the set of break

points, while {hs,k, bs,k} and {αs,k−1, αs,k} ∀ k ≥ 1
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denote the coefficients of the functions and their lower and

upper bounds, respectively. For the sake of simplicity, we

take us,k−1 := fs,k
(

αs,k−1

)

and us,k := fs,k
(

αs,k

)

as the

function of segment k : k ≥ 1 evaluated on its endpoints.

In order to satisfy (7), notice that us,0 = us,0 = αs,0 = 0.

It must be pointed out that (7) cannot be directly inte-

grated into a mathematical programming model. However,

by defining multipliers λs,k,ω λs,k,ω ≥ 0 ∀ k ∈ Ωs
K as the

weights at each two endpoints, and binary variables ys,k,ω,

the utility function can be expressed as a linear combination

of the cost of the endpoints by:

Zs,ω =
∑

k∈Ωs
K
: k<κ

(

λs,k,ωus,k + λs,k,ωus,k

)

+ λs,κ,ωus,κ (8)

where the energy not supplied is defined as:

Φs,ω=
∑

k∈Ωs
K
: k<κ

(

λs,k,ω+λs,k,ω

)

αs,k +λs,κ,ωαs,κ

∀ s ∈ ΩS, ω ∈ Ωω (9)

To make sure that (8) and (9) lead to a proper represen-

tation of the utility function, the following constraints are

added:

1=
∑

k∈Ωs
K
: k<κ

(

λs,k,ω+λs,k,ω

)

+λs,κ,ω, ∀ s ∈ ΩS, ω ∈ Ωω (10)

λs,k,ω+λs,k+1,ω=ys,k+1,ω

∀s ∈ ΩS, k ∈ Ωs
K, ω ∈ Ωω : k < κ (11)

∑

k∈Ωs
K
:k≥1

ys,k,ω ≤ 1 ∀ s ∈ ΩS, ω ∈ Ωω (12)

ys,k,ω ∈ {0, 1} ∀s ∈ ΩS, k ∈ Ωs
K, ω ∈ Ωω : k ≥ 1 (13)

Notice that (10) and (11) ensure that the multipliers are

only different from zero in the segment where ys,k,ω is

activated, while (12) and (13) guarantee that only one seg-

ment can be active. Hence, considering the utility functions,

the set of variables from the charging pools is defined as

Ycp = {Φs,ω,Zs,ω, λs,k,ω, λs,k,ω , ys,k,ω, xn,t,ω}.

D. Distribution Network Model

We consider a distribution network with radial topology

behind an electrical substation denoted by ES and a set of

branches Ωl ⊂ Ωb×Ωb. The operational state of the network

for a given scenario ω ∈ Ωω can be calculated based on

the power flow equations as given in constraints (14)–(19),

adapted from [34]. Hereby, the active power balance in the

network is ensured by:

∑

mi∈Ωl

Pmi,t,ω−
∑

ij∈Ωl

(

Pij,t,ω +RijI
sqr
ij,t,ω

)

+PG
i,t,ω = PD

i,t+

+
∑

s∈ΩS:s=i

ps,t + ρs,t,ω ∀ i ∈ Ωb, t ∈ ΩT, ω ∈ Ωω (14)

and the reactive power balance is given by:

∑

mi∈Ωl

Qmi,t,ω−
∑

ij∈Ωl

(

Qij,t,ω +XijI
sqr
ij,t,ω

)

+QG
i,t,ω = QD

i,t,

∀i ∈ Ωb, t ∈ ΩT, ω ∈ Ωω (15)

where PD
i,t and QD

i,t denote the regular active and reac-

tive power demands at node i and timeslot t. Regular

power demands are assumed to be deterministic parameters

expressing the base load of all nodes disregarding EVs.

Doing this allows us to focus on the impact of EVs. Active

and reactive power flows to node i from its parent node

m are denoted by Pmi,t,ω, Qmi,t,ω, while Pij,t,ω , Qij,t,ω

are the active/reactive power flows from node i to its

descendant nodes j. For the purposes of this work, it is

also assumed that the charging stations operate at a unitary

power factor and no other controllable power sources,

such as distributed generators are available in the network,

hence PG
i,t,ω = QG

i,t,ω = 0, ∀i ∈ Ωb : i 6= ES. Also, the volt-

age magnitude is assumed to be known for the substation

(V sqr
ES,t,ω = 1.0 pu). The voltage magnitude drop between

nodes i and j is represented by:

V sqr
j,t,ω = V sqr

i,t,ω − 2
(

RijPij,t,ω+XijQij,t,ω

)

+

−
(

R2
ij+X2

ij

)

Isqrij,t,ω , ∀ij ∈ Ωl, t ∈ ΩT, ω ∈ Ωω (16)

where V sqr
i,t,ω

:= V 2
i,t,ω and Isqrij,t,ω

:= I2ij,t,ω are defined to

obtain a convex relaxation of the problem [35], while branch

power flows are obtained using the rotated second-order

cone constraint:

V sqr
j,t,ωI

sqr
ij,t,ω ≥ P 2

ij,t,ω +Q2
ij,t,ω,

∀ij ∈ Ωl, t ∈ ΩT, ω ∈ Ωω. (17)

Furthermore, the upper and lower bounds for nodal

voltage and branch current magnitudes are enforced by

V2 ≤ V
sqr
i,t,ω ≤ V

2
∀i ∈ Ωb, t ∈ ΩT, ω ∈ Ωω (18)

0 ≤ Isqr
ij,t,ω ≤ I

2

ij ∀ij ∈ Ωl, t ∈ ΩT, ω ∈ Ωω (19)

Finally, the set of variables from the distribution network

is denoted by Ydn = {V sqr
i,t,ω, I

sqr
ij,t,ω , Pij,t,ω , Qij,t,ω, ρs,t,ω}.

IV. PROPOSED SOPF MODEL AND ESTIMATION OF

FLEXIBILITY AREAS

A. Mathematical model

Using the mathematical formulations given in the pre-

vious section, the proposed SOPF is cast as a two-stage

stochastic optimization model, formulated as:

min
Y

∑

ω∈Ωω

πω

∑

s∈ΩS

Zs,ω −
∑

t∈ΩT

∑

s∈ΩS

cs,t ps,t

s.t. (2)–(6), (8)–(19)

(20)

where the set Y = {Ycp ∪ Ydn ∪ ps,t} contains the decision

variables of the model, πω stands for the probability of

scenario ω, and cs,t represents the unit cost of electricity

at charging pool s at time t. The first-stage variables

(here-and-now) are ps,t, representing the decisions the DSO

takes in advance without knowing the actual realizations,

while the second-stage variables (wait-and-see) are Ycp

and Ydn, representing the expected stochastic behavior of

the system after fixing the first-stage variables. Note that

although DSOs are not allowed to retail electricity, they

may procure flexibility from the charging pools, which

act as local flexibility aggregators. Hence, the objective

function in (20) minimizes the expected value of the cost
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Fig. 3. 34-nodes test system including four charging pools.

for flexibility and maximizes the energy reserved for the

charging pools.

It must be pointed out that the SOPF in (20) is based on a

mixed-integer second-order cone programming (MISOCP)

problem, which is nonconvex in principle. However, if the

two sufficient conditions defined in [35] are satisfied, then

the relaxed continuous equivalent is convex and exact, and

a globally optimal solution is numerically reachable [36].

In the presented model, both conditions are satisfied since

the only power source in the system is the substation. Thus,

every node only consumes power, and the upper bounds of

the voltages are not binding as long as VES,t < V. More-

over, a numerical solution to (20) can be obtained using

the sample average approximation (SAA) technique under

different scenario generation methods, e.g., Monte Carlo

(MC), moment matching, or point estimate methods [18].

B. Estimation of the flexibility areas

Based on the optimal solution Y∗ of the SOPF in (20),

the empirical cumulative density function (eCDF) of ρ∗s,t,ω
can be calculated, which is denoted as Fρs,t

. Hence, the

flexibility area of a charging pool s at period t is calculated

as

Rs,t = p∗s,t + F−1
ρs,t

(

βs,t

)

. (21)

where βs,t ∈ [0, 1] represents a risk parameter defined by

the DSO for each charging pool at each time period. Notice

that the flexibility area Rs,t is composed of two terms,

the power reserve serving as a lower limit (p∗s,t) and the

upper limit calculated for a specified quantile. It is worth

noting that the risk of violating the operational limits and

the flexibility area are directly proportional. This means

that βs,t = 0 represents the most conservative alternative

(lowest risk/smallest area), i.e., Rs,t = p∗s,t, while the most

optimistic alternative (highest risk/biggest area) is given for

βs,t = 1, leading to Rs,t = p∗s,t +max
ω

{ρ∗s,t,ω}.

Furthermore, from the perspective of the charging pools,

the flexibility area can be interpreted as an accepted oper-

ating region to fulfill its charging duties within which the

DSO expects to guarantee operational limits. Finally, notice

that Rs,t can only be obtained after solving (20) since it

depends on the optimal solution to uncertain realizations.

V. TEST SYSTEM AND SIMULATIONS

In this section, we evaluate the proposed stochastic flexi-

bility model. For the tests, we consider a radial distribution

system modified from [34] with 34 nodes (see Fig. 3), which

is an 11 kV network with a peak total nominal power

Fig. 4. Utility functions used by the charging pools.

of 1.86 MW, 1.23 Mvar, V = 0.95 pu, and V = 1.05 pu.

The maximum phase current at the substation transformer

connecting nodes 1-2 has been set to I1 2 = 88 A. Four

charging pools are placed at nodes 16, 20, 27, and 28, with

30, 59, 36, and 16 charging tasks spread over the planning

horizon, respectively. The planning horizon is discretized

in 24 one-hour intervals, resembling a day-ahead planning

procedure.

The shape parameters ηan, η
d
n, characterizing the ar-

rival and duration times for the EV charging tasks,

were obtained considering the data in [9] for weekdays.

A Monte Carlo SAA with |Ωω| = 500 was used to

solve the two-stage SOPF (20), considering equiprobable

scenarios, i.e., πω = 1/ |Ωω|. The arrival and depar-

ture times for each scenario were calculated as in (1),

while the energy required at each scenario was cal-

culated as En,ω = min{U(e1, e2), xn
(

dn,ω − an,ω
)

} with

e1 = 0 kWh and e2 = 100 kWh. Without loss of general-

ity, the maximum power at each charging pool has been

set to ps,t = 200 kW, a fixed cost for electricity of

cs,t = 0.2 C/kWh was chosen, and the maximum power

at each charging task was set to xn = 22 kW. Finally,

the utility functions for the four charging pools have been

parameterized as in Fig. 4 with κ = 3.

A. Obtaining Flexibility Areas – Day-ahead planning

Two main tests were carried out to determine the flex-

ibility areas. The first one corresponds to the base case,

an instance with relaxed voltage and current magnitude

constraints and disabled flexibility from charging pools.

The base case corresponds to a situation where all required

energy from charging tasks is supplied as soon as possible,

regardless of the network status. The mean and standard

deviation of the minimum voltage magnitude at each time

period and the maximum branch current at each time period

for the base case are shown in Fig. 5. In Fig. 5 (a), periods

with undervoltage problems can be seen in around 8-10h

and 18-20h. Similarly, periods with overloading problems

are evident in Fig. 5 (b) around 18-20h. These results

indicate that the DSO might have a congestion problem

during the planning horizon and the need for flexibility.

The second test corresponds to the opposite case, i.e.,

operational constraints are enforced and flexibility from

charging pools is enabled. The resulting value of the ob-

jective function found was (-)C4,059.12 for the base case

and (-)C3,908.78 in the flexibility enabled case. Notice that

lower values indicate less energy not served. These results

represent a reduction of 3.7% in the total expected payment



JOURNAL OF MODERN POWER SYSTEMS AND CLEAN ENERGY, VOL. XX, NO. XX, XXXX 7

Fig. 5. Base case results for the planning horizon indicating congestion
problems. (a) Lowest voltage magnitude. (b) Highest current magnitude.

due to the flexibility cost in the latter case. These results

indicate that the charging pools (aggregators) would need

to pay for the energy not served to some charging tasks to

comply with the DSO’s expected flexibility requirements.

Consequently, it is expected that the DSO settles this

difference with the charging pools as part of a flexibility

market [29].

The flexibility areas proposed in Section IV-B allow the

DSO to estimate safe operation regions for the charging

pools. The first step to obtain the flexibility areas is cal-

culating the empirical eCDF of ρ∗s,t,ω based on (21). The

eCDF of the four charging pools at s = {16, 20, 27, 28}
are shown in Fig. 6(a) for t = 14h and in Fig. 6(b)

for t = 19h. It can be seen that the expected power

areas chosen depend on the period, e.g., for β27 = 0.8
the operational powers need to be lower than or equal to

ρ27 = 49.61 kW at t = 14, but lower than or equal to

ρ27 = 4.96 kW at t = 19. This difference is expected due

to the network’s characteristics, i.e., there are some periods

where the charging pools can have more room to supply

their charging tasks without compromising the network’s

operational limits than in other periods. The flexibility area,

which finally will be communicated to the charging pools,

has been calculated using (21) for both test cases. In (21),

the flexibility area is composed by two terms, the power

reserve serving as a lower limit (bold line) and the upper

limit calculated for a specified quantile, as shown in Fig. 7

for s = 20 and s = 27 using βs,t = 0.9. The load shifting

is evident when comparing both test cases during the whole

time horizon, especially during critical time intervals (8-10h

and 18-20h).

However, load shifting is not always sufficient to solve

the congestion problems in this test case. Therefore, the

charging pools must also procure flexibility from the charg-

ing tasks in the form of energy not served to guarantee

the operational limits of the DSO. The probability density

Fig. 6. eCDFs of the operational power ρs,t,ω for (a) t = 14h and (b)
t = 19h.

b;a<

Fig. 7. Flexibility area for βs,t = 0.9 at charging pools s = 20 and
s = 27. (a) Base case. (b) Flexibility enabled.

Fig. 8. (a) PDFs of the total energy not served. (b) eCDFs of the total
cost for flexibility.

function (PDF) of the total energy not served at the four

charging pools is displayed in Fig. 8 (a). Similarly, Fig. 8 (b)

presents the eCDF of the cost for flexibility at each charging

pool. It can be seen that the most procured charging pools

are s = 20 and s = 27, which belong to the same

network feeder (see Fig. 3). Interestingly, for this feeder,

the most pronounced voltage drops occur; hence, the DSO

must procure flexibility in these two charging pools to solve

voltage problems. It is then evident that some charging

pools can have an advantageous market position and might

behave strategically depending on their location in the

network (e.g., due to the radial topology of distribution

networks). Therefore, these results reinforce the importance

of truthful and fair market mechanisms in future flexibility

markets [28], [29].

Moreover, from Fig. 8 (b), the DSO can estimate the

expected cost for flexibility at each charging pool. For

example, using the 90th percentile for s = 27, means that

the cost for flexibility at that charging pool is expected to

be lower than or equal to C 48.97 in at least 90% of the

expected scenarios.

B. Validation of the Obtained Flexibility Areas with Prob-

abilistic Power Flow – Operation

The next step considers an operation scenario based on

the flexibility areas identified for day-ahead in Sec. V-A.

Two risk values are tested in this section to show the

impact of βs,t on the safe operation of the system. We took

arbitrarily risk values βs,t ∈ {0.57, 0.99} for the following

analysis. A probabilistic power flow consisting of 5,000
MC simulations is executed, considering the uncertainties

of the aggregated consumed power at the charging pools. A

sequential implementation of the power flow given in [37]

has been used due to its convergence and computational

characteristics. Uniform distributions are assumed to cope

with any scenario combination within the flexibility area de-

fined by the selected risk value of the form ∼ U(ps,t,Rs,t).
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Fig. 9. CDF of operation results during . (a) Lowest voltage magnitude.
(b) Highest current magnitude.

Fig. 10. Operation results for the planning horizon using different flexi-
bility areas. (a) Lowest voltage magnitude. (b) Highest current magnitude.

It is assumed that the charging pools are able to control their

consumption within the required flexibility area. Finally, it

must be pointed out that voltage and current magnitude

limits are not enforced in the power flow.

At each MC simulation, the lowest voltage and the

highest current magnitudes of the system per time period

are stored. In Fig. 9(a), the average of the lowest volt-

age magnitude among the buses using both risk values

is the continuous line, while the shaded area indicates

its maximum and minimum values. Similarly, Fig. 9(b)

displays the average maximum branch current magnitude

and its maximum and minimum values. For instance, at

20 h the average lowest voltage magnitude for βs,t = 0.57
is 0.9514pu with a maximum of 0.9522 pu and a minimum

of 0.9507pu. The maximum current magnitude at the same

time has an average of 85.37A, a maximum of 86.27A and

a minimum of 84.48A. On the other hand, for βs,t = 0.99,

the average lowest voltage magnitude is 0.9499 pu with

a maximum of 0.9521pu and a minimum of 0.9479pu;

while the current magnitude has an average of 87.43A, a

maximum of 89.95A and a minimum of 84.69A.

The eCDFs of the minimum voltage magnitude consid-

ering all periods is depicted in Fig. 10(a) for both risk

values. It can be seen that around 88% of the scenarios

violate the voltage limit for βs,t = 0.99, whereas for

βs,t = 0.57 minimum voltages are always within the

limit. The eCDFs of the maximum current magnitudes are

displayed in Fig. 10(b) where a similar result is obtained

with only 10% of the scenarios respecting the maximum

current magnitude limit when βs,t = 0.99. These results

indicate that the DSO must determine the required flexibility

areas based on the risk it is willing to accept since there is a

trade-off between the chosen risk value and the probability

of violating the operational limits.

Fig. 11. Total payment from charging pools for different risk values.

C. Impact of Flexibility Areas on the Total Payment of the

Charging Pools

A final test is performed to assess the impact of the flex-

ibility areas on the total payment received by the charging

pools. We considered ten risk values used by the DSO (see

Fig. 11 for the chosen values). The obtained flexibility areas

for the different risk values were taken as power limiters

for the charging pools, i.e., ps,t = Rs,t. On the other hand,

the total payment, representing the revenue of the charging

pools, was calculated as the difference between the cost

for the energy delivered to their charging tasks and the

cost for energy not served. Thus, positive total payment

values are desired to guarantee revenue adequacy [38].

We simulated 1,000 random scenarios for each risk value,

following the same distributions as described earlier for

the random variables. Voltage and current magnitude limits

were enforced and the flexibility enabled.

The obtained results are displayed in Fig. 11 using a box

plot where the median, the interquartile range, and the 90%

confidence intervals are depicted. Results for βs,t = 0.57
show that the median is C -18.48, the interquartile range

is limited by C 1,978.87 and C -1,635.18, and the confi-

dence interval is C 4,021.13 and C -3,826.80; whereas for

βs,t = 0.99 all these values increased considerably. Hence,

it can be seen that the total payment for flexibility increases

with the risk value, meaning there is a trade-off between

the risk the DSO is willing to stand and the revenue of the

charging pools. Interestingly, risk values βs,t < 0.57 might

produce revenue inadequate situations, which encourages

the use of proper compensation mechanisms for energy

not served [32]. Consequently, it is expected that the DSO

settles this difference with the charging pools as part of a

flexibility market [29].

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we proposed a stochastic AC-OPF for the

flexibility management of charging pools in distribution

networks introducing the concept of flexibility areas. The

SOPF considers discrete utility functions for charging pools

as a compensation mechanism for eventual energy not

served to their charging tasks. The utility functions are

presented using a general piecewise-linear formulation to

deal with convex and nonconvex prosumer preferences. The

aim is to minimize the expected cost for energy not served

while satisfying operational constraints. An application of

the proposed SOPF has been described, where a DSO

specifies the flexibility area to each charging pool in a

day-ahead time frame under uncertainty. This methodology

allows estimating probable costs for flexibility requirements
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and gives the charging pools more freedom to manage

the EV load. Results show that a safe flexibility area for

charging pools can be used to address DSO’s congestion

problems, either by load shifting or managing the energy not

served. Moreover, the DSO is able to calculate the flexibility

area as a function of a risk parameter βs and estimate

probable costs for flexibility requirements. Results showed

a trade-off between the risk the DSO is willing to stand

and the revenue of the charging pools. At the same time,

charging pools and tasks perceive a total energy payment

reduction as compensation for the energy not served, which

might stimulate charging pool operators and EV users to

offer flexibility services (e.g., in a local flexibility market).

Future work has to analyze the impact of the proposed

flexibility area considering V2G enabled EVs and reactive

power compensation capabilities.
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