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Abstract—With the rapid growth of electric vehicles (EVs), EV
aggregators have been playing a increasingly vital role in power
systems by not merely providing charging management but also
participating in wholesale electricity markets. This work studies
the optimal real-time bidding strategy for an EV aggregator.
Since the charging process of EVs is time-coupled, it is necessary
for EV aggregators to consider future operational conditions (e.g.,
future EV arrivals) when deciding the current bidding strategy.
However, accurately forecasting future operational conditions
is challenging under the inherent uncertainties. Hence, there
demands a real-time bidding strategy based solely on the up-
to-date information, which is the main goal of this work. We
start by developing an online optimal EV charging management
algorithm for the EV aggregator via Lyapunov optimization.
Based on this, an optimal real-time bidding strategy (bidding cost
curve and bounds) for the aggregator is derived. Then, an efficient
yet practical algorithm is proposed to obtain the bidding strategy.
It shows that with the proposed bidding strategy, the aggregator’s
profit is nearly offline optimal. Moreover, the wholesale electricity
market clearing result aligns with the individual aggregator’s
optimal charging strategy given the prices. Case studies against
several benchmarks are conducted to evaluate the performance
of the proposed method.

Index Terms—EV aggregator, real-time bidding, electricity
market, Lyapunov optimization, optimal charging

NOMENCLATURE

A. Parameters

η Charging efficiency.
Ea

v, E
d
v Energy levels of EV v upon arrival and

departure.
Emin

v /Emax
v Minimum/maximum energy level of EV v.

G Number of groups of EVs.
Pv Maximum charging power of EV v.
P end
v Charging power of EV v in the last time slot

of charging.
Rg Maximum allowable charging delay of EVs

in group g.
T Number of time slots.

B. Variables

ev Energy level of EV v.
pv Charging power of EV v.
π Electricity price.
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qg, zg Virtual queues of group g.
S,Sg The set EVs served by an aggregator, and the set

of EVs in group g.
xg Charging power of group g.

I. INTRODUCTION

As the demand for decarbonization intensifies, the preva-
lence of electric vehicles (EVs) have gained significant mo-
mentum in modern society. The International Energy Agency
predicts that there will be 244 million EVs (including battery
and plug-in electric vehicles) and more than 12 million charg-
ing points globally by 2030 [1]. EV aggregators play a sig-
nificant role in the transition towards efficient and low-carbon
energy systems by coordinating small-scale EV charging and
interacting with the grid on their behalf. Excitingly, since
2020, based on FERC Order 2222 [2], EV aggregators have
been allowed to participate directly in the wholesale electricity
market in the U.S.

Optimal energy management of EV charging by aggrega-
tors, utilizing a wide range of tools, have been studied in the
literature. A distributed optimization framework for EV aggre-
gators using alternating directions method of multipliers was
developed in [3], with the goals of demand-side management
and cost minimization. A comprehensive review of distributed
algorithms applied to EV charging was provided by [4]. On the
other hand, game theoretical methods have also been used to
study the interplay between aggregators and EV drivers, such
as in [5] who utilized a non-cooperative Stackelberg game, and
[6] who studied pricing of EV charging under the aggregator
setting. The studies above focus on how the aggregator set
charging prices for EVs.

Driven by FERC order 2222, increasing attention has been
given to market design and optimal bidding of aggregators
in the electricity market. Reference [7] examined the bidding
strategies for an aggregator in both energy and reserve markets.
The worst-case EV availability in terms of battery draining and
energy exchange was considered in [8]. Step bidding curve
was exploited in [9] by the conditional value-at-risk method. A
market settlement framework for distributed energy resource
(DER) aggregators in a three-phase unbalanced distribution
network was developed in [10]. An iterative bidding frame-
work was proposed in [11] by game theoretic analysis and
parallel machine scheduling model. The bidding strategy of a
virtual power plant with a large number of EVs was derived
[12]. However, the above literature focus on the determinis-
tic setting, overlooking uncertainties, e.g., random renewable
supply. Additionally, the optimization problems established in
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most of the above are non-convex, and without closed-form
solutions; as a result, iterative methods are necessary, and these
may either not converge or have a high computational burden.

Apart from the uncertainties present in the electricity market
e.g., supply, demand, and electricity prices, the EV charging
network brings about new sources of uncertainty, such as in
the arrival and departure of EVs. To address these, a two-
stage stochastic optimal bidding model for EV aggregators in
day-ahead and real-time energy and regulation markets was
proposed in [13], while uncertain market prices and driving
requirements were similarly addressed in [14]. Further, to
consider these uncertainties under a game-theoretic setting,
a stochastic generalized Nash game was formulated in [15].
While multiple works, e.g., [13], [16]–[19], employed stochas-
tic programming to tackle uncertainty, they require predictions,
i.e., assuming some information about the future. In practice,
some uncertain factors of EVs are hard to predict at all, e.g.,
future incoming EVs. Therefore, an online algorithm without
the need for predictions is desired.

Online algorithms have attracted great attention in recent
years due to the need to address uncertainties. Model pre-
dictive control (MPC) has been widely used in the online
scheduling [20] and bidding [21] of EV aggregators. However,
the MPC method still relies partly on predictions. Another
class of online algorithms is the learning-based algorithms
[22]–[24]. However, to achieve a satisfactory performance by
these learning-based algorithms, a large amount of data is
typically necessary for training and testing, which increases
the cost of deployment. Additionally, the EV aggregators
may not always have sufficient data, especially newly built
ones. Moreover, works that utilize learning-based algorithms
cannot provide an explicit bidding strategy with theoretical
guarantee and the EV aggregators may lack trust in the results.
Lyapunov optimization is another class of online methods
that can offer near-optimal strategies without the need for
predictions in the system. Unlike prediction-based techniques
such as MPC, Lyapunov optimization does not rely on the
prediction of uncertainties, thus particularly suitable for energy
system integrated with DERs and EVs, which possess highly
random behaviors. The existing applications of Lyapunov
optimization concentrated on the optimal energy management
for EV charging stations [25]–[27], energy storage [28], and
data centers [29]. However, the optimal bidding problem,
which is much more complex, has not been considered. This
complexity mainly lies in the fact that to derive the optimal
bidding strategy, one needs to consider not only the EV
charging requirements but also the potential market clearing
under the bidding.

In this paper, we bridge the research gaps by developing
an optimal bidding strategy for EV aggregators in a wholesale
electricity market. Our main contributions are two-fold:

1) Real-time EV aggregator bidding strategy. To enable par-
ticipation of EV aggregators in real-time electricity markets, a
prediction-free bidding strategy is developed. First, the online
optimal EV charging scheduling strategy by an aggregator, as a
function of the real-time electricity price, is established. Based
on this, the real-time bidding strategy (bidding cost curve and
bounds) for an EV aggregator is derived. We prove that with

the proposed bidding strategy, the EV aggregator can obtain
a profit close to the offline benchmark. Moreover, electricity
market clearing outcomes align with aggregators’ individual
interests. To the best of our knowledge, this paper is one of
the first studies that provide an explicit bidding strategy for
an EV aggregator with provable theoretical properties.

2) Practical algorithm to generate the bidding strategy. The
optimal bidding cost curve derived theoretically turns out to be
a piecewise quadratic function. To facilitate implementations,
a practical algorithm based on stepwise integration is proposed
to generate the cost curve programmatically. A computation-
ally efficient “aggregator bidding-market clearing” framework
is established with the help of linearization techniques. Case
studies demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed algo-
rithm and framework.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. The online
EV charging scheduling algorithm is developed in Section
II. In Section III, the optimal real-time bidding strategy is
derived theoretically and a practical algorithm for generating
the bidding strategy is established. Case studies are conducted
in Section IV where the performance of the proposed method
is also evaluated. Finally, conclusions are drawn in Section V.

II. ONLINE EV AND ELECTRICITY MARKET MODELS

In this section, we first formulate the EV charging schedul-
ing problem for an EV aggregator and propose an online
algorithm to solve the problem using Lyapunov optimization.
Next, we introduce the electricity market as well as how
aggregators participate in it.

A. EV Charging Scheduling Model

We consider an EV aggregator that provides a set of EVs
(v ∈ S) with charging services. The time horizon studied is
divided into T time slots. Each EV v arrives at the charging
station at time T a

v and departs at T d
v . Its initial battery energy

level upon arrival is Ea
v and its minimum required energy level

of departure is Ed
v . Denote the electricity price by π(t) and the

charging power of EV v by pv(t). Then, the aggregator solves
the following optimization model to determine the optimal EV
charging schedules with minimum cost (1a).

min
pv(t),∀t,∀v

∑T

t=1

(
π(t)

∑
v∈S

pv(t)
)
, (1a)

s.t. 0 ≤ pv(t) ≤ Pv,∀v,∀t, (1b)

ev,T a
v
= Ea

v, ev,T d
v
≥ Ed

v,∀v, (1c)

ev,t+1 = ev,t + ηcp
c
v,t∆t, ∀v,∀t ̸= T, (1d)

Emin
v ≤ ev,t ≤ Emax

v ,∀v,∀t, (1e)

where Pv is the maximum charging power limited by (1b);
ev,t is the battery energy level of EV v with lower and upper
bounds Emin

v and Emax
v in (1e); (1c) and (1d) give the battery

energy level requirements and dynamics.
However, full information on the uncertainties (electricity

prices and EV arrivals) over the whole time horizon is neces-
sary to solve problem (1), which is not a realistic assumption in
practice. To address this issue, we provide a reformulation of
(1) based on which an online algorithm can be derived. First,
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we divide the EVs served by the aggregator into G groups
according to their allowable charging delay, or equivalent, the
duration of time they are parked at the charging station. Let
xg(t) be the aggregate charging power of all EVs in the g-th
group Sg ∈ S . Denote the arrival rate of EV charging tasks
by ag(t), which satisfies:

ag(t) =
∑

v∈Sg

av(t),∀t (2)

The arrival rate av(t) is determined by the EV charging
need and the charging power limit. For EV v, av(t) can be
calculated as follows:

av(t) =

 Pv, if T a
v ≤ t < T a

v + Tmin
v ,

P end
v , if t = T a

v + Tmin
v ,

0, otherwise,
(3)

where Tmin
v is the charging time of the EV v using the

maximum charging power Pv , given by Tmin
v = [Ec

v/Pvη]
with [x] representing the least integer larger than x; P end

v is
the charging power of EV v in the last time slot before it is
fully charged, given by

P end
v = (Ed

v − Ea
v)/η − (Tmin

v − 1)Pv, (4)

where η is the charging efficiency.
Based on this, problem (1) can be reformulated as

P1: min
xg(t),∀g,∀t

lim
T→∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

E [f(t)] , (5a)

s.t. lim
T→∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

E[ag(t)− xg(t)] ≤ 0,∀g, (5b)

0 ≤ xg(t) ≤ Xg(t), ∀g, ∀t. (5c)

where f(t) = π(t)
∑G

g=1 xg(t). The objective function (5a)
minimizes the long-term time-average cost of the aggregator.
The constraint (5b) ensures that all charging demands are
satisfied in the long run, and the charging power of each
group is bounded by the constraint (5c). In particular, Xg(t)
is the maximum charging power of group g and Xg(t) =∑

v∈Sg
Xv(t); and Xv(t) is the maximum charging power of

EV v given by

Xv(t) =


Pv,

if T a
v ≤ t < T d

v and
ev(t) ≤ Ed

v − ηPv∆t,

Ed
v − ev(t)

η∆t
,

if T a
v ≤ t < T d

v and
ev(t) > Ed

v − ηPv∆t,

0, otherwise,

(6)

where ∆t is the duration of a single time slot. (6) is consistent
with the calculation of arrival rate of charging tasks in (3).

We introduce virtual queues qg(t) to collect the charging
tasks in group g, which is defined by

qg(t+ 1) = max{qg(t)− xg(t), 0}+ ag(t), (7)

With the virtual queues, constraint (5b) can be replaced by
the mean-rate-stable constraint as follows:

lim
T→∞

E[qg(T )]/T = 0, g = 1, 2, . . . , G. (8)

Specifically, the following inequality can be derived from (7):

qg(t+ 1)− qg(t) ≥ ag(t)− xg(t), ∀t. (9)

Summing (9) up over all time slots and dividing both sides by
T , we have (5b) is met, i.e.,

lim
T→∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

E[ag(t)− xg(t)] ≤ lim
T→∞

1

T
E[qg(T + 1)] = 0.

Furthermore, considering that (5b) (or (8)) only ensures
that charging demands are met in a time-average sense, we
introduce an additional virtual queue zg(t) to bound the
charging delays:

zg(t+ 1) = max

{
zg(t) +

αg

Rg
Ig(t)− xg(t), 0

}
,∀g,∀t,

(10)
where Rg is the duration of the EVs parked at the charging
station in the group Sg , i.e., Rg = T d

v − T a
v . αg is a positive

number that controls the behaviors of virtual queues, Ig(t) is
an indicator function of qg(t), given by

Ig(t) =
{

0, if qg(t) = 0,
1, if qg(t) > 0.

(11)

Obviously, any unserved charging demand remaining from
previous time slot t − 1 will increase zg(t) of the current
time t. By requiring zg(t) to be mean-rate-stable as follows,
we can control the charging delay.

lim
T→∞

E[zg(T )]
T

= 0, g = 1, 2, . . . , G. (12)

B. Online Charging Scheduling Using Lyapunov Optimization

In the following, we derive an online algorithm for the EV
charging scheduling problem based on Lyapunov optimization.

1) Procedures: Denote the concatenated vector of queues
by

Θ(t) = (q1(t), . . . , qG(t), z1(t), . . . , zG(t)). (13)

Define the Lyapunov function as

L(Θ(t)) ≜
1

2

∑G

g=1
q2g(t) +

1

2

∑G

g=1
z2g(t). (14)

L(Θ(t)) is a measure of the backlogs of all queues. Therefore,
the increase in the backlogs of queues can be evaluated by the
increment in the Lyapunov function, namely the Lyapunov
drift. The Lyapunov drift from the time slot t to t + 1 is
calculated as follows:

∆(Θ(t)) = L(Θ(t+ 1))− L(Θ(t))

=
1

2

G∑
g=1

(
q2g(t+ 1)− q2g(t)

)
+

1

2

G∑
g=1

(
z2g(t+ 1)− z2g(t)

)
.

(15)

Subsequently, the mean-rate-stable constraints (8) and (12)
can be integrated into P1 by modifying the objective function
into a drift-plus-penalty term:

E[∆(Θ(t)) + V f(t)|Θ(t)], (16)
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where V is a positive constant to be determined. (16) strikes
a balance between (virtual) queue stability and cost minimiza-
tion of EV operation.

However, even after the substitution of the objective in P1
by (16), the problem is still time-coupled due to the term
∆(Θ(t)). To address this, we further relax (16) into its upper
bound. Particularly, for qg(t) we have

q2g(t+ 1) = (max{qg(t)− xg(t), 0}+ ag(t))
2

≤ q2g(t) +A2
g + x2

g(t)

+ 2qg(t)(ag(t)− xg(t)),

(17)

where Ag is the maximum arrival of charging demands of
all time slots, i.e., Ag = max{ag(t),∀t = 1, 2, . . . , T}. The
relaxation in (17) can be applied to zg(t) similarly. Denote the
maximum backlogs of qg(t) and zg(t) of all time slots by Qg

and Zg respectively, then the increments in q2g(t) and z2g(t)
can be bounded:

1

2

(
q2g(t+ 1)− q2g(t)

)
≤ 1

2

(
A2

g + x2
g(t)

)
+QgAg − qg(t)xg(t), (18a)

1

2

(
z2g(t+ 1)− z2g(t)

)
≤ 1

2
max

{(
αg

Rg

)2

, X2
g (t)

}
+

αgZg

Rg
− zg(t)xg(t). (18b)

Afterwards, take (18a) and (18b) into the drift-plus-penalty
term in (16), yielding

∆(Θ(t)) + V f(t)

≤ M + V f(t)−
G∑

g=1

(qg(t) + zg(t))xg(t) +
1

2

G∑
g=1

x2
g(t),

(19a)
where M is a constant given by

M =

G∑
g=1

(
A2

g

2
+QgAg +

αgZg

Rg

)

+
1

2

G∑
g=1

max

{(
αg

Rg

)2

, X
2

g

}
, (19b)

Xg =max{Xg(t) | t = 1, 2, . . . , T}, ∀g. (19c)

Finally, we obtain the following online optimization prob-
lem by reorganizing the expression in (19a) and ignoring the
constant terms:

P2: min
xg(t),∀g

G∑
g=1

(V π(t)− qg(t)− zg(t))xg(t)

+

G∑
g=1

1

2
x2
g(t), (20a)

s.t. 0 ≤ xg(t) ≤ Xg(t), ∀g. (20b)

Compared to P1, the online problem P2 is only related to
the variables and parameters in time slot t and can be solved
in an online manner.

2) Properties: The transformation from P1 to P2 for the
purpose of online feasibility come at the cost of sub-optimality
since the objective function of P2 is derived by drift-plus-
penalty method (16). Therefore, it is of great importance
to find a bound of the optimality gap between the optimal
solutions of P1 and P2. Denote the values of f(t) optimized
by P1 and P2 by f∗(t) and f̂(t) respectively, t = 1, 2, . . . , T ,
then the optimality gap between P1 and P2 is bounded by the
following proposition:

Proposition 1 (Optimality). The optimality gap between P1
and P2 is bounded above, i.e.,:

lim
T→∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

E
[
f∗(t)− f̂(t)

]
≤ M̃

V
, (21a)

where

M̃ = M +
1

2

G∑
g=1

(Xg)
2. (21b)

The proof of Proposition 1 can be found in Appendix A.
(21a) shows that the optimality gap decreases as V increases.
However, the mean-rate stability of queues (8) and (12) will be
undermined if V is too large. The resulting arger backlogs of
queues are caused by the gap between charging demands and
the capability of charging service provided by aggregators,
which may lead to large charging delays in the meantime.
Specifically, we can show that the maximum charging delay
of EVs is bounded as follows:

Proposition 2 (Feasibility). The maximum charging delay of
the group g, denoted by Dg , is bounded above, i.e.,:

Dg ≤ Rg(Qg + Zg)

αg
(22)

In other words, if an EV of the group g arrives at the
time slot t0, then its charging demand will be satisfied before
the time slot t0 + Dg . The proof of Proposition 2 can be
found in Appendix B. (22) shows that the maximum charging
delay is proportional to the sum of queues, which is consistent
with intuition. Proposition 1 and Proposition 2 show that the
drift-plus-penalty method strikes a balance between optimality
and feasibility, which is achieved by controlling the value of
V in practice. Therefore, the choice of V is critical to the
performance of the algorithm.

C. Electricity Market Model

The above provides a mechanism for the aggregator to op-
timally schedule EV charging in an online manner. However,
the electricity prices π(t),∀t in the objective of P2 is not a
given constant but determined by the electricity market with
EV aggregators’ bids. Specifically, each aggregator bids its
utility function to the operator, based on which the electricity
market is cleared by solving an optimal power flow (OPF)
problem. Suppose there are I generators, J fixed loads and
K aggregators, denote the utility function and the price of the
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aggregator k in the time slot t by u
(t)
k (xk), the market clearing

problem is as follows:

P3: min
pi,xk

I∑
i=1

fGen
i (pi(t))−

K∑
k=1

u
(t)
k (xk(t)) (23a)

s.t.
I∑

i=1

pi(t) =

J∑
j=1

dj(t) +

K∑
k=1

xk(t), ∀t, (23b)

0 ≤ xk(t) ≤ Xk(t), ∀k, ∀t, (23c)

P i ≤ pi(t) ≤ P i, ∀i, ∀t, (23d)

− Fl ≤ pline
l (t) ≤ Fl,∀l, ∀t, (23e)

where pi(t) and fGen
i (pi(t)) denote the power and cost of

generator i, respectively; and fGen
i (pi) is a convex function

of pi. dj(t) represents the fixed demand in the network, Xk

is the maximum charging power of the aggregator k, P i and
P i are the minimum and maximum power of the generator
i respectively, Fl represents the maximum line power of the
branch l. pline

l (t) is the line power of the branch l given by

pline
l (t) =

I∑
i=1

δilpi(t)−
J∑

j=1

δjldj(t)−
K∑

k=1

δklxk(t),∀l, (23f)

where δil is the power transfer distribution factor of the node
i to the line l.

Denote the dual variables associated with (23b), the lower
and upper bounds in (23e) by λ(t), χ

l
(t) and χl(t) re-

spectively, then the locational marginal price (LMP) for the
aggregator k in the time slot t is defined as:

πk(t) = λ(t) +
∑
l

(
δklχl

(t)− δklχl(t)
)
, ∀k. (24)

The goal of this paper is to develop an optimal bidding
strategy for EV aggregators so that their profits are maximized
in the electricity market. In addition, we hope that the optimal
bidding strategy can also guarantee the maximization of social
welfare, i.e., the overall utility of all agents in the market. The
real-time bidding strategy as well as its properties is discussed
in the following.

III. OPTIMAL BIDDING STRATEGY OF EV AGGREGATORS

In this section, we focus on the development of the optimal
bidding strategy. We first derive the strategy theoretically, and
then a practical algorithm for implementation is proposed.

A. Optimal Bidding Strategy
To start, we compute the optimal solution of P2. For the

sake of brevity, we denote

wg(t) ≜
qg(t) + zg(t)−Xg

V
, g = 1, 2, . . . , G (25a)

wg(t) ≜
qg(t) + zg(t)

V
, g = 1, 2, . . . , G. (25b)

Obviously, wg(t) < wg(t). Then the optimal solution x̂g(t) of
P2 is given by

x̂g(t) =


Xg(t), if π(t) ∈

[
0, wg(t)

]
,

V (wg(t)− π(t)), if π(t) ∈
(
wg(t), wg(t)

]
,

0, if π(t) ∈ (wg(t),+∞) ,
(26a)

or

x̂g(t) =

{
V (wg(t)− π(t)), if π(t) ∈ [0, wg(t)] ,
0, if π(t) ∈ (wg(t),+∞) .

(26b)

If wg(t) > 0, then x̂g(t) is given by (26a); otherwise it is
given by (26b). The results show that the optimal charging
power of each group is a function of the electricity price in a
specific time slot. Then, the total charging power of all groups
in the time slot t is given by

x̂(t) =

G∑
g=1

x̂g(t), ∀t. (27)

Suppose the EV aggregator chooses its charging power as
specified in (26a) and (26b). Then reversely, the electricity
price of the aggregator can be also represented by its total
charging power. Here, we define a function h(t)(x̂) in the time
slot t, which satisfies

π(t) = h(t)(x̂(t)). (28)

Note that h(t)(x̂) is the inverse function of the function given
by (26a), (26b), and (27). With these, the optimal bidding cost
curve of the aggregator is set as a piecewise quadratic function
below:

u(t)(x) ≜
∫ x

0

h(t)(ξ)dξ, 0 ≤ x ≤
G∑

g=1

Xg. (29)

The reason why the bidding cost curve takes the form of (29)
will be elaborated later by Proposition 4. Before progressing
further, the concavity of u(t)(x) needs to be discussed as a
prerequisite. Denote the bidding cost curve in the time slot t
by u(t)(x), then we have the following proposition:

Proposition 3. The optimal bidding cost curve u(t)(x) given
by (29) is concave on

[
0,
∑G

g=1 Xg(t)
]

for any t.

The proof of Proposition 3 can be found in Appendix C.
The convexity of (23a) is then guaranteed by Proposition 3,
thus P3 is a convex optimization problem.

Denote the charging power and electricity price of the
aggregator k in the optimal solution of P3 in the time slot t by
x∗
k(t) and π∗

k(t), respectively, and denote the charging power
of the group g of the aggregator k in the optimal solution of P2
with given π∗

k(t) by x̂kg(t;π
∗
k(t)), then we have the following

proposition:

Proposition 4. If the optimal bidding cost curve is given
by (29), and the electricity price in (20a) is given by (24),
then the EV charging schedule determined by social welfare
maximization align with the interest of each price-taking EV
aggregator, i.e.,

x∗
k(t) =

Gk∑
g=1

x̂kg(t;π
∗
k(t)), g = 1, 2, . . . , Gk, ∀k, ∀t. (30)

where Gk is the number of groups of the aggregator k.

The proof of Proposition 4 can be found in Appendix D. It
is revealed by Propositions 3 and 4 that the proposed bidding
cost curve can maximize social welfare and the interests of
aggregators simultaneously.
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B. Practical Algorithm to Generate the Bidding Cost Curve

In this section, we propose a practical algorithm (Algorithm
1) to generate the optimal bidding cost curve of an EV
aggregator given in (29). Here, the notation “(t)” will be
omitted for the sake of brevity since the algorithm can be
applied to any time slot. Moreover, since we focus on a single
aggregator, we use the notation such as “u(x)”, in which the
subscript “k” is omitted for the sake of brevity. The strategies
of other aggregators can be generated by the same approach.
From (26a) and (26b) we know that the optimal charging
power of each group is a piecewise linear function. Thus, the
optimal total charging power of all groups x̂ is also a piecewise
linear function.

We sort all elements of the sequence (wg)
G
g=1 and (wg)

G
g=1

in ascending order and denote the new sequence by (w̃g)
2G
g=1,

i.e., w̃1 ≤ w̃2 ≤ · · · ≤ w̃2G. Here we assume w̃1 > 0 without
loss of generality, then x̂ is supposed to take the following
form:

x̂ =


b0, if π ∈ [0, w̃1],
. . .
cnπ + bn, if π ∈ (w̃n−1, w̃n],
. . .
0, if π ∈ (w̃2G,+∞),

(31)

where bn, cn are constants, n = 0, 1, . . . , 2G. Specifically,
b0 =

∑G
g=1 Xg . cn satisfies cn = −βnV , where βn is a non-

negative integer. In the cases where there exists w̃n ≤ 0, the
segments defined over [w̃1, w̃n] should be removed from (31).
bn and cn can be determined by a recursive method. Geo-
graphically, cn is the slope of the line segment in (w̃n−1, w̃n].
It can be observed from (26a) that the slope of xg falls by V at
wg and rises by V at wg as π is increased from 0. Therefore,
cn, n = 1, 2, . . . , 2G can be derived from an initial slope
c0 = 0 as follows:

cn = cn−1 + (βn − β
n
)V, n = 1, 2, . . . , 2G, (32)

where β
n

, βn are the numbers of elements equal to cn in
(wg)

G
g=1 and (wg)

G
g=1, respectively. bn can be derived by the

continuity of the piecewise linear function in (31), i.e., the
value of x̂ at w̃n−1 should both satisfy the expression of the
section over (w̃n−2, w̃n−1] and (w̃n−1, w̃n], yielding

bn = bn−1 + (cn−1 − cn)w̃n−1, n = 1, 2, . . . , 2G. (33)

Afterwards, the optimal bidding cost curve u(x) can be
obtained by piecewise integration. First we assume w̃1 ≥ 0,
and denote the value of x̂ at w̃n by xn, n = 1, 2, . . . , 2G.
Specifically, let x0 = b0. Obviously, cn ̸= 0 when xn ̸= xn−1.
Since x̂ is decreasing in its domain, u(x) can be derived as
follows:

u(x) = u(xn) +

∫ x

xn

ξ − bn
cn

dξ

= u(xn) +
x2 − x2

n

2cn
− bn(x− xn)

cn
,

x ∈ (xn, xn−1], if xn > xn−1, n = 1, 2, . . . , 2G.

(34)

If there exists w̃n ≤ 0, the domain of u(x) shrinks to [0, x′
0]

because the electricity price π must be non-negative, where
x′
0 represents the value of x̂ when π = 0.

The algorithm details are illustrated in Algorithm 1, repeated
in each time slot before solving P3. Note that the integration
(steps 11 – 18) is performed backwards and stops when
w̃n−1 ≤ 0.

Algorithm 1 Bidding Cost Curve Update
1: Sort the elements of (wg)

G
g=1, (wg)

G
g=1, and get {w̃n}.

2: Initialize the slope and the intercept of the piecewise linear
function: c = 0, b0 =

∑G
g=1 Xg .

3: for n = 1 : 2G do
4: if w̃n is an element of (wg)

G
g=1 then

5: c = c− V
6: else
7: c = c+ V
8: end if
9: cn = c, compute bn by (33).

10: end for
11: for n = 2G : −1 : 1 do
12: if cn ̸= 0 then
13: Compute u(x) in (xn, xn−1] by (34).
14: end if
15: if w̃n−1 ≤ 0 then
16: Break the loop.
17: end if
18: end for

C. Overall Market Operation

So far, we have established the real-time optimal bidding
framework for EV aggregators. In each time slot t, an aggre-
gator bids the function u(t)(x) to the market operator based
on its backlogs of queues. Upon receiving the bidding cost
curves from all aggregators, the operator solves P3 to clear
the market, by which it determines the electricity prices of
aggregators. Then the operator returns the price to each aggre-
gator. Afterwards, each aggregator solves P2 using the latest
price, and update the charging power of EVs in each group.
The procedure is repeated in each time slot. An illustration of
the overall ”aggregator bidding-market clearing” framework is
presented in Fig. 1.

However, with the aggregators’ bidding cost curves by (34),
the market clearing problem P3 cannot be solved directly
by commercial software since the bidding cost curves are
piecewise quadratic functions. In the following, we introduce
a linearization technique, by which the approximate solution
of P3 can be obtained. Thereafter, the objective (23a) can be
simplified and thus the accurate solution of P3 can be finally
procured.

P3 can be approximated by the following problem:

P4: min
pi,xk,yk

I∑
i=1

fGen
i (pi)−

K∑
k=1

yk (35a)

s.t. xk =

Mk∑
m=1

σkmxkm, ∀k, (35b)

yk =

Mk∑
m=1

σkmuk(xkm), ∀k, (35c)
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Market Operator

Aggregator 1

Group 1

Group 2

x11

x12

π1, x1u1 (x1)

③ Disaggregation:
By solving P2

……

……

② Market clearing:
By solving P3

① Bidding: 
By (29)

q1, z1

q2, z2

Fig. 1. The optimal bidding framework.

σkm ≥ 0, m = 1, 2, . . . ,Mk, ∀k, (35d)
Mk∑
m=1

σkm = 1, ∀k, (23b) − (23e), (35e)

where Mk is a large integer, ∀k. (xkm, uk(xkm)), m =
1, 2, . . . ,Mk are the sample points of uk(x), and (xk, yk) is
the convex combination of these points. The optimal solution
of P4 will be sufficiently close to the accurate solution of P3
as long as Mk is large enough. However, there is a trade-off
as the computational cost will also be increased if a larger
Mk is chosen. Under the circumstances where high accuracy
is not required, the approximate optimal solution should be
good enough. Alternatively, we derive the accurate solution of
P3 using the solution of P4 in this study. Derived by (34), the
optimal bidding cost curve of any aggregator k uk(xk) is a
piecewise quadratic function. The interval in which x̂k falls
can be revealed by x̄k if Mk is large enough, thus uk(xk)
in (23a) can be substituted by a quadratic function. Suppose
x̂k ∈ (xknk

, xknk−1], then P3 is equivalent to

P5: min
pi,xk

I∑
i=1

fGen
i (pi)−

K∑
k=1

uknk
(xk) (36a)

s.t. xk ∈ (xknk
, xknk−1], ∀k, (36b)

(23b), (23d), (23e),

where uknk
(x) is the optimal bidding cost curve of the

aggregator k in (xknk
, xknk−1]. P5 is a quadratic problem with

linear constraints and thus can be solved by its KKT condi-
tion. The details of the ”aggregator bidding-market clearing”
framework is presented in Algorithm 2.

IV. CASE STUDIES

In this section, the proposed algorithm is first validated
and its performance is evaluated against other approaches
afterward. We also examine the influence of several parameters
on the results. Finally, the scalability of the proposed algorithm
is examined.

Algorithm 2 Aggregator Bidding-Market Clearing
1: Set up the case and initialize the variables xk, ∀k.
2: for t = 1 : T do
3: for k = 1 : K do
4: Run Algorithm 1 and collect uk1(x), uk2(x), . . . ,

uknk
(x).

5: end for
6: Solve P4.
7: for k = 1 : K do
8: for n = 1 : 2Gk do
9: if x̂k ∈ (xknk

, xknk−1] then
10: Take uknk

(x) into (36a) and break the loop.
11: end if
12: end for
13: end for
14: Solve P5.
15: Update the electricity price of each aggregator by (24).

16: Solve P2.
17: Update qg and zg by (7) and (10) respectively.
18: end for

A. Simulation Setup
The investigated system is programmed in MATLAB 2022a

and the proposed algorithm is implemented on a standard
desktop PC with an Intel i5-10505 CPU and 16 GB RAM.
Case studies in this paper are performed in an IEEE 118-
bus network with 54 generators and 23 fixed loads. The
investigated time horizon is 24 hours, with 5 minutes for
each time slot. We model a total of 10 EV aggregators in
the network, covering 3 types of maximum charging power: 7
kW, 60 kW and 120 kW, depending on the charging facility
of each aggregator, and the charging efficiency η = 0.95 in
all cases. EVs in the service area are assumed to have one of
3 types of battery capacity: 20 kWh, 50 kWh and 80 kWh,
which are mainstream specifications in the EV market. The
state of charge (SOC), i.e., the percentage of battery energy,
of each EV upon departure is 80% and the SOC on arrival is
set between 30%–70%. The EVs served by each aggregator are
divided into 10 groups according to their duration of parking.
The size of each group, i.e., the number of EVs in the group,
ranges between 30–50.

B. Validation of the Proposed Algorithm
First of all, we verify the correctness of the proposed

algorithm. According to Proposition 4, the charging power
of each aggregator in the optimal solution of P2 should be
consistent with the total of all groups of the aggregator in
the optimal solution of P3. Part of the results are shown in
Fig. 2(a), in which EV and OPF refer to the optimal solutions
of P2 and P3 respectively. It can be observed that the power
to be disaggregated by the aggregator, which is assigned by
the central operator of the network, perfectly matches the
total charging power of all groups of the aggregator. Hence,
Proposition 4 is validated.

The maximum charging delay of all groups of EVs served
by an aggregator is presented in Fig. 2(b) as well as the
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theoretical bounds given by (22). The results show that the
maximum charging delay obtained by the proposed algorithm
is far below the bound for each group. Through this, we
validate Proposition 2.
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Fig. 2. (a) The optimal charging power of an aggregator by solving P2 (EV)
and P3 (OPF). (b) The maximum charging delay of all groups of an aggregator
and the theoretical bounds.

Subsequently, we need to check whether all the charging
demands have been met at the end of the time horizon. The
results related to the quality of service of an aggregator are
presented in Fig. 3. The progress of SOC of the EVs in a group
from arrival to departure is shown in Fig. 3(a). There are 40
EVs in the group, and the SOC of each EV on arrival ranges
from 30%–68%. By the end of the time horizon, most of the
EVs have been fully charged, i.e., SOC ≥ 80%. There are still
8 EVs below the desired energy level since they arrive at the
charging station later than the others. As a result, even using
an offline model, these EVs cannot be fully charged at the
end of the time horizon studied. In this case, we set V = 80.
The relationship between V and the percentage of EVs fully
charged will be elaborated in Section IV-D.

The queues of charging demands qg(t) for all groups of
the aggregator are presented in Fig. 3(b). At the beginning of
the time horizon, there is no delayed charging demand, and
the backlogs of qg(t) are 0 for all groups. Two phases can be
recognized in the behavior of qg(t) for each group. In the first
phase, qg(t) increases sharply from 0. Since the backlogs are
rather low and charging delay is allowed, the cost minimization
dominates over the Lyapunov drift in the objective function of
P2. As the backlogs of qg(t) increase, the stability of queues
becomes more important in the second phase, thus the charging
power of each group is correspondingly increased to consume
the charging demands. qg(t) remains nearly constant at the
end of the time horizon. Similarly, the development of the
virtual queues zg(t) of all aggregators can be also divided
into two phases, as shown in Fig. 3(c). In the first phase, the
backlogs of zg(t) for groups rise sharply as EVs arrive, while
all of them fluctuate around 0 in the second phase due to
the large availability of charging power. The electricity price
that the aggregator accepts during the investigated period is
shown in Fig. 3(d). In our simulation, the electricity price is
influenced by both the charging demands and other loads in the
power grid. While the price fluctuates smoothly between 23–
27 USD/kWh before the time slot 199, the time slot 200 has
seen a dramatic surge and a turbulent variance arises afterward
due to the increase of other loads in our settings.
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Fig. 3. Results of simulation for one aggregator: (a) The SOC traces of a
group of EVs; (b) The queues of charging demands; (c) The virtual queues;
(d) The electricity price.

C. Performance of the Proposed Algorithm

We further compare the results of the proposed algorithm
against the following benchmarks to evaluate its performance:
B1. The offline method, i.e., solving P1;
B2. A linear counterpart of the proposed algorithm intro-

duced in Appendix E;
B3. A simplified online algorithm with alternative bidding.

The idea of B3 is to replace the utility function ukt(xk(t)) in
the bidding by the bounds of xk(t), that is, P3 is simplified
as the following problem:

P3′′: min
pi,xk

I∑
i=1

fGen
i (pi(t)) (37a)

s.t. Xk(t) ≤ xk(t) ≤ Xk(t), ∀k, ∀t, (37b)
(23b), (23d), (23e),

where a new lower bound of xk(t), denoted by Xk(t), is
introduced into the constraint (37b). Xk is defined as follows:

Xk(t) = max
{
X

(1)
k (t), X

(2)
k (t)

}
, (38a)

where

X
(1)
k (t) =

Gk∑
g=1

∑
v∈Sg

Ed
v − ev(t)

η(T d
v − t)

, (38b)

X
(2)
k (t) =

Gk∑
g=1

∑
v∈Sg

Ed
v − ev(t)− ηPv(T

d
v − t− 1)

η∆t
. (38c)

(38b) and (38c) are actually two ways of defining the lower
bound of xk(t). While the former chooses the average power
calculated by the rest of energy and time, the latter expects that
the charging task should be finished immediately assuming
the EV has been charged at the maximum power since the
beginning of charging. We adopt a hybrid definition in (38a)
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so that Xk(t) will not be too low in the middle of charging
or too high in the late stage.

To evaluate the performance of the proposed algorithm, we
compare the accumulated costs, i.e., the sum of the costs from
the beginning of the time horizon to the time slot t, obtained
by the proposed algorithm, and the benchmarks listed above.
The traces of the accumulated costs against time are shown
in Fig. IV-C. Obviously, the offline benchmark B1 has the
lowest total costs, although it is not always the best during
the investigated period. Nevertheless, the performance of the
proposed algorithm does not fall far from B1. The total costs
of all algorithms are listed in Table I, and the relative values
are also given with B1 as the benchmark. The unit cost is the
ratio of the total cost to the total purchase of electricity. In
this case, the left-hand and the right-hand side of (21a) are
4.48 × 103 USD and 7.59 × 105 USD respectively. Hence,
Proposition 1 is validated. It can be also observed that the
proposed algorithm has a remarkable advantage over its linear
counterpart B2, with a reduction of 5% in the total costs. This
advantage stems from the quadratic term in the objective of the
proposed algorithm (20a), which is relaxed to its upper bound
in the derivation of the linear counterpart. The benchmark B3
has the lowest costs in most of the timesteps (even better than
B1). However, the costs of B3 are continuously rising at the
end of the time horizon, leading to the highest final outcome
among all the algorithms. In summary, the proposed algorithm
has a competitive performance compared with the benchmarks,
and the gap between the proposed algorithm and the offline
optimum is acceptable.
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Fig. 4. A comparison between the proposed algorithm and the benchmarks.

TABLE I
COST COMPARISON BETWEEN ALGORITHMS.

Algorithm Total cost Relative value Unit cost
(Million USD) (USD/kWh)

Proposed 13.79 110% 25.21
B1 12.50 100% 22.85
B2 14.58 117% 25.08
B3 14.89 119% 25.95

D. The Impact of V and αg

As mentioned in Section II-B, the constant V is a parameter
balancing the stability of queues and optimality. In this section,
the impact of V on the performance of the proposed algorithm

is investigated. The accumulated costs of all EV aggregators
in the model against time are compared with V ranging from
1 to 151. As shown in Fig. 5(a), the cost decreases when
V increases, caused by the gaining weight of the costs f(t)
in the objective function (16) against the stability of queues.
However, the reduction of operational costs of aggregators
comes at a price of deteriorating quality of service. It can be
observed in Fig. 5(b) that the completion rate of charging tasks
for EVs served by all aggregators decreases as V increases.
Specifically, there is an approximately linear relationship be-
tween the completion rate and V .

As indicated in the definition of zg(t), αg is a constant
that controls the behavior of virtual queues. It can be deduced
from (10) that the backlogs of zg(t) tend to add up more
quickly with larger αg , thus the remaining charging demands
will be satisfied more quickly. To evaluate the impact of
αg on charging delay, the average charging delays of 4
aggregators are presented in Fig. 5(c) for clarity. It shows that
the charging delay indeed decreases as αg increases despite
slight fluctuation, which is caused by the increasing Zg , i.e.,
the maximum backlogs of virtual queues, shown in Fig. 5(d).
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Fig. 5. (a) The total costs of all aggregators with different V . (b) The overall
completion rate of all aggregators. (c) The average charging delay of EVs
for some aggregators. (d) The maximum backlogs of virtual queues for some
groups of an aggregator.

E. Scalability

The size of real-world EV optimal bidding networks can
be much larger than the numerical experiments above. As
such, the performance of proposed algorithm against a growing
problem size, especially its computational burdens, also needs
to be investigated. To evaluate the scalability of proposed
algorithm, two groups of tests are performed by expanding
the model size: 1) Increasing the number of buses in the
network while the number of aggregators remains; 2) Increas-
ing the number of aggregators while the number of buses
remains. Each case is tested 50 times to reduce random errors.
The results are shown in Table II. Note that the specific
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TABLE II
RESULTS OF SCALABILITY TESTS

Number of buses 30 57 118
Specific computational time (s) 2.22 1.12 0.61

Number of aggregators 5 10 20
Specific computational time (s) 11.14 7.24 4.99

computational time, i.e., the ratio of the computational time
to the number of buses or aggregators, is presented here
instead of the computational time, because the former is more
meaningful when it comes to the efficiency of an algorithm
on models of different sizes. The results show that the specific
computational time with respect to whether the number of
buses or that of aggregators is decreasing, which means the
growing speed of computational time is slower than that of
the scale of the problem. Hence, one could observe that the
scalable method could easily adapt to the demands of large
networks.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, the optimal real-time bidding strategy for
EV aggregators is developed based on Lyapunov optimization
techniques. Several nice properties of the proposed bidding
strategy are proven theoretically and numerically. In addition,
a practical algorithm based on stepwise integration is proposed
to generate the bidding cost curve in a programmatic manner.
Numerical experiments validate the proposed bidding strategy
and reveal the following findings:

1) The proposed bidding strategy can maximize the profits
of EV aggregators and the social welfare simultaneously.

2) The proposed real-time bidding strategy outperforms
other online bidding strategies in terms of total cost and
completion rate of charging task.

Future efforts will be devoted to considering more compli-
cated scenarios, such as the difference between aggregators on
the convenience of service and EV preferences.
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APPENDIX A
PROOF OF PROPOSITION 1

Proof. Taking the optimal solutions of P1 and P2 into (19a),
we have

E
[
∆(Θ(t)) + V f̂(t)

]
≤ M + V E

[
f̂(t)

]
−

G∑
g=1

E [(qg(t) + zg(t))x̂g(t)]

+
1

2

G∑
g=1

E
[
x̂2
g(t)

]
≤ M + V E [f∗(t)]−

G∑
g=1

E
[
(qg(t) + zg(t))x

∗
g(t)

]
+

1

2

G∑
g=1

E
[
(x∗

g(t))
2
]
, t = 1, 2, . . . , T.

(A.1)

Replace ∆(Θ(t)) by (15), and sum (A.1) over t = 1, 2, . . . , T ,
yielding

E [L(Θ(T + 1))− L(Θ(1))] + V

T∑
t=1

E
[
f̂(t)

]
≤ MT + V

T∑
t=1

E [f∗(t)]−
G∑

g=1

T∑
t=1

E
[
(qg(t) + zg(t))x

∗
g(t)

]
+

1

2

G∑
g=1

T∑
t=1

E
[
(x∗

g(t))
2
]

(A.2)
According to (5c), x∗

g(t) is bounded, then (x∗
g(t))

2 is also
bounded by

0 ≤ (x∗
g(t))

2 ≤ (Xg)
2, ∀g, ∀t. (A.3)

Divide both sides of (A.2) by V T and let T goes to infinity,
then we have

lim
T→∞

1

T

T∑
t=1

E
[
f̂(t)− f∗(t)

]
≤ M

V
+

1

2V

G∑
g=1

(Xg)
2, (A.4)

where the right-hand side is reduced by (8), (12) and (A.3).

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2

Proof. Suppose Proposition 2 does not hold, i.e., there exists
charging demand ag(t0) that cannot be served on or before
the time slot t0 +Dg . Since qg(t) and zg(t) are processed by
FIFO method, we have the following conditions:

qg(t) > 0, ∀t ∈ [t0, t0 +Dg], (B.1)
t0+Dg∑
t=t0

xg(t) < Qg. (B.2)

Then (10) can be simplified by (B.1):

zg(t+ 1) ≥ zg(t) +
αg

Rg
− xg(t), ∀t ∈ [t0, t0 +Dg]. (B.3)

Summing (B.3) over [t0, t0 +Dg], we obtain

zg(t0 +Dg + 1)− zg(t0) ≥
αgDg

Rg
−

t0+Dg∑
t=t0

xg(t). (B.4)

Obviously, zg(t) ≥ 0, t = 1, 2, . . . , T , thus we have

Zg ≥ zg(t0 +Dg + 1)− zg(t0) >
αgDg

Rg
−Qg, (B.5)

where the second inequality is due to (B.2). Hence,

Dg <
αg(Qg + Zg)

Rg
, (B.6)

which contradicts the definition of Dg (22). That completes
the proof.

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3

Proof. For simplicity, the notation t is omitted here since the
proof can be applied to any time slot. Denote x = r(π), xg =
rg(π), g = 1, 2, . . . , G, where rg(π) is a piecewise linear
function given in (26a) or (26b). According to (27) and (29),
we have

r(π) =

G∑
g=1

rg(π), (C.1)

u(x) =

∫ x

0

h(ξ)dξ =

∫ x

0

r−1(ξ)dξ, (C.2)

Obviously, rg(π) is continuous on [0,+∞). u(x) is continuous
since the following equality holds for any x0 ∈

[
0,
∑G

g=1 Xg

]
:

lim
x→x−

0

u(x) =

∫ x0

0

h(x)dx = lim
x→x+

0

u(x). (C.3)

rg(π) is decreasing on [0,+∞) according to (26a) and (26b),
thus h(x) is decreasing and u(x) is concave on

[
0,
∑G

g=1 Xg

]
by (C.2).

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4

Proof. For simplicity, the notation t is omitted here since
the proof can be applied to any time slot. By strong duality,
solving P3 is equivalent to solving the following problem:

max
λ

χ
l
,χl∈R+

min
Pi≤pi≤Pi
0≤xk≤Xk

L(p,x) (D.1)

where p = (p1, p2, . . . , pI), x = (x1, x2, . . . , xK), L(p,x) is
the Lagrangian function associated with (D.1) given by

L(p,x) =
I∑

i=1

fGen
i (pi)−

K∑
k=1

uk(xk)

+ λ

 J∑
j=1

dj +

K∑
k=1

xk −
I∑

i=1

pi


+
∑
l

(
χ
l
(−Fl − pline

l ) + χl(p
line
l − Fl)

)
,

(D.2)
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pline
l is given in (23f). (D.1) can be decomposed into I+K sub-

problems solved by generators and aggregators independently.
Specifically, the aggregator k solves the following problem:

max
λ

χ
l
,χl∈R+

min
0≤xk≤Xk

−uk(xk) + λxk + xk

∑
l

(
δklχl

− δklχl

)
(D.3)

For simplicity, the subscript k will be omitted in the follow-
ing discussion since the following proof can be applied to
any other aggregator. Taking (24) into (D.3), the inner-level
problem is reformulated as:

min
0≤x≤X

−u(x) + πx (D.4)

Let x̂ be the optimal charging power of all groups obtained
by solving P2, i.e., x̂ =

∑G
g=1 x̂g . Obviously, 0 ≤ x̂ ≤ X .

Moreover, we have the following equation based on (28) and
(29):

−du
dx

∣∣∣∣
x=x̂

+ π = 0, (D.5)

which is exactly the optimality condition of (D.4). Hence, x̂
is the optimal solution of (D.4).

APPENDIX E
LINEAR COUNTERPART OF THE PROPOSED ALGORITHM

Note that the upper bound of the Lyapunov drift (19a) is
different from standard Lyapunov optimization framework in
the literature since the former contains the quadratic term
x2
g(t). Intuitively, the modification may offer a range of

benefits, such as improved optimality, except for increasing
computational burdens. To compare the performance of these
two methods, we derive the linear counterpart of P2 in this
section.

By replacing x2
g(t) in (17) by its upper bound X2

g , we have
a simpler form of (18a):

1

2

(
q2g(t+ 1)− q2g(t)

)
≤ 1

2

(
A2

g +X2
g

)
+ qg(t) (ag(t)− xg(t))

(E.1)

Finally, we get rid of the quadratic term in the objective of
P2, yielding the following linear programming (LP) problem:

P2′: min
xg(t),∀g

G∑
g=1

(V π(t)− qg(t)− zg(t))xg(t) (E.2)

s.t. (20b).

The solution of P2′ is given by:

x′
g(t) =

{
Xg, if π(t) ∈ [0, wg(t)] ,
0, if π(t) ∈ (wg(t),+∞) .

(E.3)

We sort the elements of (wg)
G
g=1 in ascending order and denote

the new sequence by
(
w̃g

)G
g=1

, i.e., w̃1 ≤ w̃2 ≤ · · · ≤ w̃G.
The maximum charging power of the group corresponding to

w̃g is denoted by X̃g . Then the total charging power is given
by:

x′ =



∑G
g=1 X̃g, if π ∈ [0, w̃1],

. . .∑G
g=n X̃g, if π ∈ (w̃n−1, w̃n],

. . .
0, if π ∈ (w̃G,+∞),

(E.4)

The optimal bidding curve is a stepwise curve shown in Fig.
6.

O π

x*

Fig. 6. Bidding curve of a price-taking EV aggregator.

Hence, the optimal bidding cost curve is also a piecewise
linear function, given by

u′(x) =



w̃Gx, if x ∈
[
0, X̃G

]
,

u′
n(x), if x ∈

(
G∑

g=n
X̃g,

G∑
g=n−1

X̃g

]
,

. . .
G∑

g=1
w̃gX̃g, if x ∈

(
G∑

g=1
X̃g,+∞

)
.

(E.5a)

where

u′
n(x) =

G∑
g=n

w̃gX̃g + w̃n−1

(
x−

G∑
g=n

X̃g

)
, n = 2, . . . , G.

(E.5b)
Specifically, there will be no un(x) in (E.5a) if G = 1.
Note that u(x) is actually the minimum of a group of affine
functions in this case. Therefore, P3 can be replaced by an LP
problem as follows by taking (E.5a) into (23a):

P3′: min
pi,xk,σk

I∑
i=1

fGen
i (pi)−

K∑
k=1

σk (E.6a)

s.t. σk ≤ w̃kGk
xk, ∀k, (E.6b)

σk ≤ u′
kn(xk), n = 2, . . . , Gk,∀k, (E.6c)

σk ≤
Gk∑
g=1

X̃kg, ∀k, (E.6d)

(23b) − (23e),
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where
(
w̃kg

)Gk

g=1
and X̃kg are the sorted sequence and the

corresponding maximum charging power of the aggregator k
defined earlier, u′

kn(xk) is u′
n(x) of the aggregator k defined

in (E.5b).
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