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Abstract—Our work delves into user behaviour at Electric
Vehicle(EV) charging stations during peak times, particularly
focusing on how impatience drives balking (not joining queues)
and reneging (leaving queues prematurely). We introduce an
Agent-based simulation framework that incorporates user op-
timism levels (pessimistic, standard, and optimistic) in the queue
dynamics. Unlike previous work, this framework highlights the
crucial role of human behaviour in shaping station efficiency
for peak demand. The simulation reveals a key issue: balking
often occurs due to a lack of queue insights, creating user
dilemmas. To address this, we propose real-time sharing of wait
time metrics with arriving EV users at the station. This ensures
better Quality of Service (QoS) with user-informed queue joining
and demonstrates significant reductions in reneging (up to 94%)
improving the charging operation. Further analysis shows that
charging speed decreases significantly beyond 80%, but most
users prioritize full charges due to range anxiety, leading to a
longer queue. To address this, we propose a two-mode, two-
port charger design with power-sharing options. This allows
users to fast-charge to 80% and automatically switch to slow
charging, enabling fast charging on the second port. Thus,
increasing fast charger availability and throughput by up to
5%. As the mobility sector transitions towards intelligent traffic,
our modelling framework, which integrates human decision-
making within automated planning, provides valuable insights
for optimizing charging station efficiency and improving the user
experience. This approach is particularly relevant during the
introduction phase of new stations, when historical data might
be limited.

Index Terms—Electric Vehicle, Fast Charging, Queuing The-
ory, Agent-Based Model, Charging Management, QoS, Intelligent
Transportation

I. INTRODUCTION

OR a carbon-neutral future, the transition from Internal

Combustion Engine (ICE) vehicles to Electric Vehicles
(EVs) is a key milestone. However, EVs need periodic charg-
ing and the charging infrastructure must be ubiquitous to
reduce range anxiety. Good legislation, good policy, and
standards help, but the growth in EV charging infrastructure
still does not meet the charging demand. Therefore, the limited
charging infrastructure must be used optimally by managing
the charging demand of EV users — using algorithms which
efficiently implement policies in pricing, admission control,
and service priorities.
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Before deploying such algorithms, we need simulation
frameworks for accurately modelling Electric Vehicle(EV)
user traffic at the charging station(CS). Typically in con-
ventional simulations, an EV arrives at the CS and joins
a queue (single input and single output), then leaves after
being partly/fully charged by the charger. The average waiting
time, queue length, and station service throughput are then
evaluated. EV user preferences and usage decisions must be
modelled faithfully factoring in the human element of indeci-
siveness - which is most often ignored in previous work [1].
In a real-world scenario, such indecisiveness causes instability
in charging queue operation, and users balk - they decide not
to join the queue and go elsewhere, sometimes missing an
imminent chance or they are impatient and renege - they leave
after spending some time in the queue, thus wasting a spot.
Modelling such user behaviour is an important differentiating
feature unique to our proposed simulation framework.

The time it takes to fully charge an EV is another aspect
we have considered. Fast-charging times have improved from
hours to minutes, but due to the inherent charging profile of
Li-ion batteries [2]], fast charging only happens until 80% State
of Charge (SoC). Beyond 80%, there is a significant drop in
charging speed as evident from cautious

EV users tend to charge as much as they can to avoid range
anxiety. At peak demand, this practice of full-charging blocks
the service for other EVs needing fast charging. Therefore, ad-
mission control strategies are employed to filter out EVs with
certain charging demands. Various dynamic pricing methods
and aggressive policies are deployed to discourage EV owners
from blocking chargers for a long time — often leading to a
diminished charging experience by the users.

We have developed a framework to model the behaviour of
EV users waiting to be charged, accounting for these human
decision-making methods, specifically balking and reneging.
We model a limited waiting space (a finite queue) with options
for users to leave without full charging or even without
charging at all. To assess the loss of revenue-earning charging
traffic, the balking customers are also considered.

Further, we estimate the loss of traffic under two different
situations (a) when the charger status information is not avail-
able to the incoming EV user and (b) when the incoming EV
user is informed about the likely charger status and availability.
Our results show that to be effectively utilized, situation (b) is
better — the CS should share basic information with potential
users.

We propose that every charger should have two physical
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Fig. 1. The EV charging scenario, illustrating balking and reneging

TABLE 1 II. RELATED WORKS
SPECIFICATIONS FOR SOME EVS AVAILABLE IN INDIA o . .
There are several existing frameworks [4]—[7] which unlike

[ EVName [ Battery [ Mileage [ Charging Time (SoC) | ours do not focus on the local traffic in the vicinity of the
TATA Nexon | 40.5 kWh | 465 Km | 56 min (10%-80%) 50 kW DC

BYD G T Wh T 520 BT 15 Brs 60 W B charge'r, though 'it is this componen't of traffic which has the
MG ZS EV 1 503 kWh | 461 Km | 60 min GIl 80% 50 KW DC most significant impact on the charging demand. They analyze
different charging modes and focus on scheduling EV users to
different chargers. Some authors [8]—[11] have simulated the
EV charging queue to evaluate the efficiency of the charging

(o]
o
2]
o

S 60 Z 20 §trategy; they optimiz_e the profit of 'tl'le EV CS and fail to

%40 E incorporate the impatience of the waiting EV users. Though

¢ 50 they consider the waiting-time-in-queue data to distribute EV

€ 20 = user traffic, they neither share this with the EV users nor
0 0 consider user impatience in their results [12]-[14].

0 20 40 60 80 100 0 20 40 60 80 100 In [13]], to discourage high demand during peak hours of

S0C (%) SOC (%) household electricity consumption, the dynamic electricity cost

—0—E6  —a—Nexon information is shared with the arriving EV. However, their

. ) ) model neglects both impatience and real traffic behaviour,
Fig. 2. Charging Profile (for two popular EV vehicles, BYD’s E6 and Tata’s . . .. .. ..
Nexon, showing how the charging speed changes with SoC; the speed of ~relying instead on heuristics to optimize these objectives.
charging decreases significantly after 80%. It takes roughly equal time to Zhang et al [16] have tried to forecast the EV charging
charge from 0% to 80% and to charge the remaining 20% [3] traffic arrival rate and consider the impatient behaviour of EV
drivers — but they made no provision for the CS to share
wait information with the EV users. The balking is based
ports, each with a fast charge and slow charge mode. A port on the observation of queue length and (generated) random
should switch from fast charge to slow charge mode when probabilities. This may make the queue unstable, resulting
the SoC reaches 80%. We have incorporated this two-mode in significant reneging traffic — which is not the case in
charger design into our framework. We show this leads to  our proposed strategy. Lai et al [17], have considered the
a significant performance improvement in the throughput of impatience of the incoming EV traffic. However, the loss of
charged users, of up to 5%. traffic was not given priority - a pricing scheme was used
The paper is organized as follows: a survey of existing work instead to discourage the EVs in an aggressive approach to
and identification of research gap is done in Section [l In admission control. The EV user satisfaction was considered
Section [T, we show how an M/M/1/k queuing theory model in [18]], [T9] where the queue waiting time was estimated and
can be extended to make provision for impatient EV users. considered as the direct indication of customer satisfaction. In
Section [[V] describes the tools and the modelling methods [19], the authors considered reneging as the service dropping
used to build the framework for simulation. The results of the rate to assess the performance of the CS without considering
simulation are presented in Section[V] with salient conclusions ~ balking.
stated in Section [V1l In [1]], the average waiting time and probability of reneging
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Fig. 3. Most used charging duration lies between 100 and 200 minutes [21]
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Fig. 4. Charging traffic distribution over the Day recorded for a period of 6
months— active hours are between 0700-2300 hours and the demand is higher
between 0900-1000 hours and 1400-1900 hours [21]

are analysed. The dataset is not publicly available, and the
expression of reneging loss, which is derived from [20] is
different from our queueing model which is more general-
ized for handling impatient EV users. While it does model
impatient customers, the results are largely heuristic and are
based on charging and battery technology which is dated,
and do not suggest any solution to improve the traffic loss
or to ensure better QoS or service efficiency. The charger
utilisation is analysed, but the utilisation of parking space goes
unaddressed, though it is a more contemporary figure of merit
in urban CS infrastructure.

We address these gaps in our simulation framework model,
which factors in the impatience of the EV user during charging
at peak time. Our renege process allows users to leave without
receiving service at any point of time instead of allowing
them to leave only when they reach the head of the queue
[L], [20]. Unlike others, who admit EVs to a waiting queue
based on some admission control (restricting their entry based
on demand), we leave it to the EV user to choose to wait(or
not wait) in the queue. We use the estimated waiting time,
directly collecting it from the charger and the queue, and
share it with the user, to be used for an informed decision
to join the queue. Our approach optimizes Quality of Service
(QoS) without either resorting to aggressive admission policies
or discouraging usage through steep pricing. In addition, we
try to increase the availability of the fast charger using our
innovative two-mode two-port charging scheme. By separating
fast charging sessions from slow charging sessions, we free up
the fast chargers and increase their availability.
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Fig. 5. Analytical modelling of the Wait Queue with reneging allowed for
users
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Fig. 6. Markov chain model of a typical charging station with impatient EV
users reneging.

III. PROPOSED CHARGING STATION MODEL:
THEORETICAL OVERVIEW

A. The Queueing Model

We model a single charger station as an M/M/1/k queueing
system, where EV arrival follows a Poisson distribution with
an arrival rate A, as popularly considered in the literature [1],
[22]

P(At) = Xe At (D)

Every charger is a server with a service rate u, exponentially
distributed service times, and a waiting queue of size k.

The traffic intensity p is the ratio of arrival rate A to service
rate p. For the stability of the queue, p must satisfy the
condition p < 1. Charging an EV takes a significant amount
of time and is a stochastic process, with the EV arriving with a
random amount of charge remaining in the battery. At a peak
demand time A >> pu and theoretically, the queue tends to
overflow. In real-world scenarios, typically, the EV users enter
the CS, wait in a finite ‘Small’ (k-slot) queue for their turn,
and connect to the charger once it is free. An EV user with a
charging requirement may not join the queue (Balk) either if
the queue is full (forced balking) or if they perceive the queue
to be very long and anticipate a waiting time longer than their
liking and leave (voluntary balking). Though voluntary balking
is very subjective, this can be linked to the intended service
time (the amount of charge needed). The latter is ignored in
the literature [[L] to avoid the complexity of modelling.

If Pp be the probability of balking, the effective rate of
arrival into the queue would be

Aeff =A-(1— Pp) 2)



Here, Acyr < p . Forced Balking occurs with a probability
PL (Same as a blocking probability P, [1]) when the queue
reaches full capacity, thereby preventing new entries. This is
also equal to the probability P that the M/M/1/k system is
at full capacity and a (k + 1)th EV arrives when &k EVs are
already waiting in the system (and 1 EV is being charged)
[23]:

(1—p)p*

szszPK:m,

where p = é 3)
I

Voluntary Balking occurs with the probability Pg when the
user refuses to join because the queue is too long (but not full),
and is given by Py = e~ (177 5 > 0,1 < w < k where
w is the number of EVs in the queue and o is the parameter
that determines how sensitive the Balking probability is to the
length of the queue [16]. A different derivation of voluntary
balking can be found in [24].

The probability of Informed Voluntary Balking (Pév) is
defined as a fraction z of the time it will take to charge the
ith EV from initial SoC when arrived to final SoC, given as

T (i, SoC, SoC¥) “4)

The probability Pg(v) that potential 'new’ user-to-be v
chooses not to join the queue with k waiting users upon arrival
based on the available status information, is given as

PB(V) =
P[(z - T (v, SoC,100%)) (5)
< (W, - N(t) + T(k+1,50C, 80%)]

where z = 0.6 is the Impatience Factor, defined as a fraction of
the required charging time that the EV user waits for without
getting impatient. And since there are k users waiting, 7'(k +
1,50C,80%) is the remaining charge time of the EV user
k + 1 who is connected to the charger at time 7. The term
z shows that the EV user’s patience depends on the State
of Charge (SoC), the expected total waiting time (W, is the
average waiting time per user in the queue and N (t) is the
instantaneous number of EVs present in the queue at time ).

EV users may renege (i.e. leave the queue without charging)
when they lose patience after waiting for a while.

Let 7 be the time after which an EV user exits the queue
when they are yet to get their chance to charge. There are
several attempts to study the effect of reneging users [1],
[20], [24]]. The threshold time is mostly subjective and varies
with EV users’ charging goal, patience threshold, and the EV
battery SoC. However, in [1] they have adopted the derivation
of [20] which considers 7 to be a deterministic constant. In a
more realistic and relatable derivation of reneging [24], they
considered the reneging rate as i in an M/M/c/K queue where
r = (k—c)f,r =een.k=c,...K

ke, k=1,---,c
=14 ©)
cu+rg, k=c,--- K

From the definition, the users are leaving the queue with rate
r, which depends on the queue length and only when all the
chargers are occupied. Here 6 is the exponentially distributed
impatience time of a customer. The queue architecture, in

addition to FIFO propagation, should allow the exit of the
EV users from their current position in the queue. In [1]]
the queue architecture is derived from, [20] which considers
the exit of the users from the front of the queue near the
server(in our model, this is the charger) and also considers
a partial service and exit from the server. To model a more
general queue for reneging, we consider the k-slot queue as
k 1-slot queues with a propagation server between each, as
shown in Figure [5l The reneging rate 7, = pgr. It is this
propagation server which handles the exit of the reneging
user when the user either decides to stay in the queue or
leaves at the rate px—;. The total population of reneging EV
users gives rise to traffic that is served with rate ur towards
the exit. The queue with reneging users can be depicted as
a Markov chain, shown in Figure [ with the states (a,b)
where a is the total number of reneged users and b is the
number of EVs waiting in the queue.

The probability of reneging (F,) represents the likelihood
that a customer, having joined the queue, leaves before receiv-
ing service. It depends upon the system’s reneging policy and
the customer’s waiting time threshold.

The average number of EVs in the system (/V,,) consider-
ing reneging is the average number of EVs within the system
including those in the queue, those being served, and those
who have reneged, is given by

p

Ngys = Tp

The waiting time W, for an EV in the queue without
receiving service (W) with reneging is

p Py
u(1 = p)

We start with an M/M/1 queue for simplicity. In general,
however, the charging process is not Markovian and is better
modelled using an M/G/1/k queue. This makes the theoretical
modelling and observation of the system more complex. There
is no closed-form expression for balking and reneging for such
a system [1]. Moreover, the A and i need to be measured
from observation in real-world traffic. The EV charging data
publicly available is mostly outdated and does not reflect
the anticipated future demand rise and peak charging times.
Hence, we move on to a simulation method for further analysis
and evaluation of our proposed idea.

+ P (N

Wy =

(8)
Aeff

IV. PROPOSED SIMULATION MODEL

In our charging station(CS) model, as given in Figure
the behaviour of EV users mimics real-world scenarios. Users
are free to join (or not join and balk) the charging queue and
leave if they lose patience (renege), which is typical of EV user
behaviour. To simulate such a realistic behaviour, we model
the EV user as an Agent that can make independent decisions
to balk and renege (its user’s behavioural characteristics).

The queue is an integral part of the CS operation, requiring
the impatient EV user to renege from their present position in
the queue. Hence, we model a modified FIFO queue to enable
such an operation in the simulation.
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Our Simulation Framework uses MATLAB and Simulink
tools (Figure [I), incorporating multiple programming
paradigms from the SimEvents toolbox [25]. Integration
with SimEvents enables effective handling of discrete
event components, and swift prototyping, as is extensively
employed in the traffic management domain [14]]. The
framework allows tailored programming paradigms catering
to specific modelling requirements, utilizing Entity Flow,
Textual Programming, Graphical Programming, and StateFlow
[26].

It operates on event-driven interactions and block be-
haviours rather than time-based activities, processing entities
akin to structured data buses. These entities trigger block reac-
tions upon entry and exit events, aided by gates and switches
for flow control. Notably, SimEvents’ crucial functionality lies
in queue analysis, providing statistical insights into each block.

The model of the scenario being simulated is shown in
Figure [8

A. Behavioral model of the EV User

The EV agent represents the EV and its user as a single
entity with the user’s choice and behavioural characteristics. It
borrows from the technical specifications of the popular Indian
EV car, the Tata Nexon EV, with its Battery Capacity and
Charging Rate as given in Table [l Additionally, behavioural
attributes like patience threshold and charging choice govern
how the EV responds in different environments. In our simu-
lation, the EV agent is exposed to three charging scenarios as
discussed in Section [V]

Within the simulation framework, upon ‘generation’, arriv-
ing EVs are initialized with a random SoC drawn from the
range 5%-60% (assumed uniformly distributed). The duration
of fast charging depends on the charger’s capability. The
expected time to charge from initial SoC till 80% for the ith
EV is T'(i, SoC,80%) from Equation (@)

The Patience Threshold is a behavioural attribute of
the EV user and represents the maximum waiting time
the user can tolerate (in minutes). This attribute, which
enables the EV user to decide whether to join the
queue or to leave after an extended wait, is given as
Patience threshold of the ith impatient EV

TImpatience (Z) =Z- T(Z, SOC'7 80%) (9)

where 2z = 0.6 from Eqn (). The lower the initial SoC, the
longer the time taken to reach 80% charge, and more the
patience required of the EV owner to remain in the queue.
EV agents respond to various scenarios, acting on stimuli for
different decisions and behaviours based on user types. Three

user types, the Optimist, the Standard user and the Pessimist
user, were considered in situations where actual data was not
available. The EV users accounted for scenarios involving
forced balking, reneging and some voluntary balking events.

To the Pessimist user ¢ arriving at time ¢, the worst-case
waiting time estimate is important, given by

Tpesmimin (i) = T(i,5%,80%) - Nuys(t)  (10)
and the estimated Waiting Time for Standard users is
T athns (i) = T(i, SoC, 80%) - Nguewe(t)  (11)
and the estimated Waiting Time for Optimistic users is
T e (i) = T(i,60%, 80%) - Nguewe () (12)

Where Ngyeue(t) and Ngyq(t) are the number of EVs in the
queue and system respectively, at time ¢. These estimates are
the response times of different user types to stimuli, allowing
for scenario-based decisions and reactions based on their
inherent traits and charging environment.

The Entity Generator Block(Figure [8) models the arrival
of EV users as a Poisson process. Entities, consisting of ID,
priority, and user-defined data parameters, are used in our
modelling to represent EVs. In our simulation framework,
an entity embodies an EV, containing attributes such as the
battery’s SoC and the user’s patience threshold, prompting
server actions like charging and reneging events. The attributes
defining the user patience and the EV’s battery status are used
in the next Decision Logic Block to decide whether to join or
not.

B. Proposed Informed Joining Implementation

This block simulates a conditional decision logic, accord-
ing to Eqn (I3), that changes according to the cases being
simulated. It simulates the decision taken by the EV user on
encountering the CS. When an arriving user encounters a full
queue, blocking occurs, and the EV attributes (e.g. SoC) are
ignored. For modelling an observation (of the queue) based
balking decision, the comparison logic uses Eqns and (I1).
For our proposed informed balking case, this block gathers
information about the average wait time from the queue and
the time left in charging from the Charger.

To allow the EVs entering the queue to leave without
charging, we created a customized queue.

C. The ‘Impatient’ Queue

The queue, with length Ly employs a First-In-First-Out
(FIFO) discipline to advance EVs. It offers two outputs: one
towards the charger (server) and the other to allow EVs to
exit when the time already spent waiting exceeds the patience
threshold :

[T - Ttime of entry (7/)] > TImpatience (Z) (13)

This customized queue, allowing impatient entities to exit,
is developed using SimEvents Custom Discrete Event Blocks
as in Algorithm [l The queue outputs the average wait time
of the block. This block also outputs the length of the queue,
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Algorithm 1 Impatience Monitoring Queue Algorithm

Algorithm 2 Two-Mode Two-Port DC Charger Algorithm

Initialize: Queue Size L,, Number of In Ports I and Number
of Out Ports O
Initialize: In Ports and Out Ports;
ENTRY EVENT: Entity E;
Read attribute SoC, Patience Buffer, T/mpatience ;)
S0China = S0Curmive + Chast - T + Coiow - Ts > %State of
charge update process
Attach Timer: T (i) « T1mpatience(j)
TIMER EVENT: 77 (i) Expired

Forward E'V; to Renege Port
EXIT EVENT:RENEGE

Increment: Renege Counter
for £, =1,..., K do

Iterate: Advance Position in Queue

end for

Iterate
EXIT EVENT:CHARGER

Increment: Service Counter
for £, =1,..., K do

Iterate: Advance Position in Queue

end for

the average waiting time, and the number of EV users who
reneged.

Decision-making processes are influenced by impatience
and travel objectives, while flexible queue management per-
mits timely exits.

Next, to implement our two-state (Fast Charge and Slow
Charge) proposed charger architecture, we use StateFlow
charts.

D. Proposed EV Fast Charger Implementation

The proposed two-state charger is efficiently modelled using
the StateFlow chart tool to switch between Fast and Slow mode
states of charging. The fast mode charges till 80% SoC and
then the charger switches to Slow mode. Thus, it gives the
EV user a choice — to skip the slow charging part(Figure). A
cautious user, we expect, would continue to charge till 100%

Declare: PORT < Portl, Port2; ChargeRates <— Chasy, Cslow
Define PORT STATE: FAST
while SoCjpa < 80% do
Socﬁnal = Socﬁnal + Ofast ' Tf
end while
Define PORT STATE: SLOW
while SoChna < 100% do
Socﬁnal = Socﬁnal + C’slow : Tj
end while
ENTRY EVENT: Entity F;
Input: SoCyive < S0C%, Demand in kWh
if (Portl.State == Idle) AND [(Port2.State == Idle) OR
(Port1.State == Slow)] then
PORT < Portl
PORT.STATE <« Fast
else if (Port2.State == Idle) AND [(Port1.State == Idle) OR
(Port1.State == Slow)] then
PORT < Port2
PORT.STATE <« Fast
end if
if SoChna > 80% then
PORT.STATE <« Slow
end if
EXIT EVENT: PORT.STATE <« Idle

> %Switching Port State

> %Free the Port

due to range anxiety (Figure 3). The Charger monitors the
charging state of the connected EV and sends the information
in real-time to the Decision Logic block of the CS to inform
the arriving EVs. We assume that an EV is never unplugged
prematurely (before reaching a SoC of 80% in Fast Charging
mode. This charger block utilizes features from the State Flow
toolbox of MATLAB into SimEvents, and its functionality is
elaborated in Algorithm

V. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

We utilize our custom framework, to model four distinct
cases. Each case is a modification(Case 1 is modified to
form Case 2, and so on) and represents a departure from



the conventional charging scenario. In the last one, we model
and implement our proposed solution. We simulate each of
these cases to assess the performance of our proposed charging
solution. The four cases are described (each with an acronym
by which it is subsequently referred to):

1) (BlockingFC) This case describes a scenario where
no voluntary balking occurs but there is provision for
reneging. Arriving EV users are forced to balk when
blocked from entering because there is no waiting space
(the waiting queue is at full capacity).

2) (ObservationFC) In this case, EV users arrive, observe
the size of the waiting queue, and then decide whether
or not to join the queue, subject to their individual
preferences and patience. This incorporates voluntary
balking based on the waiting time assumption of the
arriving EV user after observing the EV population
present in the station. The EV users renege normally
as before upon loss of patience waiting in the queue.

3) (InformedFC) Here, the CS shares the charging status
information with the arriving EV users as an estimated
wait time. The arriving EV users then make an informed
decision about whether to join the waiting queue.

4) (Informed2PortCharge) We provision a two-mode two-
port improved charger. This allows users to fast-
charge to 80% SoC and automatically the charging port
switches to slow mode charging, enabling fast charging
on the other port. This allows simultaneous fast charging
of another EV while the previous one continues charging
until unplugged.

The simulation parameters are stated next.

A. Simulation settings

The arrival of EVs at the station is Poisson distributed as in
Equation (1) with A = 0.6 for rush hours and A = 0.1 for low
demand hours. The initial SoC of arriving EV users is assumed
uniformly distributed between a minimum SoC m(5%) and a
maximum SoC M (60%). For the ObservationFC case. EV
users are classified depending on whether their assumptions
of wait time is optimistic(low wait), moderate(moderate wait),
and pessimistic(long wait). The patience buffer (or slack time)
is TImpatience(;y a5 in Eqn (3.

We have considered a charging station on the highway with
50kW chargers capable of charging an EV with a 40.5kWh
battery from 10% to 80% in 56 minutes for reference, as in
Table [l as per typical state-of-the-art technical specifications.
All the simulation results were obtained after 1000 simulation
rounds. From Figure @ we find two high-demand peaks at
0900hrs and 1500hrs. The active charging hours are from
0700hrs till 235%9hrs. We take these 1019 most active minutes
into account.

B. Evaluation Metrics

In addition to the conventional metrics of Throughput and
Average Waiting Time, We define some new metrics to eval-
uate the station’s performance, considering impatient users.

Service Throughput: The absolute number of EVs served
by charging to the desired SoC per unit time.

TABLE Il
VARIATION IN THE PERCENTAGE OF USERS BALKING AND RENEGING,
WITH AND WITHOUT STATION STATUS INFORMATION SHARING

Station Fast Balking | Reneging | Service

A status Charger % % %
info (FC) Type

0.1 No Standard 94.01 3.67 33.06
0.1 Yes Standard 97.33 0.31 717.19
0.1 Yes Proposed 97.14 0.31 82.12
0.6 No Standard 93.14 3.94 37.05
0.6 Yes Standard 97.09 0.35 74.57
0.6 Yes Proposed 96.72 0.35 81.01

Average Waiting Time: The Average Time an EV Spends
waiting in the Queue

Balking %: The percentage of EV users who either refuse
to join the Queue due to their preference or they leave since
the queue is full.

Reneging %: The percentage of EV users who leave the
queue after waiting.

Service %: The proportion of users that are successfully
served by charging to the desired SoC, which is the percentage
of EVs successfully charged from the total Queued

Assumption of Wait Time(AWT): This is the instantaneous
wait time assumption made by the arriving EVs when they
observe the state of the CS.

Estimated Wait Time(EWT): This is the wait-time esti-
mation calculated by the CS and shared with the arriving EV
users.

C. Results

In Table [ we list the variation in the percentage of arriving
EV users balking and reneging, along with the percentage
of users served (by charging to their desired SoC). These
percentages are considered the performance metrics of the CS
and henceforth will be referred to as balking, reneging, and
service metrics.

The simulation is done anticipating a higher percentage of
EV population on the road. We have considered a high arrival
rate of A = 0.6 and 0.1, signifying rush hours and normal
traffic hours. Thus, traffic would always be on the higher side
in the vicinity of the CS since charging time is significantly
higher than the inter-arrival times of the EVs during peak
demand hours. Due to this condition, we would see the balking
to be dominated by the forced balking. The forced balking
cannot be avoided here, as explained before. In Figure [0] we
compare the variation of percentages of users reneging and
balking for cases BlockingFC and ObservationFC. In
the BlockingFC case, the decision of the EV users does
not play a role when joining the queue; hence, the balking
is entirely forced balking since the queue is full. Here, the
probability of balking cannot be analytically calculated since
we consider an impatient exit here. Thus, the queue length
depends on the service of the charger and the impatience-based
exit. Without the user choice of balking, as in BlockingFC
a lot of impatient users get admitted to the queue.

It is observed that the Balking is less at rush hours and
more otherwise. This is a very non-intuitive result, which can
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Fig. 10. Variation of performance metrics for ObservationFC and In-
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in the service percentage with our solutions implemented in the case of
Informed2PortCharge

be inferred from Figure 91 Since the percentage of EV users
reneging is higher during rush hours, the queue is shortened
due to higher rate of reneging rather than by faster charging.

We see that when the user choice exists in the
ObservationFC case, the reneging is reduced by 64% but
the balking is increased by 8%. The balking now has an
additional component of users who choose to balk(voluntary
balking). The scenarios with a lower percentage of user
balking do not necessarily ensure a higher percentage of
traffic receiving service, as much of the traffic reneges on the
queue. The corresponding improvement in impatience-driven
Reneging reduction can be seen in Figure [[0] with our solution
implemented in the case Informed2PortCharge. Here we
have shown the variation of the metrics for two different ar-
rival rates for the cases Informed2PortCharge compared
to ObservationFC in Figure The balking percentage
remains higher, mostly dominated by forced balking and the
rest from voluntary balking by the user. The service percentage
is the proportion of users that are successfully served by

5

Qo

S © 0.02

3o

=l BlockingFC

b ’: 0.01} ——ObservationFC 4
Qo9 InformedFC

g = — Informed2PortCharge

%) 0 I I I I

0 200 400 600 800 1000

5= Simulation lterations

2300 ®

S

o ~<

| -

)

ST 50+ 1

&S

S ©

55

o g 0 L L L L

uqf w 0 200 400 600 800 1000

Simulation lterations

Fig. 11. (a)Percentage of EVs Successfully Served from total Queued and

(b)Number of EVs Charged per unit Time with EV arrival Rate A = 0.6

charging to the desired SoC. The improvement in the case
of Informed2PortCharge with our proposed solutions
implemented can be seen in Figure This improvement
is reflected in a 91% reduction in the reneging metrics and
an 18.72% increase in the service metrics. We see that our
solution reduces the percentage of users reneging to nil.

A relevant metric is the service percentage, which is the
percentage of EVs successfully charged from the total queued
as shown in Figure [IT] (a). We compare the service throughput
which is the absolute number of EVs served by charging to
the desired SoC per unit time in Figure [[T(b). This may not be
a quantifiable measure of improvement when considering user
impatience. Throughput is higher when the EVs have a shorter
charging demand. A user with a shorter charging demand has
the least patience and leaves the queue, or rather, doesn’t join
a long queue. We are left, then, with a queue of users with a
longer charging demand. The correct FoM for such a queue
is the Service Percentage and not Throughput.

We see a higher throughput for cases BlockingFC
and ObservationFC. We note that the throughput
improved due to our modified charger design imple-
mented in Informed2PortCharge exceeding that of the
InformedFC case. With our solution, the service percent-
age increases, keeping the throughput comparable to that of
the ObservationFC and BlockingFC cases during rush
hours.

We analyze the reneging for different arrival rates(rush
hours and normal hours) for the cases ObservationFC and
Informed2Port charge. We see in Figure [12] that the reneging
settles near zero for our proposed case while it varies a lot for
the case of ObservationFC. When users do not know the
Charging Status (from the CS) and forced balking happens,
we observe lower traffic loss percentages due to balking but
a higher percentage of traffic loss due to reneging users.
Therefore, when uninformed about how much longer the wait
is likely to be, though we expect them to play safe by waiting
to be charged, a larger number of users renege. Depending
on their specific buffer time (Eqn [0), EVs might opt not to
join the queue for charging, resulting in Balk decisions. We
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InformedFC and Informed2PortCharge is observed for traffic arrival rates
A = 0.1, 0.6. Balking is relatively lower in the case of Informed2PortCharge
compared to InformedFC indicating better charging statistics in the former
with 2Port charger.

compared the percentage of traffic that chose to balk for Cases
1-4 for two different EV arrival rates in Figure [[3

Balking metrics of Informed2PortCharge show a
slight improvement over InformedFC in equilibrium con-
ditions. Interestingly, Balking reduces when essential charger
status information and average queue waiting times are not
available. Un-informed users, therefore, prefer to wait in the
queue. They are averse to the risk of running out of charge.
These users, who assess the wait situation without status
information, choose to enter the CS and not balk when the
queue length is shorter. This is more common when the arrival
rate is lower (A = 0.1) as opposed to A = 0.6 during rush
hours.

Interestingly, when status information is available, balking
increases. Users no longer play safe - they risk leaving once
they have a better estimate of their waiting time. Though the
traffic lost due to balking is a loss in revenue, it reduces queue
congestion when these users renege — after waiting till they
run out of patience. The Assumed Wait Time(AWT) and the
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Fig. 14. Assumed Wait Time (AWT) by arriving EV users in ObservationFC
and the Estimated Wait Time (EWT) data shared with arriving EV users in
Informed2PortCharge. The variance is lower in the latter, indicating a stable
system and queue
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arrival rate A = 0.1. An improvement in Avg. Wait is seen in the case
of Informed2PortCharge compared to InformedFC indicating better charging
statistics in the former with 2Port charger.

Estimated Wait Time (EWT) are shown in Figure [14] where
we can see the high variance in AWT as compared to EWT
reducing reneging owing to the rational informed decision to
join the queue in the first place and stabilizes the queue size.

From Figure we observe longer average waiting times
for decisions based on InformedFC, while cautious users
experience shorter waiting times. This happens because more
patient users remain waiting in the queue, their critical bat-
tery state requiring longer charging times. The difference
in the waiting time is thus justified. To enhance the sys-
tem without aggressive traffic control measures like forced
blocking, we devised and tested a modified charger design
in Informed2PortCharge case.

VI. CONCLUSION

Our findings highlight the importance of incorporating
human factors into CS design and operation for optimal



performance. When considering real-world scenarios with im-
patient EV user traffic, our evaluation metrics in Section
fare better. We consider the mostly overlooked lost traffic
in Reneging that impacts parking space utilization and CS
efficiency. Our two-pronged solution can increase fast-charger
availability by 5%, improving overall charging efficiency. This
is achieved along with a 94% reduction in demand loss due
to reneging EV users ensuring improvement in the quality
of service. This further improves the throughput by 14.28%
and 15.7% during high demand(rush hours) and low demand
respectively.

With extensive simulation through our framework, we have
shown how the above design ensures better queue stability and
guarantees a QoS for the admitted EVs without compromising
on charger utilization, efficiency, or throughput.

Our framework can be further extended by linking it with
external tools, as shown in Figure[7l The EVs are modelled as
agents having parameters representing both the characteristics
of the vehicle along with the behavioural parameters of the
user, making it more adaptable to the rapidly evolving EV
sector. Besides capacity planning Our framework can be used
for policy evaluation and implementation for a mixed type
of mobility — Software Defined Vehicles(SDV), Autonomous
EVs, and human-driven EVs incorporating human behaviours.
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