arXiv:1710.05533v1 [math.OC] 16 Oct 2017

Decentralized Charging Control of Electric Vehicles in Residential Distribution Networks

Mingxi Liu^†, Member, IEEE, Phillippe K. Phanivong^†, Student Member, IEEE, Yang Shi^§, Fellow, IEEE, Duncan S. Callaway^†, Member, IEEE

Abstract—Electric vehicle (EV) charging can negatively impact electric distribution networks by exceeding equipment thermal ratings and causing voltages to drop below standard ranges. In this paper, we develop a decentralized EV charging control scheme to achieve “valley-filling” (i.e., flattening demand profile during overnight charging), meanwhile meeting heterogeneous individual charging requirements and satisfying distribution network constraints. The formulated problem is an optimization problem with a non-separable objective function and strongly coupled inequality constraints. We propose a novel shrunkenprimal-dual subgradient (SPDS) algorithm to support the decentralized control scheme, derive conditions guaranteeing its convergence, and verify its efficacy and convergence with a representative distribution network model.

Index Terms—EV charging, distribution network, voltage drop, valley-filling, decentralized control, shrunken-primal-dual subgradient.

I. INTRODUCTION

C^{OMBUSTION of fossil-based fuel is one of the main}

contributors to the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in most countries. For example, in the US, the most recent data (2014) shows that 26.5% of total GHG emissions comes from the transportation sector [1]. Electric vehicles (EVs) have been proved to be effective in increasing energy conversion efficiency and reducing GHG emissions by relieving the usage of fossil-based fuel [2]–[4]. From 2013 to 2015, the market share of EVs presented a significant growth in most countries [5], [6]. Provided they are charged with low-emissions power sources, the increasing number of EVs will no-doubt benefit the global environment.

Beyond GHG reduction, there are extensive studies on actively utilizing EVs for grid-level benefits. In [7], [8], the authors envisioned the potential of EV charging control for the provision of grid services. Some studies have focused on modeling and control problems of EVs for valley-filling [9]–[13], load balancing [14], and frequency regulation [15]– [19], to name a few. In the presence of renewable energy, authors in [20]–[22] discussed the potential of EV charging

†M. Liu, P. Phanivong, and D. Callaway are with the Energy & Resources Group at University of California, Berkeley, 310 Barrows Hall, Berkeley, CA, 94720, USA. {mxliu, phillippe_phanivong, dcal}@berkeley.edu.

§Y. Shi is with the Department of Mechanical Engineering and Institute for Integrated Energy Systems at the University of Victoria, Victoria, 3800 Finnerty Road, BC, Canada V8W 2Y2. yshi@uvic.ca.

This work was supported by the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada, the California Energy Commission Award EPIC 15-013, the National Science Foundation CyberSEES No. 1539585, and the State Key Laboratory of Alternate Electrical Power System with Renewable Energy Sources (Grant No. LAPS17006).

control for facilitating the integration of wind power and solar power. Jointly controlling EVs, solar energy, and energy storage systems to achieve valley-filling, peaking shaving, and energy neutral design was studied in [23]–[25].

Distribution network considerations can be extremely important in this context, and the aforementioned papers neglect network physics and constraints. For example, if the charging process of a large population of EVs is not properly controlled, it would negatively affect the power system, such as the elevated existing demand peak and newly created demand peak [9]. Lopes et al. [26] elaborated on the challenges of EV integration into the traditional mid- or low-voltage distribution network, including severe nodal voltage drop, transformer overloading, network congestion, and increased power loss. In [27], through analyzing simulation results in different application scenarios, the authors verified that uncontrolled charging or controlled charging without considering network constraints would negatively affect the distribution network. Other literature reviewing the impacts includes [28], [29].

Researchers have begun to develop methods to reduce the impact of EV charging on distribution networks. In [30], the authors developed a voltage droop charging control to maintain the nodal voltage level. Quirós-Tortós et al. [31] studied a centralized algorithm, currently being trialed in the UK, to mitigate voltage drop and transformer overloading in the lowvoltage distribution network. In [32], the authors developed a centralized model predictive control (MPC) scheme to maintain the voltage profile while satisfying charging requirements. Although the above-mentioned results can help alleviate the impacts, they were designed for meeting the network constraints only. We are aware of only a limited number of papers that address the problem of distribution network-aware provision of grid services. Richardson et al. [33] optimized the EV charging profiles to minimize the total power consumption. Luo and Chan [34] studied a real-time control design based on the voltage profile leveling to minimize power losses.

Among all types of grid services, a number of papers focus on filling the overnight load “valley”, where the non-EV electricity is at its lowest [35], [36]. By filling the valley, on the one hand, EVs could be charged during the night without causing any inconvenience; on the other hand, the daily operations of power plants and associated cost could be reduced [37]. In our paper, we aim to develop a framework for the provision of valley-filling while satisfying both local charging needs and distribution network constraints. This framework enjoys the security and privacy features, the guaranteed service performance, low communication requirements, and can be readily extended to facilitate other grid services, such as power trajectory tracking.

The core of establishing such a framework lies in the control scheme design. Most literature addressing charging control problems under network constraints utilized the centralized control scheme [29], [31]–[34], [38], [39]. Though centralized schemes are easy to realize in algorithm design, they do not scale well in a computational sense. In contrast, decentralized control distributes the heavy computing load to individual agents. Each agent only needs to solve its own problem of small size without communicating with others. It’s worth mentioning that, when implementing the charging control in the real world, two competing sets of standards are defining the ways EVs can communicate in the grid: ISO/IEC 15118 [40], a protocol developed mainly in Europe, includes a full billing system that communicates through the electric vehicle supply equipment (EVSE) to the EV; while in the US, SAE 2847 [41] was developed to integrate EVs into the SEP 2.0 protocol [42]. Although both of these standards have different approaches to communication and control, a decentralized control scheme will reduce communication requirements and allow for more efficient computation. Additionally, both of these standards require the EV state-of-charge (SOC) information retained locally, which can only be achieved by a decentralized scheme. Hence, our objective in this paper is to design a decentralized optimal controller that (1) can be embedded into charging points/EVs, (2) does not share local SOC information with the utility or other EVs, and (3) does not require a communication network between EVs.

General decentralized/distributed optimization algorithms have been considered widely in the literature [43]–[49], however none of them can solve the valley-filling problem considered here: On the one hand, the valley-filling objective function is a coupled and non-separable one; on the other hand, nodal voltages strongly couple the individual charging power via an inequality constraint. Only a small number of papers have addressed the distributed/decentralized realization of this problem. Chang et al. [50] proposed a consensus-based primaldual perturbation algorithm for a distributed consensus problem. Koshal et al. [51] developed a regularized primal-dual subgradient (RPDS) algorithm via regularizing both primal and dual variables in the Lagrangian. This RPDS guarantees convergency, however introduces relative errors to the optimal solution. Authors in [52] proposed an Alternating Direction Method of Multipliers (ADMM)-based decentralized control scheme to tackle the same problem. This design is fundamentally applicable as it enjoys privacy and security features, guarantees convergence, and poses the minimal computational requirements to EV controllers. However, the required twolayer communication network complicates the communication and poses computing burdens to all buses. In addition, ADMM-based decentralized control schemes always face the problem of a large number of iterations. Motivated by the above facts, we solve this decentralized charging control problem by proposing a novel shrunken-primal-dual subgradient (SPDS) algorithm, which eliminates unnecessary convergence errors, reduces the number of iterations, and alleviates the communication loads. The SPDS-based decentralized control scheme also enjoys privacy and security features, as well as guaranteed convergence. Additionally, the decentralized control scheme we develop allows chargers to solve their own control problem meaning that (1) device-level constraints, such as charging characteristics that preserve battery state of health, can be met and (2) only a small amount of information needs to be transmitted to a central operator, which protects customers’ privacy.

The ultimate goal of this paper is to develop a decentralized EV charging framework that can achieve valley-filling under local EV and distribution network constraints. This framework is built upon a proposed novel decentralized optimization algorithm – SPDS. The contribution of this paper is threefold.

• First, we develop a network-aware EV charging control framework. Specifically, while controlling EVs to achieve valley-filling, heterogeneous charging needs are satisfied and all nodal voltage magnitudes are regulated within the service range. Though we focus on valley-filling and voltage drop, the proposed framework can be flexibly extended to other grid services and include additional network constraints.

• Second, the proposed control framework only requires a single-layer communication network and requires no additional computing hardware at buses. In addition, customers’ privacy can be guaranteed as their SOC information will not be transmitted through the communication network.

• Third, we develop a new approach to decentralize the EV charging problem that does not require a regularized Lagrangian. To achieve this, we propose an SPDS algorithm that can either be implemented at charging points or utilized by a central operator to perform parallel computing. Execution of SPDS only requires simple Euclidean projections.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. In Section II, both of the EV charging model and the distribution network model are constructed to introduce local constraints and network constraints, respectively. Section III first presents the centralized controller, followed by the decentralized control scheme and the SPDS algorithm. Convergency analyses are also provided in Section III. Simulations and result analyses are given in Section IV. Section V concludes this paper and envisions the future work.

II. EV CHARGING AND DISTRIBUTION NETWORK A. EV charging model

The dynamics of the state-of-charge (SOC) of the ith EV can be represented by a first-order discrete-time system as

SOC_i(T + 1) = SOC_i(T ) + η_iΔt P̄_i Ē_i u^i(T ), (1)

where T denotes a general discrete time index, η_i is the charging efficiency, Δt is the sampling time interval, P̄_i is the maximum charging power, and Ē_i is the battery capacity of the ith EV. In addition, the charging rate u_i(T ) is the control signal which continuously varies in [0, 1].

Let SOC_{i,ini} and SOC_{i,des} denote the initial SOC and the desired SOC before leaving of the ith EV, respectively. Then the total battery energy required by the ith EV is E_{i,r} = Ē_i(SOC_{i,des} − SOC_{i,ini}). (2) At time T , let the system state x_i(T ) denote the energy remaining to be charged to the ith EV in order to achieve the total required energy E_{i,r} . The charging dynamics can be written as x_i(T + 1) = x_i(T ) + B_iu_i(T ), (3)

where B_i = −η_iΔtP̄_i. Suppose the ith EV is plugged in at time k_i, then in order to ensure the driver’s charging requirement can be met, the state should satisfy

x_i(k_i + K_i) = 0, (4)

where k_i + K_i denotes the designated charging deadline of the ith EV. Let k and k + K denote the valley-filling start and end time, respectively. In this paper, we assume that all individually designated charging windows [k_i, k_i + K_i] cover the common charging window [k, k + K]. Under this assumption, our control algorithm identifies solutions that deliver all needed energy to vehicles within the common charging deadline, so that there is no need for them to charge outside the common window. The initial SOCs, charging efficiencies, battery capacities, and maximum charging powers are heterogeneous. Let n denote the number of EVs, then an augmented system can be represented as

x(T + 1) = x(T ) + n∑ i=1 B_{i,c}u_i(T ), (5) where

x(T ) = [x_1(T ) x_2(T ) · · · x_n(T )]^T ∈ R^n , u(T ) = [u_1(T ) u_2(T ) · · · u_n(T )]^T ∈ R^n , (6) and B_{i,c} ∈ R^n is the ith column of the matrix B = ⨁_n i=1 B_i. ⨁ and ⊕ denote matrix direct sums hereinafter.

Augmenting system (5) along the valley-filling period [k, k + K], we have

X (k) = [ x(k + 1|k)^T x(k + 2|k)^T · · · x(k + K|k)^T

]_T = Mx(k) + n∑ i=1 B_iU_i(k) ∈ R^{nK} , (7) where

M = [I_n I_n · · · I_n]^T ∈ R^{nK×n}

B_i = B_{i,c} B_{i,c} B_{i,c} . . . . . . . B_{i,c} B_{i,c} · · · B_{i,c} ∈ R^{nK×K} ,

and U_i(k) = u_i(k|k) u_i(k + 1|k) . . u_i(k + K − 1|k) ∈ R^K .

Herein, x(k + κ|k), κ = 1, · · · , K, is the predicted system state at time k + κ based on the known knowledge of the system at time k and all control signals priori to time k + κ; u(k + κ − 1|k), κ = 1, · · · , K, is the predicted control signal at time k +κ−1 based on the known knowledge of the system at time k and all predicted system states priori to time k + κ.

In order to satisfy all drivers’ charging requirements by the end of valley-filling, we need to guarantee the Kth element of X (k) satisfying

X_K (k) = x(k) + n∑ i=1 B_{i,l}U_i(k) = 0, (8)

where B_{i,l} = [B_{i,c} B_{i,c} · · · B_{i,c}] ∈ R^{n×K} . Eq. (8) will serve as the local constraints for the controller design.

B. Distribution network model

In this paper, we consider a radial distribution network, which is a structure commonly adopted in the power system literature and applications. As mentioned in Section I, with appropriate assumptions, DistFlow model [53] can be linearized to a linear LinDistFlow model, characterizing a linear relationship between bus power or EV charging power and nodal voltages. In this section, we first describe the LinDistFlow model, then fit it into the valley-filling problem.

Fig. 1 shows the single-phase IEEE-13 Node Test Feeder, in which we discard the transformer between Node 4 and Node 5, discard the switch between Node 6 and Node 7, and assume no capacitor banks. This radial network will be used throughout this paper. Let H = {ı|ı = 1, . . . , h} denote the

Fig. 1. A radial distribution network connected with EVs.

set of nodes of this distribution feeder and let E denote the set of all downstream line segments. Node 0 is the feeder head, decoupling interactions in the downstream distribution system from the rest of the grid and maintaining its own nodal voltage magnitude |V_0|. To have a clear view of nodal voltage impacts and how controlling EV charging can help alleviate the impacts, we do not consider any possible distributed energy resources, reactive power supplies, or voltage regulations.

At time T , let |V_ı(T )| denote the voltage magnitude at Node ı; let p_ı(T ) and q_ı(T ) denote the real and reactive power consumption at Node ı; and with a slight abuse of notations, let r_{ıȷ} and x_{ıȷ} denote the resistance and reactance of the line segment (ı, ȷ). According to [32], [53], [54], by omitting the line loss in DistFlow equations, the LinDistFlow model of this distribution network can be written as

V (T ) = V_0 − 2Rp(T ) − 2Xq(T ), (9)

where

V (T ) =

|V_1(T )|^2 |V_2(T )|^2 . . |V_h(T )|^2 ∈ R^h , V_0 =

|V_0|^2 |V_0|^2 . . |V_0|^2 ∈ R^h ,

p(T ) = p_1(T ) p_2(T ) . . p_h(T ) ∈ R^h , q(T ) = q_1(T ) q_2(T ) . . q_h(T ) ∈ R^h ,

and R ∈ R^{h×h} , R_{ıȷ} = ∑ (î,ĵ)∈E_ı ∩E_ȷ r_{îĵ}, X ∈ R^{h×h} , X_{ıȷ} = ∑ (î,ĵ)∈E_ı ∩E_ȷ x_{îĵ}, where E_ı and E_ȷ are the sets containing downstream line segments connecting Node 0 and Node ı and connecting Node 0 and Node ȷ, respectively [32], [54].

At each node, the power consumption consists of the baseline load (non-EV load) and adjustable load. In this paper, we only consider EV as the adjustable load. Hence, we have p_ı(T ) = p_{ı,b}(T ) + p_{ı,EV} (T ), q_ı(T ) = q_{ı,b}(T ) + q_{ı,EV} (T ), (10)

where p_{ı,b}(T ) and q_{ı,b}(T ) denote the real and reactive baseline power at node ı, respectively, and p_{ı,EV} and q_{ı,EV} denote the real and reactive EV charging power at node ı, respectively.

Since −2Rp(T ) − 2Xq(T ) is linear, letting V_b(T ) denote the squared voltage drop caused by the baseline load, we have

V (T ) = V_0 − V_b(T ) − 2Rp_{EV} (T ) − 2Xq_{EV} (T ), (11)

where p_{EV} (T ) = [ p_{1,EV} (T )^T p_{2,EV} (T )^T · · · p_{h,EV} (T )^T

]_T

and q_{EV} (T ) = [ q_{1,EV} (T )^T q_{2,EV} (T )^T · · · q_{h,EV} (T )^T

]_T . We further assume EVs only consume real power, resulting in q_{ı,EV} (T ) = 0, ∀ ı ∈ H . Thus, (11) is rewritten as

V (T ) = V_0 − V_b(T ) − 2Rp_{EV} (T ). (12)

Suppose n_ı EVs are connected at node ı, we have p_{ı,EV} (T ) = n_ı∑

î=1 P̄_{ı,î}u_{ı,î}(T ), ı = 1, . . . , h, (13) where u_{ı,î}(T ) denotes the charging rate of the EV connected at charger î of node ı, and P̄_{ı,î} is the associated maximum charging power. It’s worth noting that ∑_h ı=1 n_ı = n.

By following ascending orders of ı and î, we replace the subscripts of u_{ı,î}(T ) and P̄_{ı,î} by i = 1, . . . , n. Consequently, we have (12) written as

V (T ) = V_0 − V_b(T ) − 2RGP̄ u(T ), (14)

where G = h⨁ ı=1 G_ı ∈ R^{h×n} , (15a)

P̄ =^n ⨁ i=1 P̄_i ∈ R^{n×n} , (15b)

and G_ı = 1^T_{nı} is the charging power aggregation vector.

Let D ∈ R^{h×n} denote −2RGP̄ , y_d(T ) denote V_0−V_b(T ), and y(T ) denote V (T ), we have

y(T ) = y_d(T ) + Du(T ), (16)

where y(T ) = [y_1(T ) · · · y_h(T )]^T ∈ R^h , y_d(T ) = [y_{d1}(T ) · · · y_{dh}(T )]^T ∈ R^h , and u(T ) is defined in (6). Thus, at time T , we state the system dynamics as

x(T + 1) = Ax(T ) + Bu(T ), (17a)

y(T ) = y_d(T ) + Du(T ). (17b)

Augmenting the system output y(T ) along the valley-filling period [k, k + K], we have

Y_k = Y_{dk} + D_d u(k|k) u(k + 1|k) . . u(k + K − 1|k) ∈ R^{hK} , (18)

where

Y_k = y(k|k) y(k + 1|k) . . y(k + K − 1|k) , Y_{dk} = y_d(k|k) y_d(k + 1|k) . . y_d(k + K − 1|k) ,

D_d = D ⊕ D ⊕ · · · ⊕ D K ∈ R^{hK×nK} . Consequently, it can be obtained that

Y_k = Y_{dk} + ∑_n i=1 D_iu_i(k|k) ∑_n i=1 D_iu_i(k + 1|k) . . ∑_n i=1 D_iu_i(k + K − 1|k) = Y_{dk} + n∑ i=1 D_iU_i(k), (19)

where D_i = D_i ⊕ D_i ⊕ · · · ⊕ D_i K ∈ R^{hK×K} , D = [D_1 D_2 · · · D_n] .

III. CONTROLLER DESIGN In the valley-filling problem considered in this paper, the controller is obligated to 1) steer the aggregated EV charging power to fill the overnight valley, 2) guarantee all EVs being charged to their desired SOCs, and 3) maintain the nodal voltage profiles within the service range. In the rest of this section, we first introduce the centralized control problem, then propose a decentralized scheme together with a novel decentralized optimization algorithm.

A. Centralized controller

Let P_b ∈ R^K denote the aggregated value of distributed uncontrollable loads at all nodes during the whole control period. This P_b is treated as the baseline load, written as

P_b = P_b(k) P_b(k + 1) . . P_b(k + K − 1)

∈ R^K . (20)

It is assumed that the non-adjustable loads can be well estimated. Designs considering estimation errors will be addressed in our future work. In the rest of this paper, without the loss of generality, we drop the time stamp k for simplicity.

The process of valley-filling is the process of minimizing the variance of the aggregated total load at the feeder, i.e., flattening the total load profile [9]. This implies that the control objective function can be written as F(U) = 1 2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ P_b + n∑ i=1 f_i(U_i) ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

2 + ρ 2 ‖U‖^2 = 1 2 ‖ ‖ ‖Pb + P̃ U ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + ρ 2 ‖U‖^2 , (21)

where U = [ U^T_1 U^T_2 · · · U^T_n

]_T

, f_i(U_i) = P̄_iU_i, and P̃ ∈ R^{K×nK} is defined as

P̃ = P̄_1 ⊕ P̄_1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ P̄_1 K · · · P̄_n ⊕ P̄_n ⊕ · · · ⊕ P̄_n K .

Note that, the term^ρ_2 ‖U‖^2 in (21) is a proxy of battery degradation cost which can be alternatively represented by a second order polynomial of the charging rates [55]. In other words, given a fixed energy requirement, charging profiles should be as smooth as possible to reduce battery degradation cost.

In this optimal EV charging control problem, there are two types of constraints: local constraints and network constraints. For the ith EV, its charging rate should satisfy

U_i ∈ U_i , (22)

where

U_i := {U_i|0 ≤ U_i ≤ 1, x_i(k) + B_{i,l}U_i = 0} .

Note that the set U_i is convex and it guarantees that, during the controlled charging period, the ith EV will reach the desired SOC by varying its charging power in [0, P̄_i].

The cooperative network constraints consider nodal voltage profiles. In order to maintain the power quality, nodal voltage magnitude should be kept within the service range [ν|V_0|, ν|V_0|]. Since no DER, reactive power supply, or voltage regulation is considered, only a lower bound as follows is necessary for bus voltage magnitudes.

Y_k = Y_{dk} + n∑ i=1 D_iU_i ≥ ν^2V_0.

(23)

Herein, we assume that with the baseline load bus voltage magnitudes are within [ν|V_0|, ν|V_0|] and that voltages will be less than or equal to the baseline during EV charging. This allows us to only consider lower voltage constraints in EV charging decisions. Let Y_b denote ν^2V_0 −Y_{dk}, the cooperative network constraint can be represented as Y_b − n∑ i=1 D_iU_i ≤ 0. (24)

To summarize, the optimal control sequences for all connected EVs providing valley-filling can be obtained by solving

min_U F(U) s.t. U_i ∈ U_i , ∀ i = 1, 2, . . . , n, Y_b − n∑ i=1 D_iU_i ≤ 0. (25)

in a centralized fashion.

B. Decentralized control scheme

It can be clearly observed from (21) that, individual U_i’s in the objective function F(U) are coupled and non-separable by the 2-norm and the constraints in (25) contain a linearly coupled inequality constraint. This can be understood as that all EVs cooperate to achieve valley-filling, at the meantime their charging powers are jointly constrained by the nodal voltages. Distributing the computational load to individual EV chargers and realizing a decentralized control scheme for this problem is challenging. Let F (U) = G (U) + ρ 2 ‖U‖^2 . (26)

Then, the Lagrange dual problem of (25) is max λ∈R^{hK}_+ { min_{U∈U} L(U, λ) } , (27)

where U = U_1 × U_2 × · · · × U_n , λ ∈ R^{hK}_+ is the dual variable associated with the inequality constraint Y_b − ∑_n i=1 D_iU_i ≤ 0, and L : R^{nK} × R^{hK} → R^1 is the Lagrangian given by L(U, λ) = G(U) + ρ 2 ‖U‖^2 + λ^T ( Y_b − n∑ i=1 D_iU_i )

= G(U) + ρ 2 ‖U‖^2 + λ^Td(U).

(28)

Before touching the decentralized algorithm, we first introduce a useful theorem.

Theorem 1: Saddle-Point Theorem [56]: The point (U^∗, λ^∗) ∈ U × R^{hK}_+ is a primal-dual solution of problems (25) and (27) if and only if there holds L(U^∗, λ) ≤ L(U^∗, λ^∗) ≤ L(U, λ^∗), ∀ (U, λ) ∈ U×R^{hK}_+ . ■

Theorem 1 indicates that, given that the Lagrangian L(U, λ) is a convex-concave function defined on U×R^{hK}_+ , the solutions to the saddle-point problem (27) solve the original problem (25). Further, the optimal solution (U^∗, λ^∗) to (27) can be obtained by solving a system of projection equations [51]

U^∗ = Π_U (U^∗ − ∇_U L(U^∗, λ^∗)) , (29a)

λ^∗ = Π_RhK_+ (λ^∗ + ∇_λL(U^∗, λ^∗)) , (29b)

where Π_X(x) is the projection function projecting x into the convex set X. Thus, U^∗ is an optimal solution of (25) if and only if it is a solution to the system (29) for some λ^∗ ∈ R^{hK}_+ .

The classic primal-dual subgradient (PDS) algorithm [57] is a good candidate for solving (29) in a centralized way and it suggests the ℓth iteration of updating be performed as

U^{(ℓ+1)} = Π_U ( U^{(ℓ)} − α_ℓ∇_U L(U^{(ℓ)}, λ^{(ℓ)}) ) , (30a)

λ^{(ℓ+1)} = Π_RhK_+ ( λ^{(ℓ)} + β_ℓ∇_λL(U^{(ℓ)}, λ^{(ℓ)}) ) , (30b)

where α_ℓ > 0 and β_ℓ > 0 are the iteration step sizes for the primal and dual variables, respectively.

To consider the problem in a decentralized manner, let U_{−i} denote the collection of all U_j , j ≠ i. Assume the problem (25) satisfies the Slater condition, i.e.,

∃ Ū ∈ U, such that Y_b − n∑ i=1 D_iŪ_i ≤ 0, (31)

where Ū is the Slater point, the strong duality holds. Define the variational inequality as: Given a subset K ⊆ R^n and a mapping P : K → R^n , the variational inequality, denoted by VI(K , P), is to find x ∈ K such that

(y − x)^TP(x) ≥ 0, ∀ y ∈ K . (32)

Then, from the first-order optimality conditions and the decomposable structure of U, it can be seen that (U^∗, λ^∗) ∈ U × R^{hK}_+ is a solution to (25) if and only if U^∗_i solves the parameterized variational inequality VI ( U_i , ∇_{Ui} L(U_i; U^∗_{−i}, λ^∗) ) , i = 1, . . . , n, and λ^∗ solves VI ( R^{hK}_+ , −∇_λL(U^∗, λ) ) . In addition, (U^∗, λ^∗) solves VI ( U_i , ∇_{Ui} L(U_i; U^∗_{−i}, λ^∗) ) , i = 1, . . . , n, and VI ( R^{hK}_+ , −∇_λL(U^∗, λ) ) if and only if each U^∗_i is a zero of the parameterized natural map F^{nat}_{Ui} ( U_i; U^∗_{−i}, λ^∗ ) = 0, i = 1, . . . , n, and λ^∗ is a zero of the parameterized natural map F^{nat}_{RhK+} (λ; U^∗) = 0 [51], [58], where the parametrized natural maps are defined as

F^{nat}_{Ui} ( U_i; U^∗_{−i}, λ^∗ ) ≜ U_i − Π_{Ui} ( U_i − ∇_{Ui} L ( U_i; U^∗_{−i}, λ^∗ )) , F^{nat}_RhK_+ (λ; U^∗) ≜ λ − Π_RhK_+ (λ + ∇_λL (U^∗, λ)) .

Based on the parametrized natural maps, Koshal et al. [51] developed a strategy to decentralize the problem via a RPDS algorithm. The regularization terms in the Lagrangian ensure convergence, however they also introduce errors relative to the optimal solution of the original problem. In this paper we explore an alternative approach – which we call a shrunkenprimal-dual subgradient (SPDS) algorithm – to circumvent the need for a regularization term in the Lagrangian while still solving the problem in a decentralized manner. The SPDS works as follows: At the ℓth iteration, primal and dual variables update by following

U^{(ℓ+1)} i = Π_{Ui} ( 1 τ_U Π_{Ui} ( τ_U U^{(ℓ)}_i − α_{(i,ℓ)}∇_{Ui} L(U^{(ℓ)}, λ^{(ℓ)}) )) , (33a) λ^{(ℓ+1)} = Π_D ( 1 τ_λ Π_D ( τ_λλ^{(ℓ)} + β_ℓ∇_λL(U^{(ℓ)}, λ^{(ℓ)}) )) , (33b) where D := {λ|λ ≥ 0, ‖λ‖_2 ≤ d_λ} , (34) and 0 < τ_U , τ_λ < 1.

The proposed SPDS features a two-tier projection in which primal and dual variables are shrunken and then expanded. Take (33a) for example, at tier-1 projection, solution from the previous iteration U^{(ℓ)}_i is shrunken by τ_U , moved towards the descent direction of the Lagrangian, and then projected into U_i . Because the shrinkage brings a certain level of conservativeness, result from tier-1 projection is first expanded by 1/τ_U and then projected back into U_i at the tier-2 projection. The shrinkage-expansion and the two-tier projection in (33) guarantee the convergency without any regularization. In the proposed SPDS, d_λ ≜ F(Ū) − l̃ γ + σ, (35)

where Ū is a Slater point of (25), σ > 0, γ = min_{j=1,...,hK} { −d_j (Ū) } , and

l̃ = min U_i∈U_i,i=1,...,n L(U_i, . . . , U_n, λ̃), ∀λ̃ ∈ R^{hK}_+ , (36) where d_j (U) is the jth entry of d(U). It is shown in [50], [59], [60] that, under Slater condition, the primal solution U^∗_i exists and therefore strong duality holds. Further, the dual optimal set D is not empty and bounded by d_λ. In the rest of this paper, we assume that the bound d_λ can be obtained a priori.

The proposed SPDS algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1. The merit of this algorithm is that no communication

Algorithm 1 SPDS Algorithm

1: Iteration number ℓ = 0; EVs initialize U^{(0)}_i ; Operator initializes λ^{(0)}; Tolerance τ_ϵ; Initial error ϵ = 10^9; Maximum iteration ℓ_{max};

2: procedure 3: while ϵ > τ_ϵ and ℓ ≤ ℓ_{max} do 4: Each EV charger transmits its own U^{(ℓ)}_i to the operator.

5: Operator computes the Lagrangian gradient and broadcasts it together with λ^{(ℓ)} to all chargers.

6: All connected chargers perform (33a). 7: The operator performs (33b). 8: ϵ = ‖ ‖U (ℓ+1) − U (ℓ) ‖ ‖_2.

9: ℓ = ℓ + 1. 10: end while 11: end procedure

network is needed between the chargers and all chargers can perform the computing in a parallel fashion.

Remark 1: In Algorithm 1, individual EV chargers only need to transmit their calculated control sequences to the operator for updating the dual variable. Hence, drivers’ private information, especially the SOC, can be well protected, complying with both ISO/IEC 15118 and SAE 2847. ■

C. SPDS Convergency analysis

In this paper, we will only be discussing the constant step size, i.e., α_{i,ℓ} = α and β_ℓ = β. Adaptive step sizes will be studied in our future work. Having constant step sizes, the updates of primal and dual variables in SPDS are represented as U^{(ℓ+1)} i = Π_{Ui} ( 1 τ_U Π_{Ui} ( τ_U U^{(ℓ)}_i − α∇_{Ui} L(U^{(ℓ)}, λ^{(ℓ)}) )) , (37a) λ^{(ℓ+1)} = Π_D ( 1 τ_λ Π_D ( τ_λλ^{(ℓ)} + β∇_λL(U^{(ℓ)}, λ^{(ℓ)}) )) . (37b) We then present the following convergency theorem. Theorem 2: Let {ζ^{(ℓ)}}, where ζ^{(ℓ)} = [ U^{(ℓ)T} λ^{(ℓ)T}

]_T

, be a sequence generated by (37). Then we have ‖ ‖ ‖ζ^{(ℓ+1)} − ζ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 ≤ √ ϱ ‖ ‖ ‖ζ^{(ℓ)} − ζ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 , ∀ ℓ ≥ 0, (38)

where

ϱ = max { α̂ α , β̂ β } + δ max{α̂, β̂}L^2_Φ − 2c min{α̂, β̂} + |τ̂ |ϕ. Herein, α̂ = α/τ^2_U , β̂ = β/τ^2_λ , τ̂ = α̂ − β̂, and δ = { α if α̂ > β̂, β if α̂ < β̂. In addition,

ϕ = max { L^2_d, 1 − (1 − sgn(τ̂ )) 1 − τ_λ β −(1 + sgn(τ̂ )) ( ρ + 1 − τ_U α )} . (39)

L_Φ is the Lipschitz constant for the mapping

Φ(ζ) = [ ∇_U L(U, λ) +^{1−τU}_α U −∇_λL(U, λ) +^{1−τλ}_β λ ] = [ Φ_1(ζ) Φ_2(ζ) ] , (40)

and c is the strongly monotone constant of the mapping Φ(ζ). Furthermore, if the tuple (α, β) satisfies max { 1 τ^2_U , 1 τ^2_λ } + δ max { α̂, β̂ } L^2_Φ − 1 < 2c max { α̂, β̂ } , (41) ϱ is guaranteed within (0, 1), indicating that the sequence {ζ^{(ℓ)}} converges as ℓ → ∞. ■ Proof of Theorem 2: Please see the APPENDIX. Remark 2: Both the tuples (α, β) and (τ_U , τ_λ) affect the SPDS convergence and its speed. Given a tuple (τ_U , τ_λ), the tuple (α, β) can either be theoretically chosen by satisfying (41) or be empirically tuned up from small values to guarantee and accelerate the convergence. Shrinking parameters τ_U and τ_λ should be selected by following the principles below. Firstly, the fundamental principle is τ_U , τ_λ ∈ (0, 1). If this is violated, e.g., τ_λ = 1, the strongly monotone constant c as defined in (53) becomes 0, immediately violating the sufficient convergence condition (41) and resulting in an impossible selection of tuple (α, β). Secondly, τ_U and τ_λ should not be too close to 1. Otherwise, value of the strongly monotone constant c gets close to 0, which can also lead to the violation of (41). Thirdly, small τ_U and τ_λ can always guarantee the convergence. However, the convergence speed in terms of the value of 1/ϱ is monotonically decreasing as ω = max

{_1

τ^2_U , 1 τ^2_λ } increases. Thus, we always want to choose τ_U and τ_λ as large as possible to accelerate the convergence. Hence, τ_U and τ_λ should be chosen close to 1 but not too close. In the later simulations, both (α, β) and (τ_U , τ_λ) are empirically chosen and tuned. We are currently investigating on an analytical approach of selecting (τ_U , τ_λ) and will present it in our future work. ■

IV. SIMULATION RESULTS Fig. 1 depicts the residential distribution network used in our simulations. Note that, Node 1 and Node 6 have no EV connected, and each of the other nodes is connected with 70 houses equipped with level-2 chargers (maximum 6.6 kW). Battery capacities are uniformly distributed in [18, 20] kWh. Initial and designated SOCs are uniformly distributed in [0.3, 0.5] and [0.7, 0.9], respectively. Primal and dual step sizes are empirically tuned to α_{(i,ℓ)} = α = 2.8 × 10^{−10} and β_ℓ = β = 1.8, respectively; d_λ is selected as d_γ = 5 × 10^5; shrinking parameters are empirically chosen as τ_U = τ_λ = 0.974. Maximum iteration number ℓ_{max} = 25; tolerance τ_ϵ = 1 × 10^{−4}. The above parameters were carefully chosen to accelerate the convergence upon complying with the convergence conditions. Note that the parameters should be tuned if a different network model is given. Initial values of U^{(0)}_i (k) and λ^{(0)} are both set to all-zero vectors. We set the voltage lower bound to ν = 0.954, which is a bit higher than the ANSI C84.1 service standard, to accommodate the discarded line losses in LinDistFlow model. The baseline load data is collected from Southern California Edison [61] and scaled to fit the simulations. The valley-filling service period is from 19:00 to 8:00 next day. All simulations are conducted in MATLAB+cvx on a MacBook Pro with 2.8 GHz Intel Core i7 and 16 GB memory.

A. Centralized control

By applying the control signals obtained from solving (25) in the centralized way, we can find the comparisons between the aggregated total load and baseline load in Fig. 2. Specifically, all EV chargers are commanded to be idle before 22:00; EVs start charging at 22:00 to fill the valley. It can be observed that the aggregated total load profile is not strictly flat after EVs start charging; however its value decays smoothly to a flat one during 22:00–22:30. This transition is a result of the nodal voltage constraints and local charging constraints. Though the profile is not strictly flat, it is the optimal performance. To have a better understanding of this, we show the nodal voltage magnitudes of the baseline load and total loads in Fig. 3, in which solid lines, diamond-marked

Fig. 2. Baseline load and total load under centralized control.

Fig. 3. Nodal voltage magnitudes, computing via the LinDistFlow equations, of baseline load (solid lines), total load under centralized control (diamondmarked lines), and uncontrolled total load (dashed lines).

lines, and dashed lines represent the nodal voltage magnitudes of baseline loads, controlled total loads, and uncontrolled total loads, respectively (voltages are computed via the LinDistFlow equations; we compare results to DistFlow calculations in Section IV-C). Following observations can be made:

• In the controlled case, the voltage magnitude of Node 11 is in line with the 0.954 p.u. during 23:15–5:15.

• In the controlled case, voltage magnitudes of Nodes 8 and 10 are slightly above 0.954 p.u. during 1:15–4:00.

• Without an appropriate control, nodal voltages will drop far below the lower bound.

The above observations reveal that, in the controlled case, there is no room for the total load to increase after 23:15, otherwise, the nodal voltage magnitudes cannot be maintained. In addition, since the optimization objective is to minimize the variance of the total load profile, considering the integral of the difference between the total and baseline loads should be a constant and the fact that the total load profile before 22:00 is higher than the flat value, the optimal profile must have the transition from high to flat as early and as smooth as possible.

Charging profiles of all EVs under the centralized control are shown in Fig. 4. Each slice vertical to the EV index axis

Fig. 4. Charging profiles of all EVs under centralized control.

represents the charging profile of a specific EV during the service period. The 700 EVs are indexed with an ascending order of the node index. It is clear that the charging profiles of EVs are not similar. Classify those EVs into four groups, i.e., Group 1 (Nodes 2 to 5), Group 2 (Nodes 7, 8, and 12), Group 3 (Nodes 9 and 10), and Group 4 (Node 11), according to their geographic locations and downstream line segment impedance, we can notice that charging profiles of EVs in the same group are similar. Geographically, EVs in Group 1 are closer to the feeder head than other EVs, indicating that the network nodal voltages are less sensitive to their charging powers. At around 3:00 when the power need from the EVs for valley-filling reaches the maximum, only EVs having less voltage sensitivities can be pushed to high charging rates. Similarly, since EVs in Group 4 are the furthest to the feeder head and the downstream line impedance are the largest, the network nodal voltages are much more sensitive to their charging powers. Thus, it is optimal to keep the charging rates of EVs in Group 4 as low as possible to compensate for large voltage drops caused by high power needs. EVs in Groups 2 and 3 are in between, thus their charging profiles are rational to be parabola-like or trapezoid-like with lower peak values.

It’s worth mentioning that all EVs are charged to the designated SOCs under the centralized control. Figures showing the SOC evolutions are omitted here due to the space limit.

B. Decentralized control

Fig. 5 shows the baseline load together with the total load under the decentralized control in 25 iterations. Though 25 iterations are performed, the total load converges to an acceptable profile at the 15th iteration. The normed error between total loads at the 15th and 25th iterations is 0.05%. Slight adjustments after the 15th iteration are to bind and unbind voltage constraints, further improving the valley-filling performance.

Nodal voltage magnitudes of the baseline load, total loads at the 1st iteration and the 25th iteration are shown in Fig. 6. At the 1st iteration (dashed lines), we can clearly observe a large voltage drop below the 0.954 p.u. threshold. This

Fig. 5. Baseline load and total loads in 25 iterations under decentralized control.

Fig. 6. Nodal voltage magnitudes of baseline load (solid lines) and total loads at the 1st iteration (dashed lines) and the 25th iteration (diamond-marked lines). Each line represents one node.

is because at this early iteration number, voltage constraints have yet to be fully addressed and all EVs have parabola-like charging profiles. The voltage converging process is much like a damped oscillation and the voltage profiles finally converge to ones satisfying the constraints.

Charging profiles of all EVs at the 25th iteration are shown in Fig. 7. This profile essentially coincides with the one obtained from the centralized controller, but not exactly the same. Errors between them (centralized minus decentralized) are shown in Fig. 8. In most cases, errors are of small magnitudes; large errors (up to 0.05) mainly exist on EVs in Group 4 which are the deciding factors of voltage constraints. It is worth mentioning that, without the stopping criteria, the algorithm can continue adjusting charging rates to converge to the optimal solution.

As aforementioned in Section I, one of the design objectives of the SPDS is to eliminate the regularization error introduced by the dual regularization term in RPDS [51]. To verify the error-free feature of SPDS, we conducted simulations using RPDS to contrast. Fig. 9 shows the objective gaps at different

Fig. 7. Charging profiles of all EVs at the 25th iteration under the decentralized control.

Fig. 8. The difference between the charging profiles obtained from centralized and decentralized controls..

iterations generated by SPDS and RPDS. Primal and dual step

Fig. 9. Objective value gaps between SPDS and RPDS.

sizes of RPDS were chosen the same as those of SPDS; the coefficient of the dual regularization term in RPDS was chosen as 0.1 to guarantee convergence. It can be readily observed from Fig. 9 that SPDS has relatively faster convergence speed and no objective gap exists once converged. In contrast, RPDS converges slightly slower with a certain objective gap, which is caused by the dual regularization term in the Lagrangian. Convergence of primal variables can also be revealed from Fig. 9.

The evolution of the dual variable λ in 100 iterations is shown in Fig. 10. During this process, voltage constraints are

Fig. 10. Convergency of the dual variable λ.

being bound and unbound to reach the optimal valley-filling performance. At the final stage, all λ values that are above 0 correspond to Node 11, indicating only the voltage constraints at Node 11 are binding. It is known that the sensitivity of all nodal voltage magnitudes to the charging power at node ȷ can be reflected by the ȷth column of the matrix R and is directly determined by the downstream line impedance. Since Node 11 possesses the largest downstream impedance and its voltage is also largely affected by the power at Node 10, the voltage constraint on Node 11 is more likely to be binding.

It’s worth mentioning that all EVs are charged to the designated SOCs under the decentralized control. Figures showing the SOC evolutions are omitted here due to the space limit.

C. Network model discrepancies

Since line losses are discarded in the LinDistFlow model, actual voltage magnitudes that are calculated from the DistFlow model must be lower than those calculated from the LinDistFlow model. Fig. 11 contrasts the voltage differences between LinDistFlow and DistFlow by applying the same decentralized control sequences, where solid and dashed lines represent nodal voltages of LinDistFlow and DistFlow models, respectively. It can be observed that, before charging starts at 22:00, voltage discrepancy is as low as 0.001 p.u., while during the charging peak time, the discrepancy is enlarged to about 0.004 p.u.. When nodal voltage magnitudes in LinDistFlow are constrained above 0.954 p.u., lowest magnitudes in DistFlow drop to about 0.95 p.u., which satisfies the ANSI C84.1 standard for service voltage. This suggests that, though the voltage drop serves as constraints in the controller design, considering practical applications, we ought to keep the nodal voltage as close to the ideal value as possible or at least reserve a buffer zone to accommodate line losses.

Remark 3: In the above simulations, elapsed time of chargers performing one iteration is about 0.25 second. Hence,

Fig. 11. Nodal voltage magnitudes calculated from LinDistFlow model (solid lines) and DistFlow model (dashed lines) by adding EV charging loads.

the control sequences are obtained in 6.5 seconds with 25 iterations. Meanwhile, the centralized algorithm takes 334 seconds. Total computing time and time complexity of the centralized algorithm increases as the number of EVs increases; while due to the scalability, time complexities of (33a) and (33b) are independent of EV population size. Specifically, (33a) is a Euclidean projection onto the intersection of a hyperplane and a hyperbox; (33b) is a Euclidean projection onto the ℓ_2- norm ball. These two projections can be solved by a variety of algorithms, among which the most straightforward approach is via quadratic programming. Considering the valleyfilling period (7:00 pm - 8:00 am) with 15-min resolution, the complexity of solving a general quadratic programming implementation of (33a), vector size K = 52, is low. Problem size of (33b) increases with the dimension of the distribution network, thus the complexity might become an issue when a large distribution network is considered. However, solving a projection onto a ℓ_2-norm ball can be of low complexity if appropriate algorithms are adopted. For example, the Efficient Euclidean Projection in [62] can solve (33b) with the complexity as low as O(hK), where h = 12 and K = 52 in our simulations. Furthermore, runtime issues caused by extremely long control horizon can be resolved by following a model predictive control fashion; runtime issues caused by extremely large feeder size can be resolved by splitting the entire feeder into several parts. ■ Remark 4: Though the initial intention is to embed the algorithm into charging points, the proposed decentralized algorithm can also be realized in a centralized controller via parallel computing. ■ Remark 5: To ensure the robustness of Algorithm 1, a waiting time can be set by the central operator. Any U^{(ℓ)}_i not received within the waiting time will be treated as packet loss and then be replaced by the value in its last iteration. Preliminary simulation results show that this packet loss does not impact the algorithm convergency. Rigorous proofs will be provided in the future work. ■

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS This paper developed a decentralized EV charging control framework for the provision of valley-filling in the context of residential distribution network. We formulated the control problem as an optimization problem consisting of a nonseparable objective function subject to local constraints and strongly coupled linear inequality network constraints. A novel SPDS algorithm was proposed to solve the formulated problem in a decentralized way. The SPDS ensures convergency of primal and dual variables without regularizing the Lagrangian; the decentralized control scheme allows all chargers update their computations in a parallel fashion and no communication network is needed among chargers. We verified the proposed SPDS algorithm and the decentralized charging control scheme with simulation results.

The proposed SPDS-based decentralized control scheme is not necessarily limited to solely controlling EVs for valleyfilling, instead, it is also compatible with DERs and reactive power supplies, and is readily applicable for other grid-level services, e.g., minimization of energy cost. Extending the developed control framework by considering more energy sources and for other grid-level services will be the first step of our future work. Secondly, other constraints such as the transformer overloading could be added to this approach. Unlike the nodal voltages, transformer overloading constraints would be locally coupled ones. This will be discussed in our future work. In addition, we would like to extend the results in this work to a stochastic MPC fashion which can handle the stochastic process of EVs’ arrivals and departures. We also intend to study a nonlinear decentralized control scheme based on the DistFlow equations. Finally, the information required to execute either the centralized or decentralized control scheme includes an accurate network model and knowledge of injections and extractions of real and reactive power at every point in the network. In practice this information will always be imprecise, and real time control strategies to make up for these errors will be necessary; in the future we will explore the interaction between real-time controllers (e.g., [63], [64]) and the scheduling algorithm developed in this paper.

APPENDIX PROOF OF THEOREM 2

Let ζ^∗ = [ U^{∗T} λ^{∗T}

]_T denote the optimizer. By using the decomposable structure of U and the non-expansive property of Π_X(x), we have ‖ ‖U_{(ℓ+1)} − U_∗ ‖ ‖^2 2 ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 τ_U Π_U ( τ_U U^{(ℓ)} − α∇_U L(U^{(ℓ)}, λ^{(ℓ)}) )

− 1 τ_U Π_U (τ_U U^∗ − α∇_U L(U^∗, λ^∗)) ‖ ‖ ‖^2 ≤ 1 τ^2_U ‖ ‖ ‖τU U^{(ℓ)} − α∇U L(U^{(ℓ)}, λ^{(ℓ)}) − τU U^∗_i + α∇U L(U^∗, λ^∗) ‖ ‖ ‖^2 = 1 τ^2_U ‖ ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + α^2 τ^2_U ‖ ‖ ‖Φ1(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ1(ζ^∗) ‖ ‖ ‖^2 − 2 α τ^2_U ( Φ_1(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ_1(ζ^∗)

)_T (U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗).

(42)

Similarly, we have ‖ ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ+1)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 ≤ ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 τ_λ Π_D ( τ_λλ^{(ℓ)} + β∇_λL(U^{(ℓ)}, λ^{(ℓ)}) )

− 1 τ_λ Π_D (τ_λλ^∗ + β∇_λL(U^∗, λ^∗)) ‖ ‖ ‖^2 ≤ 1 τ^2_λ ‖ ‖τλλ^{(ℓ)} + β∇λL(U^{(ℓ)}, λ^{(ℓ)}) − τλλ^∗ − β∇λL(U^∗, λ^∗) ‖ ‖^2 = 1 τ^2_λ ‖ ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + β^2 τ^2_λ ‖ ‖ ‖Φ2(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ2(ζ^∗) ‖ ‖ ‖^2 − 2 β τ^2_λ ( Φ_2(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ_2(ζ^∗)

)_T

(λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗).

(43)

Summing (42) and (43), we can readily have ‖ ‖ ‖ζ^{(ℓ+1)} − ζ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 ≤ 1 τ^2_U ‖ ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + 1 τ^2_λ ‖ ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + α^2 τ^2_U ‖ ‖ ‖Φ1(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ1(ζ^∗) ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + β^2 τ^2_λ ‖ ‖ ‖Φ2(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ2(ζ^∗) ‖ ‖ ‖^2 − 2 α τ^2_U ( Φ_1(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ_1(ζ^∗)

)_T

(U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗) − 2 β τ^2_λ ( Φ_2(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ_2(ζ^∗)

)_T

(λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗)

≤ max { 1 τ^2_U , 1 τ^2_λ } ‖ ‖ ‖ζ^{(ℓ)} − ζ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2

+ max { α^2 τ^2_U , β^2 τ^2_λ } ‖ ‖Φ(ζ_{(ℓ)}) − Φ(ζ_∗) ‖ ‖^2 2 − 2 α τ^2_U ( Φ_1(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ_1(ζ^∗)

)_T

(U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗) − 2 β τ^2_λ ( Φ_2(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ_2(ζ^∗)

)_T

(λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗).

(44)

The proof will be completed by studying two cases, i.e., α/τ^2_U > β/τ^2_λ and α/τ^2_U < β/τ^2_λ .

Case 1: α/τ^2_U > β/τ^2_λ

To proceed, subtracting and adding 2 β τ^2_λ ( Φ_1(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ_1(ζ^∗)

)_T

(U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗) (45)

to the right hand side of (44) yields ‖ ‖ ‖ζ^{(ℓ+1)} − ζ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2

≤ max { 1 τ^2_U , 1 τ^2_λ } ‖ ‖ ‖ζ^{(ℓ)} − ζ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + α^2 τ^2_U ‖ ‖ ‖Φ(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ(ζ^∗) ‖ ‖ ‖^2 − 2 β τ^2_λ ( Φ(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ(ζ^∗)

)_T

(ζ^{(ℓ)} − ζ^∗) − 2 ( α τ^2_U − β τ^2_λ ) ( Φ_1(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ_1(ζ^∗)

)_T (U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗).

(46)

We first deal with the third term on the right hand side. Let d(U), defined in (28), be partitioned by

d(U) = [d_1(U) d_2(U) · · · d_{hK} (U)]^T ∈ R^{hK} , (47)

where d_j (U) = Y_{b,j} − D^T_{d,j} U, j = 1, . . . , h, and D_{d,j} is the jth row of the matrix D_d. It can be readily obtained that ( Φ(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ(ζ^∗)

)_T

(ζ^{(ℓ)} − ζ^∗) = ( ∇_U G(U^{(ℓ)}) − ∇_U G(U^∗)

)_T (U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗) + ( ρ + 1 − τ_U α ) ‖ ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + hK∑ j=1 ( λ^{(ℓ)}_j ∇_U d_j (U^{(ℓ)}) − λ^∗_j ∇_U d_j (U^∗)

)_T

(U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗)

− (d(U^{(ℓ)}) − d(U^∗))^T(λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗) + 1 − τ_λ β ‖ ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 . (48) Since the function G(U) is convex, it yields ( ∇_U G(U^{(ℓ)}) − ∇_U G(U^∗)

)_T

(U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗) ≥ 0. (49)

Consequently, we have ( Φ(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ(ζ^∗)

)_T

(ζ^{(ℓ)} − ζ^∗) ≥ ( ρ + 1 − τ_U α ) ‖ ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + 1 − τ_λ β ‖ ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + hK∑ j=1 ( λ^{(ℓ)}_j ∇_U d_j (U^{(ℓ)}) − λ^∗_j ∇_U d_j (U^∗)

)_T

(U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗)

− (d(U^{(ℓ)}) − d(U^∗))^T(λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗) = ( ρ + 1 − τ_U α ) ‖ ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + 1 − τ_λ β ‖ ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + hK∑ j=1 λ^{(ℓ)}_j ( d_j (U^∗) − d_j (U^{(ℓ)}) − ∇_U d_j (U^{(ℓ)})^T(U^∗ − U^{(ℓ)} )

+ hK∑ j=1 λ^∗_j ( d_j (U^{(ℓ)}) − d_j (U^∗) − ∇_U d_j (U^∗)^T(U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ) . (50) Since d_j (U), j = 1, . . . , h is convex, it holds

d_j (U) − d_j (V) − ∇d_j (V)^T(U − V) ≥ 0. (51)

Hence, the last two terms on the right hand side of (50) are both positive, implying that ( Φ(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ(ζ^∗)

)_T

(ζ^{(ℓ)} − ζ^∗) ≥ ( ρ + 1 − τ_U α ) ‖ ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + 1 − τ_λ β ‖ ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2

≥ min { ρ + 1 − τ_U α , 1 − τ_λ β } ‖ ‖ ‖ζ^{(ℓ)} − ζ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 =c ‖ ‖ ‖ζ^{(ℓ)} − ζ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 . (52) Without the loss of generality, ζ^{(ℓ)} and ζ^∗ can be replaced by arbitrary ζ_1, ζ_2 ∈ U × D , indicating that the mapping Φ(ζ) is strongly monotone with the constant

c = min{ρ + 1 − τ_U α , 1 − τ_λ β }. (53)

To evaluate the second term on the right hand side of (46), we have ‖ ‖Φ(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ(ζ^∗) ‖ ‖_2 = ‖ ‖ ‖ [ Φ_1(ζ^ℓ) − Φ_1(ζ^∗) Φ_2(ζ^ℓ) − Φ_2(ζ^∗) ]‖ ‖ ‖_2 ≤ ‖ ‖∇_U G(U_{(ℓ)}) − ∇_U G(U_∗) ‖ ‖ 2 + ‖ ‖∇U (λ^{(ℓ)T}d(U^{(ℓ)})) − ∇U (λ^{∗T}d(U^∗)) ‖ ‖_2 + ( ρ + 1 − τ_U α ) ‖ ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 + ‖ ‖ ‖d(U^{(ℓ)}) − d(U^∗) ‖ ‖ ‖_2 + 1 − τ_λ β ‖ ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 .

(54) The first term on the right hand side of (54) gives ‖ ‖ ‖∇U G(U^{(ℓ)}) − ∇U G(U^∗) ‖ ‖ ‖_2 = ‖ ‖ ‖P̃^TP̃ (U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗) ‖ ‖ ‖_2 ≤L_{∇G} ‖ ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 ,

(55)

where P̃ is defined in (21) and L_{∇G} = nK max_{i=1,...,h}{P̄^2_i }. Arbitrarily choosing U_1 and U_2 to replace U^{(ℓ)} and U^∗, we end up with the Lipschitz continuity of ∇_U G(U) with the Lipschitz constant L_{∇G} .

The next step follows the mean-value theorem of vectorvalued functions as follows.

Theorem 3: Mean-Value Theorem [65]: Let S ⊆ R^n and the mapping f : S → R^m is differentiable at each point of S. Let x and y be two points in S such that all points between x and y are in S. Then for every vector a ∈ R^m , there is a point z between x and y such that

a^T(f(x) − f(y)) = a^T(∇f(z)(f(x) − f(y))). (56)

Further, if a is a unit vector such that ‖a‖_2 = 1, then it holds that

‖f(x) − f(y)‖_2 ≤ ‖∇f(z)(f(x) − f(y))‖_2 ≤ L_f ‖f(x) − f(y)‖_2 ,

(57)

where_m ∑ j=1 ‖∇f_j (z)‖_2 ≤ L_f . (58) □ Applying Theorem 3 to the mapping d(U) : R^{nK} → R^{hK} yields ‖ ‖d(U^{(ℓ)}) − d(U^∗) ‖ ‖_2 ≤ Ld ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖_2 , (59)

where ∑_{hK} j=1 ‖∇_U d_j (U)‖_2 ≤ L_d. Since ∇_U d_j (U) = D^T_{d,j} , we have ‖∇_U d_j (U)‖_2 ≤ max_{j=1,...,hK} ‖ ‖D^T_{d,j} ‖ ‖_2 , (60) and hK∑ j=1 ‖∇_U d_j (U)‖_2 ≤ hK max_{j=1,...,hK} ‖ ‖D^T_{d,j} ‖ ‖_2 = L_d. (61)

Further we can readily have hK∑ j=1 ‖∇_U d_j (U)‖^2 ≤ hK∑ j=1 ‖∇_U d_j (U)‖_2 2 ≤ L^2_d. (62)

This indicates that the mapping d(U) : R^{nK} → R^{hK} is

Lipschitz with the constant L_d.

Consequently, (54) becomes ‖ ‖Φ(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ(ζ^∗) ‖ ‖_2 ≤ ( ρ + 1 − τ_U α + L_{∇G} + L_d ) ‖ ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 + 1 − τ_λ β ‖ ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 + ‖ ‖ ‖∇U (λ^{(ℓ)T}d(U^{(ℓ)})) − ∇U (λ^{∗T}d(U^∗)) ‖ ‖ ‖_2 =L_U ‖ ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 + 1 − τ_λ β ‖ ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 + ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ hK∑ j=1 (λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗)D^T_{d,j} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2 ≤L_U ‖ ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 + 1 − τ_λ β ‖ ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 + hK∑ j=1 | | |λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ | | | ‖ ‖D^T_{d,j} ‖ ‖_2

≤L_U ‖ ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 + 1 − τ_λ β ‖ ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 + L_d ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖_2 =L_U ‖ ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 + Lλ ‖ ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖_2 ≤L_Φ ‖ ‖ζ^{(ℓ)} − ζ^∗ ‖ ‖_2 ,

(63)

where

L_Φ = ‖[L_U , L_λ]‖_2 , (64) and L_U = ρ + 1 − τ_U α + L_{∇G} + L_d,

L_λ = 1 − τ_λ β + L_d. (65)

Next, dropping the coefficient, the last term on the right

hand side of (46) becomes ( Φ_1(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ_1(ζ^∗)

)_T

(U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗) = ( ∇_U L(U^{(ℓ)}, λ^{(ℓ)}) − ∇_U L(U^∗, λ^{(ℓ)})

)_T (

U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ )

+ ( ∇_U L(U^∗, λ^{(ℓ)}) − ∇_U L(U^∗, λ^∗)

)_T (

U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ )

+ 1 − τ_U α ‖ ‖U_{(ℓ)} − U_∗ ‖ ‖^2 2 .

(66)

The first term on the right hand side of (66) indicates that ( ∇_U L(U^{(ℓ)}, λ^{(ℓ)}) − ∇_U L(U^∗, λ^{(ℓ)})

)_T (

U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ )

= ( ∇_U G(U^{(ℓ)}) − ∇_U G(U^∗)

)_T

(U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗) + ρ ‖ ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 ≥ρ ‖ ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 .

(67)

The equation in (67) comes from the fact that ∇_U ( λ^{(ℓ)}d(U^{(ℓ)}) ) = ∇_U ( λ^{(ℓ)}d(U^∗) ) . (68)

The second term on the right hand side of (66) indicates

that ( ∇_U L(U^∗, λ^{(ℓ)}) − ∇_U L(U^∗, λ^∗)

)_T (

U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ )

= ( ∇_U ( λ^{(ℓ)T}d(U^∗) ) − ∇_U ( λ^{∗T}d(U^∗) ))_T ( U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ )

= hK∑ j=1 ( λ^{(ℓ)}_j − λ^∗_j )_T

∇_U d_j (U^∗) T ( U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ )

≥ − 1 2 ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ hK∑ j=1 ( λ^{(ℓ)}_j − λ^∗_j ) D^T_{d,j} ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ 2

2 + ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖^2

≥ − 1 2 hK∑ j=1 ‖ ‖ ‖ ( λ^{(ℓ)}_j − λ^∗_j ) D^T_{d,j} ‖ ‖ ‖_2 2 + ‖ ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2

= − 1 2 hK∑ j=1 ‖ ‖λ(ℓ)_j − λ_{∗j} ‖ ‖ 2 ‖ D^T_{d,j} ‖ 2 2 + ‖ ‖U_{(ℓ)} − U_∗ ‖ ‖^2 2

= − 1 2

‖ ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)}_1 − λ^∗_1 ‖ ‖ ‖_2 ‖ ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)}_2 − λ^∗_2 ‖ ‖ ‖_2 . . ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)}_{hK} − λ^∗_{hK} ‖ ‖_2

T ‖ ‖ ‖D^T_{d,1} ‖ ‖ ‖_2 ‖ ‖ ‖D^T_{d,2} ‖ ‖ ‖_2 . . ‖ ‖D^T_{d,h} ‖ ‖_2

2

− 1 2 ‖ ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2

≥ − 1 2 ‖ ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖_2

‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖

‖ ‖ ‖D^T_{d,1} ‖ ‖ ‖_2 ‖ ‖ ‖D^T_{d,2} ‖ ‖ ‖_2 . . ‖ ‖ ‖D^T_{d,h} ‖ ‖ ‖_2

‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖ ‖_2

2

− 1 2 ‖ ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 = − 1 2 hK∑ j=1 ‖ ‖D^T_{d,j} ‖ ‖^2 ‖ ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + ‖ ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2

≥ − 1 2 ( L^2_d ‖ ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + ‖ ‖ ‖U^{(ℓ)} − U^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 ) . (69)

Substituting (52), (63), (67), and (69) into (46), we have ‖ ‖ ‖ζ^{(ℓ+1)} − ζ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 ≤ ( max { 1 τ^2_U , 1 τ^2_λ } + α^2 τ^2_U

L^2_Φ − 2c β τ^2_λ + ( α τ^2_U − β τ^2_λ ) max { L^2_d, 1 − 2 ( ρ + 1 − τ_U α )})

× ‖ ‖ζ_{(ℓ)} − ζ_∗ ‖ ‖^2 2 =ϱ ‖ ‖ ‖ζ^{(ℓ)} − ζ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 .

(70)

This coincides with (38).

Case 2: α/τ^2_U < β/τ^2_λ

Inequality (44) can be rewritten as ‖ ‖ζ^{(ℓ+1)} − ζ^∗ ‖ ‖^2

≤ max { 1 τ^2_U , 1 τ^2_λ } ‖ ‖ ‖ζ^{(ℓ)} − ζ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + β^2 τ^2_λ ‖ ‖ ‖Φ(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ(ζ^∗) ‖ ‖ ‖^2 − 2 α τ^2_U ( Φ(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ(ζ^∗)

)_T

(ζ^{(ℓ)} − ζ^∗)

+ 2( α τ^2_U − β τ^2_λ ) ( Φ_2(ζ^{(ℓ)}) − Φ_2(ζ^∗)

)_T

(λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗) ≤ ( max { 1 τ^2_U , 1 τ^2_λ } + β^2 τ^2_λ

L^2_Φ − 2c α τ^2_U ) ‖ ‖ζ_{(ℓ)} − ζ_∗ ‖ ‖^2 2 + 2( β τ^2_λ − α τ^2_U ) ( ∇_λL(U^{(ℓ)}, λ^{(ℓ)}) − ∇_λL(U^∗, λ^∗)

)_T

× ( λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ) + 2( α τ^2_U − β τ^2_λ ) 1 − τ_λ β ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖^2 .

(71) If we can further prove that the second term on the right hand side of (71) is smaller or equal to l ‖ ‖ζ(ℓ) − ζ∗ ‖ ‖^2, where l ≥ 0, then the proof is complete. By applying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have ( ∇_λL(U^{(ℓ)}, λ^{(ℓ)}) − ∇_λL(U^∗, λ^∗)

)_T ( λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ )

≤ | | | | ( ∇_λL(U^{(ℓ)}, λ^{(ℓ)}) − ∇_λL(U^∗, λ^∗)

)_T ( λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ )| | | ≤ ‖ ‖∇λL(U^{(ℓ)}, λ^{(ℓ)}) − ∇λL(U^∗, λ^∗) ‖ ‖_2 ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖_2 ≤ 1 2 ‖ ‖ ‖∇λL(U^{(ℓ)}, λ^{(ℓ)}) − ∇λL(U^∗, λ^∗) ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + 1 2 ‖ ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 = 1 2 ‖ ‖ ‖d(U^{(ℓ)}) − d(U^∗) ‖ ‖ ‖^2 + 1 2 ‖ ‖ ‖λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 . (72)

By applying Theorem 3 and the boundness on ∇d(U) to (72), we have ( ∇_λL(U^{(ℓ)}, λ^{(ℓ)}) − ∇_λL(U^∗, λ^∗)

)_T ( λ^{(ℓ)} − λ^∗ )

≤ 1 2 L^2_d ‖ ‖U_{(ℓ)} − U_∗ ‖ ‖^2 2 + 1 2 ‖ ‖λ_{(ℓ)} − λ_∗ ‖ ‖^2 2 . (73)

Substituting (73) into (71), we can readily have ‖ ‖ ‖ζ^{(ℓ+1)} − ζ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 ≤ ( max { 1 τ^2_U , 1 τ^2_λ } + β^2 τ^2_λ

L^2_Φ − 2c α τ^2_U + ( β τ^2_λ − α τ^2_U ) max { L^2_d, 1 − 2 1 − τ_λ β })

× ‖ ‖ζ_{(ℓ)} − ζ_∗ ‖ ‖^2 2 =ϱ ‖ ‖ ‖ζ^{(ℓ)} − ζ^∗ ‖ ‖ ‖^2 .

(74)

This coincides with (38).

Further, we prove ∃ α > 0, β > 0 such that 0 < ϱ < 1. Let ψ denote max{α̂, β̂}, let min{α̂, β̂} = μ max{α̂, β̂}, where 0 < μ < 1, and let ω denote max { 1/τ^2_U , 1/τ^2_λ } . Then the expression of ϱ becomes

ϱ = ω + δψL^2_Φ − 2cμψ + (1 − μ)ψϕ. (75)

In order to make the sequence {ζ^{(ℓ)}} converge, we need to have 0 < ϱ < 1, implying that

ω + δψL^2_Φ − 2cμψ + (1 − μ)ψϕ < 1, (76a)

ω + δψL^2_Φ − 2cμψ + (1 − μ)ψϕ > 0. (76b)

Solving (76a) for μ gives μ ∈ ( (ω − 1) + δψL^2_Φ + ϕψ 2cψ + ϕψ , ∞ ) ∩ (0, 1). (77)

To have a feasible solution in (0, 1), we need to have

ω + δψL^2_Φ − 1 < 2cψ. (78)

Solving (76b) for μ gives μ ∈ ( −∞, ω + δψL^2_Φ + ϕψ 2cψ + ϕψ ) ∩ (0, 1), (79)

whose solution always exists given that (78) holds. Thus, we can always find a tuple (α, β) having μ ∈ ( (ω − 1) + δψL^2_Φ + ϕψ 2cψ + ϕψ , min { ω + δψL^2_Φ + ϕψ 2cψ + ϕψ , 1 }) , (80) indicating that 0 < ϱ < 1. Then the sequence of {ζ^{(ℓ)}} converges. This completes the proof. ■

REFERENCES

[1] U.S. Enviromental Protection Agency, “Inventory of U.S. greenhouse gas emissions and sinks: 1990-2014,” U.S. Enviromental Protection Agency, Tech. Rep., 2016.

[2] C. Liu, K. T. Chau, D. Wu, and S. Gao, “Opportunities and challenges of vehicle-to-home, vehicle-to-vehicle, and vehicle-to-grid technologies,” Proceedings of the IEEE, vol. 101, no. 11, pp. 2409–2427, 2013.

[3] C. C. Chan, “The state of the art of electric, hybrid, and fuel cell vehicles,” Proceedings of the IEEE, vol. 95, no. 4, pp. 704–718, 2007.

[4] K. T. Chau and C. C. Chan, “Emerging energy-efficient technologies for hybrid electric vehicles,” Proceedings of the IEEE, vol. 95, no. 4, pp. 821–835, 2007.

[5] J. Cobb. (2015) Top 6 plug-in vehicle adopting countries – 2014. [Online]. Available: http://www.hybridcars.com/top-6-plug-in-vehicle-adopting-countries-2014/ [6] Z. Shahan. (2014) Electric vehicle market share in 19 countries. [Online]. Available: http://www.abb-conversations.com/2014/03/electric-vehicle-market-share-in-19-countries/

[7] D. Callaway and I. Hiskens, “Achieving controllability of plug-in electric vehicles,” Proceedings of the IEEE, vol. 99, no. 1, pp. 184–199, 2011.

[8] I. Hiskens and D. Callaway, “Achieving controllability of plug-in electric vehicles,” in Proceedings of the IEEE Vehicle Power and Propulsion Conference, Dearborn, MI, USA, Sept. 7-10 2009, pp. 1215–1220.

[9] L. Gan, U. Topcu, and S. Low, “Optimal decentralized protocol for electric vehicle charging,” IEEE Transactions on Power Systems, vol. 28, no. 2, pp. 940–951, 2013.

[10] M. Liu, Y. Shi, and H. Gao, “Aggregation and charging control of PHEVs in smart grid: A cyber-physical perspective,” Proceedings of the IEEE, vol. 104, no. 5, pp. 1071–1085, 2016.

[11] Z. Ma, S. Zou, L. Ran, X. Shi, and I. Hiskens, “Efficient decentralized coordination of large-scale plug-in electric vehicle charging,” Automatica, vol. 69, pp. 35–47, 2016.

[12] K. Zhan, Z. Hu, Y. Song, N. Lu, Z. Xu, and L. Jia, “A probability transition matrix based on decentralized electric vehicle charging method for load valley filling,” Electric Power Systems Research, vol. 125, pp. 1–7, 2015.

[13] E. Karfopoulos and N. Hatziargyriou, “Distributed coordination of electric vehicles providing V2G services,” IEEE Transactions on Power Systems, vol. 31, no. 1, pp. 329–338, 2016.

[14] A. Mercurio, A. Giorgio, and F. Purificato, “Optimal fully electric vehicle load balancing with an ADMM algorithm in smartgrids,” in Proceedings of Mediterranean Conference on Control and Automation, Platanias-Chania, Crete, Greece, Jun. 25-28 2013, pp. 119–124.

[15] A. Lam, K.-C. Leung, and V. Li, “Capacity estimation for vehicle-to-grid frequency regulation services with smart charging mechanism,” IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid, vol. 7, no. 1, pp. 156–166, 2016.

[16] E. Karfopoulos, K. Panourgias, and N. Hatziargyriou, “Distributed coordination of electric vehicles providing V2G regulation services,” IEEE Transactions on Power Systems, vol. 31, no. 4, pp. 2834–2846, 2016.

[17] H. Yang, C. Chung, and J. Zhao, “Application of plug-in electric vehicles to frequency regulation based on distributed signal acquisition via limited communication,” IEEE Transactions on Power Systems, vol. 28, no. 2, pp. 1017–1026, 2013.

[18] H. Liu, Z. Hu, Y. Song, J. Wang, and X. Xie, “Vehicle-to-grid control for supplementary frequency regulation considering charging demands,” IEEE Transactions on Power Systems, vol. 30, no. 6, pp. 3110–3119, 2015.

[19] J. Lin, K.-C. Leung, and V. Li, “Optimal scheduling with vehicle-to-grid regulation service,” IEEE Internet of Things Journal, vol. 1, no. 6, pp. 556–569, 2014.

[20] D. Richardson, “Electric vehicles and the electric grid: A review of modeling approaches, impacts, and renewable energy integration,” Renewable & Sustainable Energy Reviews, vol. 19, pp. 247–254, 2013.

[21] P. Kou, D. Liang, L. Gao, and F. Gao, “Stochastic coordination of plugin electric vehicles and wind turbines in microgrid: A model predictive control approach,” IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid, vol. 7, no. 3, pp. 1537–1551, 2016.

[22] S. Bashash and H. Fathy, “Transport-based load modeling and sliding mode control of plug-in electric vehicles for robust renewable power tracking,” IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid, vol. 3, no. 1, pp. 526–534, 2012.

[23] P. Denholm, M. Kuss, and R. Margolis, “Co-benefits of large scale plugin hybrid electric vehicle and solar PV deployment,” Journal of Power Sources, vol. 236, pp. 350–356, 2013.

[24] J. Munkhammar, J. Widén, and J. Rydén, “On a probability distribution model combining household power consumption, electric vehicle homecharging and photovoltaic power production,” Applied Energy, vol. 142, pp. 135–143, 2015.

[25] Y.-M. Wi, J.-U. Lee, and S.-K. Joo, “Electric vehicle charging method for smart homes/buildings with a photovoltaic system,” IEEE Transactions on Consumer Electronics, vol. 59, no. 2, pp. 323–328, 2013.

[26] J. Lopes, F. Soares, and P. Almeida, “Integration of electric vehicles in the electric power systems,” Proceedings of the IEEE, vol. 99, no. 1, pp. 168–183, 2011.

[27] L. F. T. Román, R. Cossent, C. Domingo, and P. Frías, “Assessment of the imapct of plug-in electric vehicles on distribution networks,” IEEE Transactions on Power Systems, vol. 26, no. 1, pp. 206–213, 2011.

[28] S. Habib, M. Kamran, and U. Rashid, “Impact analysis of vehicle-to-grid technology and charging strategies of electric vehicles on distribution networks – A review,” Journal of Power Sources, vol. 277, pp. 205– 214, 2015.

[29] K. Clement-Nyns, E. Haesen, and J. Driesen, “The impact of charging plug-in hybrid electric vehicles on a residential distribution grid,” IEEE Transactions on Power Systems, vol. 25, no. 1, pp. 371–380, 2010.

[30] F. Geth, N. Leemput, J. Roy, J. Büscher, R. Ponnette, and J. Driesen, “Voltage droop charging of electric vehicles in a residential distribution feeder,” in Proceedings of IEEE PES Innovative Smart Grid Technologies, Berlin, Germany, Jan. 16-20 2012.

[31] J. Quirós-Tortós, L. Ochoa, S. Alnaser, and T. Butler, “Control of EV charging points for thermal and voltage management of LV network,” IEEE Transactions on Power Systems, vol. 31, no. 4, pp. 3028–3039, 2016.

[32] S. Bansal, M. Zeilinger, and C. Tomlin, “Plug-and-play model predictive control for electric vehicle charging and voltage control in smart grids,” in Proceedings of IEEE Conference on Decision and Control, Los Angeles, CA, USA, Dec. 15-17 2014, pp. 5894–5900.

[33] P. Richardson, D. Flynn, and A. Kaene, “Optimal charging of electric vehicles in low-voltage distribution systems,” IEEE Transactions on Power Systems, vol. 27, no. 1, pp. 268–279, 2012.

[34] X. Luo and K. Chan, “Real-time scheduling of electric vehicles charging in low-voltage residential distribution systems to minimise power losses and improve voltage profile,” IET Generation, Transmission & Distribution, vol. 8, no. 3, pp. 516–529, 2013.

[35] Z. Ma, D. Callaway, and I. Hiskens, “Decentralized charging control of large populations of plug-in electric vehicles,” IEEE Transactions on Control Systems Technology, vol. 21, no. 1, pp. 67–78, 2013.

[36] S. Kundu and I. Hiskens, “Hysteresis-based charging control of plug-in electric vehicles,” in Proceedings of IEEE Conference on Decision and Control, Maui, HI, USA, Dec. 10-13 2012, pp. 5598–5604.

[37] P. Denholm and W. Short, “An evaluation of utility system impacts and benefits of optimally dispatched plug-in hybrid electric vehicles,” National Renewable Energy Laboratory, Tech. Rep., 2006.

[38] I. Sharma, C. Cañizares, and K. Bhattacharya, “Smart charging of PEVs penetrating into residential distribution systems,” IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid, vol. 5, no. 3, pp. 1196–1209, 2014.

[39] J. Hu, S. You, M. Lind, and J. Østergaard, “Coordinated charging of electric vehicles for congestion prevention in the distribution grid,” IEEE Transactions on Smart Grid, vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 703–711, 2014.

[40] International Organization for Standardization. (2013). [Online].

Available: https://www.iso.org/standard/55365.html [41] SAE International. (2013). [Online]. Available:

https://saemobilus.sae.org/content/j2847/1 201311 [42] IEEE Standards Association. (2013). [Online]. Available:

https://standards.ieee.org/findstds/standard/2030.5-2013.html [43] D. Jia and B. H. Krogh, “Distributed model predictive control,” in Proceedings of American Control Conference, Arlington, VA, USA, Jun. 25-27 2001, pp. 2767–2772.

[44] M. Liu, Y. Shi, and X. Liu, “Distributed MPC of aggregated heterogeneous thermostatically controlled loads in smart grid,” IEEE Transactions on Industrial Electronics, vol. 63, no. 2, pp. 1120–1129, 2016.

[45] J. Rivera, P. Wolfrum, S. Hirche, C. Goebel, and H.-A. Jacobsen, “Alternating direction method of multiplers for decentralized electric vehicle charging control,” in Proceedings of IEEE Conference on Decision and Control, Florence, Italy, Dec. 10-13 2013, pp. 6960–6965.

[46] C. Chen, M. Li, X. Liu, and Y. Ye, “Extended ADMM and BCD for nonseparable convex minimization models with quadratic coupling terms: Convergence analysis and insights,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1508.00193v3 [math.OC], pp. 1–21, 2016.

[47] X. Gao and S. Zhang, “First-order algorithms for convex optimization with nonseparate objective and coupled constraints,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1605.05969v1 [math.OC], pp. 1–39, 2016.

[48] Y. Cui, X. Liu, D. Sun, and K.-C. Toh, “On the convergence properties of a majorized ADMM for linearly constrained convex optimization problems with coupled objective functions,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1502.00098v1 [math.OC], pp. 1–26, 2015.

[49] N. Li and J. Marden, “Decoupling coupled constraints through utlity design,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 59, no. 8, pp. 2289–2294, 2014.

[50] T.-H. Chang, A. Nedić, and A. Scaglione, “Distributed constrained optimization by consensus-based primal-dual perturbation method,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 59, no. 6, pp. 1524–1538, 2014.

[51] J. Koshal, A. Nedić, and U. Shanbhag, “Multiuser optimization: Distributed algorithms and error analysis,” SIAM Journal on Optimization, vol. 21, no. 3, pp. 1046–1081, 2011.

[52] L. Zhang, V. Kekatos, and G. B. Giannakis, “Scalable electric vehicle charging protocols,” IEEE Transactions on Power Systems, vol. 32, no. 2, pp. 1451–1462, 2017.

[53] M. Baran and F. Wu, “Optimal sizing of capacitors placed on a radial distribution system,” IEEE Transactions on Power Delivery, vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 735–743, 1989.

[54] M. Farivar, L. Chen, and S. Low, “Equilibrium and dynamics of local voltage control in distribution systems,” in Proceedings of IEEE Conference on Decision and Control, Florence, Italy, Dec. 10-13 2013, pp. 4329–4334.

[55] Z. Ma, S. Zou, and X. Liu, “A distributed charging coordination for large-scale plug-in electric vehicles considering battery degradation cost,” IEEE Transactions on Control Systems Technology, vol. 23, no. 5, pp. 2044–2052, 2015.

[56] S. Boyd and L. Vandenberghe, Covex Programming. Cambridge, UK:

Cambridge University Press, 2004.

[57] K. Arrow, L. Hurwicz, and H. Uzawa, Studies in Linear and Nonlinear Programming. Redwood, CA: Stanford University Press, 1958.

[58] F. Facchinei and J.-S. Pang, Finite-Dimensional Variational Inequalities and Complementarity Problems. New York, USA: Springer-Verlag Inc., 2003.

[59] A. Nedić and A. Ozdaglar, “Subgradient methods for saddle-point problems,” Journal of Optimization Theory and Applications, vol. 142, no. 1, pp. 205–228, 2009.

[60] ——, “Approximate primal solutions and rate analysis for dual subgradient methods,” SIAM Journal on Optimization, vol. 19, no. 4, pp. 1757–1780, 2009.

[61] Southern California Edison. (2011). [Online]. Available:

https://www.sce.com/005 regul info/eca/DOMSM11.DLP [62] H. Su, A. W. Yu, and F.-F. Li, “Efficient Euclidean projections onto the intersection of norm balls,” arXiv preprint arXiv: 1206.4638 [cs.LG], pp. 1–8, 2012.

[63] D. B. Arnold, M. Negrete-Pincetic, M. D. Sankur, D. M. Auslander, and D. S. Callaway, “Model-free optimal control of var resources in distribution systems: An extremum seeking approach,” IEEE Transactions on Power Systems, vol. 31, no. 5, pp. 3583–3593, 2016.

[64] K. Baker, A. Bernstein, E. Dall’Anese, and C. Zhao, “Networkcognizant voltage droop control for distribution grids,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1702.02969, pp. 1–8, 2017.

[65] T. Apostol, Mathematical Analysis, Second Edition. Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, Inc., 1974.