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Abstract—The transition to low-carbon energy systems de-
mands comprehensive evaluation tools that account for technical,
economic, environmental, and social dimensions. While numerous
studies address specific aspects of energy transition, few provide
an integrated framework that captures the full spectrum of
impacts. This study proposes a comprehensive techno-economic,
environmental, and social (TEES) assessment framework to
evaluate energy transition pathways. The framework provides
a structured methodology for assessing infrastructure needs,
cost implications, emissions reductions, and social equity im-
pacts, offering a systematic approach for informed decision-
making. To illustrate its applicability, a detailed case study
of a remote community in Alaska is conducted, evaluating
the TEES impacts of three distinct energy transition pathways
including heat pumps (HPs) and battery integration, resource
coordination and expanded community solar photovoltaic (PV).
Findings show that coordination of HPs minimizes peak demand,
enhances grid reliability, and reduces energy burdens among low-
income households. Extensive simulation-based analysis reveals
that strategically staging electric HPs with existing oil heating
systems can lower overall energy costs by 19% and reduce
emissions by 29% compared to the today’s system and outper-
forms all-heat-pump strategy for economic savings. By combining
a generalizable, community-centric assessment framework with
data-driven case study insights, this work offers a practical tool
for utilities, community stakeholders and policymakers to work
toward equitable and sustainable energy transitions.

Index Terms—Energy transition, Carbon emission, Heat
pumps, Energy burden, Energy poverty, Techno-economic, Mi-
crogrids

I. INTRODUCTION

The global energy sector is undergoing a fundamental shift

from fossil fuel-based systems toward decarbonized energy

solutions in response to climate change, as outlined in the 2015

Paris Agreement. Renewable energy sources such as wind,

solar, and biomass are increasingly replacing traditional fossil

fuel and nuclear power generation [1]. Over the past decade,
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research on green energy transitions has grown substantially,

addressing the pace of transitions [2], [3], [4], alternative

pathways [5], [6], [7], and the geographic dimensions of

energy transitions [8], [9]. Transition scenarios vary signifi-

cantly across regions, particularly in extreme climates where

infrastructure, resource availability, and energy costs present

unique challenges [9].

Remote northern integrated energy communities face dis-

tinct technical, economic, and social barriers to adopting

renewable energy [10]. These communities often rely on iso-

lated diesel-powered microgrids, resulting in high electricity

costs, supply chain vulnerabilities, and carbon-intensive power

generation [11]. Additionally, heating demand in such regions

can be 1.5 to 2 times higher than electricity demand [12],

further increasing dependence on imported fuels. The extreme

climate—marked by extended summer daylight and prolonged

winter darkness—adds complexity to renewable deployment,

storage strategies, and grid reliability. These unique conditions

require integrated assessment frameworks that consider not

only technical and economic aspects, but also environmental

sustainability and social equity.

To support effective decision-making, community-centric

assessment frameworks that capture multi-sectoral interactions

are essential [13]. Much of the existing literature focuses on

techno-economic analysis of specific technologies, such as

photovoltaic thermal systems [14], electric vehicle chargers

[15], or rooftop PV [16]. While informative, these studies often

overlook broader environmental and social considerations. For

example, [17], [18] include environmental criteria but exclude

social dimensions, whereas [19] focus on socio-economic

indicators without addressing grid performance. Though some

studies incorporate multiple dimensions, such as [20], which

evaluates hybrid energy systems in Chad, they emphasize

optimal sizing over real-time energy management and lack in-

tegration of end-use technologies like heat pumps or demand-

side flexibility. Moreover, many analyses are simulation-based

and not grounded in real-world data.

Among the strategies for decarbonization, electrification

of end-use sectors such as transportation and space heating

plays a vital role. Heat pumps, in particular, offer significant

potential to reduce greenhouse gas emissions while improving

energy efficiency [21]. Studies have shown their benefits

in reducing emissions [22], [23], enhancing grid flexibility

http://arxiv.org/abs/2504.08060v1
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Fig. 1. Transition pathways assessment framework

[24], [25], and lowering operational costs [21], [26]. How-

ever, widespread adoption also presents challenges, includ-

ing high upfront costs, grid integration issues, and energy

equity concerns [27], [28]. Notably, many studies assume

constant coefficients of performance (COP) for heat pumps,

which can misrepresent their performance in cold climates

[22], [23], [25]. Recent findings underscore the importance

of temperature-dependent COPs to accurately assess heating

system economics and performance [29].

The key contributions of this manuscript to address theses

research gsps are as follows:

• Develops a comprehensive techno-economic, environmental,

and social (TEES) assessment framework to evaluate energy

transition pathways that can integrate intelligent energy de-

vices and optimization-based coordination of energy assets.

• Applies the framework to a detailed case study of a remote

community in Alaska, evaluating the TEES impacts of three

distinct energy transition pathways, including heat pump

and battery integration, resource coordination, and expanded

community solar PV, compared to the community’s baseline

(today’s) system.

• Through extensive simulation-based analysis, we demon-

strate how to strategically stage electric heat pumps with

existing oil heating systems to reduce overall energy costs

by 17-19% and emissions by 27-29% when compared with

today’s system and outperforms the all-heat-pump strategy

for economic savings.

The rest of the article is organized as follows: Section II

outlines the transition pathway assessment framework in de-

tail. Section III presents the application of the framework to

a remote community in Alaska. Section IV provides results

for different transition pathways, followed by a comparative

discussion in Section V, focusing on the technological, eco-

nomic, environmental, and social impacts of each transition

pathway. Finally, the article concludes with a summary of key

findings.

II. TRANSITION PATHWAYS ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK

Fig. 1 presents the proposed TEES assessment framework.

Each transition pathway is analyzed using a system model,

which includes input data, an energy flow model and optimal

energy dispatch to generate system-wide energy response. This

information is then analyzed within the criteria assessment

module, which evaluates TEES impacts. Finally, a multi-

criteria decision analysis (MCDA) approach is applied to

Fig. 2. Electrical system block diagram of an integrated energy community

normalize the assessed criteria and compute a transition score

for each pathway.

A. System Model

A typical electricity distribution system for an energy

community is illustrated in Fig. 2. The system comprises a

diesel generator as the primary power source, supplemented

by renewable energy sources – solar PV, wind power, and

an energy storage system. Electricity generated from these

sources is distributed to consumers through transformers, each

serving a specific group of residential or commercial loads.

1) Energy flow model: The electricity distribution system

can be modeled as an energy flow model. The model assumes

a lossless distribution system, with power balance equations

governing the energy flow, as expressed in (1). Equation (1a)

represents the power balance at each time step k, where

the total demand is met by power generation from diesel

(P g), renewable energy (P RE = P PV + Pw), and battery

discharge (P b
d ), while battery charging (P b

c ) is treated as a load.

Equation (1b) defines the demand at transformer τ as the sum

of individual household loads P d
τ,h connected to it The sets K ,

T, and Hτ represent discrete time instants, transformers in the

system, and houses connected to transformer τ , respectively.

The power flow components—P g ∈ [0, P g
max], P RE, P b

d ∈
[0, P b

max], P b
c , and P d ∈ [0, P b

max]—are determined through

individual component models, optimal dispatch algorithms,

and coordination strategies.

T
∑

τ=1

P d
τ [k] = P g[k]+P RE[k] + P b

d [k]− P b
c [k] ∀k ∈ K (1a)

P d
τ [k] =

Hτ
∑

h=1

P d
τ,h[k] ∀τ ∈ T, ∀k ∈ K (1b)

a) Diesel Generator (P g): The diesel generator is mod-

eled using a cost curve, which defines the relationship between

fuel consumption cost and power generation. This curve is

derived from the generator heat rate curve, obtained from the

NREL data catalog for diesel generators [30]. The generator

cost curve is then computed from the heat rate curve using the

methodology outlined in Chapter 11 of [31].

b) Renewable Energy Injection (P RE): Renewable en-

ergy generation can be incorporated either as available data or

through models based on irradiance or wind flow when data is

unavailable. In this work, power generation data for existing

renewable energy resources was available and directly utilized.
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For scenarios with increased renewable capacity, the generated

power is scaled as follows:

PRE
new [k] = PRE

base [k] ·M ∀k ∈ K, (2)

where PRE
new and PRE

base represent the scaled and original power

generated from renewable sources, respectively, and M is the

capacity scaling factor.
c) Battery Model (P b): For battery, this work employs

the Energy Reservoir Model (ERM), which is commonly

used in system-level research. The battery’s State of Charge

(SoC), denoted by E[k] ∈ [E,E], evolves according to the

charging (P b
c ) and discharging (P b

d ) powers. The ERM model

is mathematically represented as follows:

E[k + 1] = E[k] +
∆t

EC

(ηbP b
c [k]−

1

ηb
P b

d [k]) ∀k ∈ K, (3a)

P b
c [k] = P b

maxz[k];P
b
d [k] = P b

max(1− z[k]) ∀k ∈ K, (3b)

where EC is the energy capacity of the battery in kWh and

ηb is battery efficiency, K is sample size and ∆t is time

step between two samples. Additionally, the complementarity

constraints in (3b) ensure that the battery cannot be charged

and discharged simultaneously.
d) Household demand model (P d): The household de-

mand in (4) is modeled as the sum of the base demand (D)

and the additional power consumption (PHP) associated with

the controllable loads.

P d
τ,h[k] = Dτ,h[k]+PHP

τ,h[k] ∀k ∈ K, ∀ h ∈ Hτ , τ ∈ T, (4)

where K , T, and Hτ denote the sets of time steps, transform-

ers, and households connected to transformer τ . D is provided

as data, while PHP is obtained through modeling. Though HPs

are the focus here, the same formulation applies to ACs by

replacing Qa with −Qa, or to other loads using appropriate

models.

HPs are modeled using the Equivalent Thermal Parameter

(ETP) model, which which computes indoor temperature using

household parameters and HP energy flow [32].

T a[k + 1] =
∆t

Ca
(Tm[k]Hm − (U a +Hm)T a[k] (5a)

+ T o[k]U a +Qa),

=
∆t

Ca
(Tm[k]Hm − (U a +Hm)T a[k] + T o[k]U a

+ PHP[k] · COP [k] +Qoil[k]),

Tm[k + 1] =
∆t

Cm
(Hm(T a[k]− Tm[k]) +Qm) . (5b)

Here, T a and Tm are indoor air and mass temperatures, Ca

and Cm are thermal capacities, U a is the envelope conduc-

tance, Hm is the conductance between air and mass, and T o

is outdoor temperature. Qm, heat flux to the interior mass, is

set to zero for simplicity.

The heat delivered, Qa, includes HP output and oil-based

heating: Qa = COP · PHP + Qoil. COP, which measures

HP efficiency, varies with outdoor temperature and drops

significantly in cold climates [33]. When T o drops below

the cutoff T o
min, oil heating (Qoil) is used instead. This study

models inverter-driven HPs, treating PHP as a continuous

variable.

2) Optimal energy dispatch: The optimal dispatch algo-

rithm computes generator (P g) and battery (P b) schedules to

minimize generation cost (αP g[k]), subject to power balance,

SOC limits, and battery operating constraints (6). Inputs in-

clude renewable generation (P RE) and demand (P d), while P g

and P b are decision variables. The cost coefficient α is based

on the generator’s cost curve, and γ penalizes large generator

fluctuations. Constraint (6j) ensure full battery cycles under

warm conditions for effective utilization.
Demand P d depends on the transition pathway, appliance

size, and coordination method. It is given by (7d), where D
is the base demand and PHP is the additional controlled load.

The optimization problem is formulated as:

min
P g,P b

c ,P
b
d

α

K
∑

k=1

P g[k] + γ

K−1
∑

k=1

(P g[k + 1]− P g[k])2, (6a)

subject to:

P d[k] + P c
b [k] = P g[k] + P RE[k] + Pw[k] + P b

d [k] ∀k ∈ K,
(6b)

E[k + 1] = E[k] +
∆T

EC

(ηbP b
c [k]−

1

ηb
P b

d [k]) ∀k ∈ K, (6c)

P b
c [k] ≤ P PV[k] + P g[k] ∀k ∈ K, (6d)

0 ≤ P g[k] ≤ P g
max[k] ∀k ∈ K, (6e)

P b
c [k] = P b

maxz[k];P
b
d [k] = P b

max(1 − z[k]) ∀k ∈ K, (6f)

0 ≤ P b
c [k], P

b
d [k] ≤ P b

max, z = {0, 1} ∀k ∈ K, (6g)

E ≤ E[k + 1] ≤ E ∀k ∈ K, (6h)

E[1] = E[K + 1], (6i)

Ts

∑

k∈Nday

P b
c [k]η

b ≥ EC, Ts

∑

k∈Nday

P b
d [k]/η

b ≥ EC

include if min
k∈Nday

{T o[k]} > T o
warm, (6j)

3) Intelligent coordination: In the optimal dispatch, de-

mand can be predefined (base) or dynamically determined

via intelligent coordination of energy-efficient appliances. This

section formulates heat pump coordination to minimize trans-

former loading.
The objective (7a) minimizes transformer load Pτ at each

time step k, while (7b) limits transformer load to its rated

power. Constraint (7c) ensures total demand (P d)—sum of

base demand (D) and HP power (PHP)—does not exceed

available generation. Equations (7e)–(7f), and (7k) model the

ETP-based thermal dynamics with heating from heat pumps

or oil. Stove oil is used, and Qoil is computed using EIA-

specified energy density. Indoor temperature continuity across

days is maintained by initializing with the previous day’s final

value.

min
PHP

∑

τ∈T

Pτ [k] (7a)

subject to:

Dτ [k] +
∑

h∈Hτ

PHP
τ,h[k] ≤ Pτ [k], ∀k ∈ K, ∀τ ∈ T (7b)

P d[k] ≤ P g
max + P PV[k] ∀k ∈ K (7c)

P d[k] =
∑

τ∈T

(

Dτ [k] +
∑

h∈Hτ

PHP
τ,h[k]

)

(7d)
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T a
τ,h[k + 1] = T a

τ,h[k] +
∆t

Ca
τ,h

(

Tm
τ,h[k] ·H

m
τ,h − T a

τ,h[k]·

(U a
τ,h +Hm

τ,h) + To,k · U
a
τ,h + PHP

τ,h[k] · COP [k]

+Qoil
τ,h[k]

)

, ∀k ∈ K, ∀τ ∈ T, h ∈ Hτ (7e)

Tm
τ,h[k + 1] = Tm

τ,h[k] +
∆t

Cm
τ,h

(

Hm
τ,h · (T a

τ,h[k]− Tm
τ,h,[k])

)

,

∀k ∈ K, ∀τ ∈ T, h ∈ Hτ (7f)

T a
min ≤ T a

τ,h[k] ≤ T a
max, ∀k ∈ K, ∀τ ∈ T, h ∈ Hτ (7g)

PHP
min ≤ PHP

τ,h[k] ≤ PHP
max, ∀k ∈ K, ∀τ ∈ T, h ∈ Hτ (7h)

0 ≤ Qoil
τ,h[k] ≤ Qoil

max, ∀k ∈ K, ∀τ ∈ T, h ∈ Hτ (7i)

T a
τ,h[1] = T a

τ,h[K + 1] (7j)

PHP
τ,h[k] = 0 include if min

t∈day
{To(t)} < T o

min,

Qoil
τ,h[k] = 0 include if min

t∈day
{To(t)} ≥ T o

min (7k)

B. Criteria Assessment

The generation and consumption data obtained from the

system model is then used to calculate the impact of different

transition pathways using following criteria.

1) Technological Criteria: The technological assessment

considers the impact of intelligent coordination of resources

or the addition renewable resources to the existing system.
a) Infrastructure Upgrade Factor (IUF): This criterion

assesses the average infrastructure upgrade factor needed for

each transition pathway. The required capacity Cup
i is based

on the 95th percentile of annual data, rounded to the nearest

commercially available size. The IUF is then calculated as (8),

where, Cup
r and Corig

r are the upgrade and original capacities

in kVA or kW of rth resource, R indicates the total resources.

IUF =
∑

r∈R

UFr/|R|, (8)

b) Resource Adequacy: This criterion extends the tradi-

tional N − 1 reliability metric—which assumes full failure

of a single resource—by accounting for partial operation.

Specifically, it measures the percentage of time an additional

resource is required, offering a more granular view of system

reliability.

2) Economic Criteria:

a) Additional Infrastructure Cost: This represents the

cost incurred due to capacity upgrades necessitated by the

transition pathways. These upgrades may include transformer

replacements, battery storage expansion, or additional genera-

tion capacity required to support the integration of renewable

energy sources and electrification measures.
b) Electricity Rate (R): The electricity rate, denoted by

R, is determined by the ratio of the total generation cost to

the total electricity sold. Electricity generation cost consists of

fuel cost and non-fuel cost.

Electricity rate (R)($/kWh) =
Total generation cost

Total kWh sold
. (9)

In some places, Independent Power Producers (IPPs), such

as locally owned renewable energy plants and battery storage

systems, supply electricity to the local utility. The inclusion

of renewable energy in the system can impact the electricity

rate. The revised formula for determining the electricity rate

in the presence of IPPs is:

R =
Fuel cost + Non-fuel cost + IPP purchase cost

Total kWh sold
,

=
Cf

Dg

ηg
+ Cnf +Rg ×RIPP

Total kWh sold
, (10)

Here, Cf is the fuel cost per gallon, ηg is generator efficiency

(kWh/gallon), Dg is total fossil-based generation, Rg is renew-

able energy purchased at rate RIPP, and Cnf covers non-fuel

operational costs.

c) Electricity Rate Allowance (ERA): In regions with

high electricity production costs, subsidies—referred to as

electricity rate allowances (ERA)—help reduce the cost burden

on consumers by offsetting the difference from baseline grid

rates [10]. These subsidies typically apply to eligible resi-

dential and commercial users up to a monthly consumption

cap. The ERA is calculated based on electricity generation

costs, which include fuel prices, non-fuel costs, and the mix

of energy sources. A reimbursement rate is applied when the

electricity rate exceeds a baseline reference rate, following:

ERA = (min[R, Rmax]−Rbase)× ηERA, (11)

where Rmax is the reimbursement cap, Rbase is the reference

rate from larger grids, and ηERA is the efficiency factor.
d) Average annual electricity cost per house: The aver-

age annual electricity cost per household is calculated using

monthly consumption and applicable subsidies. Based on

total residential usage, the average monthly consumption per

household is determined.

In areas with electricity rate allowances (ERA), eligible

consumption is computed by subtracting the allowance limit

from total monthly use. The annual cost per household is then

given by:

ERA Eligible kWh × (R - ERA) + Non-eligible kWh × R

e) Average annual heating (non-electric) cost per house:

Annual non-electric heating costs are determined based on

the amount of fuel required for space heating. The total

annual heating cost is calculated as the product of the fuel

consumption and the prevailing fuel price per unit.

3) Environmental Criteria: The environmental assessment

focuses on equivalent carbon dioxide (CO2e) emissions and

air quality, specifically PM2.5 levels, using emission factors

from the AP42 guidelines. The CO2e emissions from diesel

generation are calculated as:

CO2e = (COEI
2
× COGWP

2
+ CHEI

4
× CHGWP

4
+

N2OEI × N2OGWP)Dg, (12a)

PM2.5 = PMEI
2.5Dg, (12b)

where COEI
2

, CHEI
4

, and N2OEI are the emission indices

(lb/mmBtu) for respective greenhouse gases, COGWP
2

, CHGWP
4

,

and N2OGWP are their global warming potential values con-

sidering 100 years time horizon, and Dg is the energy gen-

erated from diesel (mmBtu). When considering heating fuel,
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TABLE I
EMISSION INDEX AND GLOBAL WARMING POTENTIAL (GWP) VALUES

Diesel Emission Index (EI) (kg/mmBtu) Global Warming Potential (GPW)
type CO2 CH4 N2O CO2 CH4 N2O

No.2 73.96 0.003 0.0006 1 28 265
No.1 73.25 0.003 0.0006 1 25 298

Dg refers to the heating energy generated in mmBtu, with

emission factors provided by AP42 for the specific fuel type.

4) Social Criteria:

a) Energy Burden: This metric is the percentage of gross

household income spent on energy costs [34]. When individual

income data is unavailable, the median household income is

used [35].

b) Energy Poverty: Energy poverty refers to lack of

access to reliable and affordable energy [34]. It is assessed

using surveys on heating-related hardships, e.g., going without

heat, unaffordable fuel, or lack of firewood access. These

responses are used to compute the Energy Poverty Index (EPI)

as:
EPIbase =

1

N

N
∑

i=1

Xi, (13)

where N is the number of survey indicators and Xi is the

fraction reporting a specific hardship.

For transition pathways, EPI is adjusted based on energy

cost reductions:

EPITP = EPIbase × (1− cost savings factorTP). (14)

C. Multi-criteria Decision Analysis (MCDA)

A decision analysis framework is used to evaluate trade-

offs between different transition pathways and to assess how

benefits are distributed across scenarios. The impact of each

transition pathway is influenced by stakeholder preferences,

which determine the weights applied in the weighted sum

method. Equation (15) presents the calculation of the overall

index using this approach.

In this formulation, Sp represents the score for the pth

transition pathway, c denotes the criteria index, wc is the

weight assigned to the cth criterion, and Ĉp
c is the normalized

score of each criterion for the considered transition pathway.

Sp =
1

N

N
∑

c=1

wcĈ
p
c ∀p ∈ TP (15)

Since the criteria indices (Cp
c ) are measured in different units

across various criteria, they are normalized using min-max

scaling [36], as shown in Equation (16). This normalization

ensures that all criteria indices are dimensionless and compa-

rable on a standardized scale between 0 and 1.

In (16), Cp
c represents the value of the cth criterion under

the transition pathway p. The terms Cc,b and Cc,w denote the

best and worst values of the cth criterion across all transition

pathways, respectively. For all criteria except the electricity

rate allowance level, Cc,b corresponds to the minimum value,

and Cc,w corresponds to the maximum value. For the electric-

ity rate allowance level, Cc,b represents the maximum value,

while Cc,w represents the minimum value. The absolute value

ensures non-negativity, and the result lies within the range

[0, 1].

Ĉp
c =

∣

∣

∣

∣

Cp
c − Cc,w

Cc,b − Cc,w

∣

∣

∣

∣

∀p ∈ TP (16)

III. CASE STUDY

The proposed framework is applied to the remote Inupiaq

communities of Shungnak and Kobuk in Alaska (69°N), lo-

cated above the Arctic Circle along the Kobuk River. Though

10 miles apart, their grids are connected via an AC tie line,

with Shungnak supplying power to Kobuk. Kobuk has a

backup diesel generator used only in emergencies. For this

study, they are modeled as a single system, comprising 69

and 47 households, respectively, as of 2022 [37], [38].

A. Data collection

The data used for the TEES assessment framework can be

grouped into five main categories:

1) Existing energy system infrastructure: Includes details of

the electrical distribution network (Sec III-C) such as trans-

former capacities, diesel generators, solar PV systems, and

battery storage. The Alaska Village Electric Cooperative

(AVEC), which serves the communities of Shungnak and

Kobuk, provided this data. Relevant data is summarized in

Fig. 3 and Table II.

2) Time-series operational data: Actual hourly generation

and consumption profiles for diesel generators, PV panels,

batteries, and loads (c.f. Fig. 4) for the year 2023 were

obtained from the Agito microgrid controller, provided by

the Northwest Arctic Borough (NAB), a local govt. body.

3) Heat pump and household parameters: HP specifica-

tions are sourced from manufacturer datasheets and litera-

ture [32]. Details are provided in Table III. Temperature-

dependent COP values come from [33], and outdoor tem-

perature data is taken from weather station records.

4) Financial data and assumptions: Includes historical fuel

prices, subsidy values, ERA limits, and economic param-

eters provided by the NAB. The base system cost is $1.3

million [39]. Additional costs due to transformer upgrades

and solar/battery installations are estimated based on the

required upgrade capacity [40], [41]. ERA values use Ebase

= 0.1958 $/kWh, Emax = $1/kWh, and ηERA = 95%, given

by Alaska Energy Authority. IPP sales rate is 0.6 $/kWh

and a generator fuel (diesel) cost is 10.17 $/gallon [39].

Average household energy and heating costs are calculated

based on monthly electricity consumption and fuel needs.

In the existing system (no HP case), average household

uses 500 gallons/year at $16.14/gallon.

5) Social data: Energy poverty is assessed using a 2022

heating survey of yes/no questions by the NANA Re-

gional Corporation and McKinley Research Group. It in-

cluded 54 respondents (15% of total population). Indicators

such as heating interruptions (43%), inability to afford

fuel/electricity (36%), inability to gather or chop firewood

(58%), and lack of firewood access (23%) are used to

compute the EPI. A median household income of $65,000,

from Census data, is used to calculate the energy burden.
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Fig. 3. Electrical system block diagram of Shungnak-Kobuk microgrid

B. Transition Pathways (TP)

These fuel-dependent communities [12] are evaluated across

four transition pathways to assess TEES benefits: TP1-no heat

pumps (baseline), TP2 - uncoordinated HPs, TP3 - coordinated

HPs, and TP4 - HPs with expanded solar PV. Each pathway

explores (a) 18 and (b) 12 MBtu/h HPs.

1) Transition Pathway 1 (TP1): No Heat Pumps (Existing

System): Represents the current state, where no heat pumps

are installed. Households rely on conventional heating methods

such as furnaces, wood stoves, and Toyo stoves [12].

2) Transition Pathway 2 (TP2): Uncoordinated Heat

Pumps: All households are equipped with federally funded

heat pumps of either 18 MBtu/h (TP2a) or 12 MBtu/h (TP2b)

capacity. These are modeled as in Section III-C1, and the

resulting additional demand is used to solve the economic

dispatch problem (6). This scenario follows the heat pump

model in (7), excluding the optimization terms (7a) and (7b).

3) Transition Pathway 3 (TP3): Coordinated Heat Pumps:

18 MBtu/h (TP3a) or 12 MBtu/h (TP3b) HPs are intelligently

coordinated to reduce transformer loading using the optimiza-

tion algorithm described in Section II-A3.

4) Transition Pathway 4 (TP4): Heat Pumps with Expanded

Solar PV: Builds on the coordinated HP scenario by adding

250 kW of community solar PV. Performance is evaluated for

both 18 MBtu/h (TP4a) and 12 MBtu/h (TP4b) HP sizes.

C. System Model

Fig. 3 shows the Shungnak-Kobuk microgrid, powered by

three diesel generators (505 kW, 363 kW, 505 kW) totaling

1,373 kW[37], a 223.6 kW solar PV system (SolarEdge

SE100K), and a 384 kWh battery with a 250 kW converter

(Blue Planet LX, EPC PD250) [42]. A microgrid controller

(Ageto ARC), labeled ‘C’ in the figure, manages power

distribution. Magenta dotted lines indicate control signals;

solid lines represent three-phase power lines (red, green, blue).

Transformer capacities and residential loads are detailed in

Table II.

Fig. 4 shows 5-minute interval data for 2023. During winter,

PV generation is minimal, and diesel supplies the full demand.

The generator operated at 34% capacity, while solar PV was

Fig. 4. Shungnak-Kobuk PCC power data for 2023: P d is total demand (kW),
P

g diesel generation, P
PV solar output, and P

b battery power (negative:
charging; positive: discharging)

(a) (b)
Fig. 5. Shungnak-Kobuk historical data for representative winter (a) and
summer (b) days. E represents battery’s State of Charge (SOC).

utilized at only 10%, highlighting seasonal variation. Fig. 5

shows combined demand and generation profiles for Shungnak

and Kobuk on representative winter and summer days, selected

at the 90th and 10th percentiles of annual temperature. On

the winter day (Fig. 5a), PV output is near zero, the battery

stays idle, and diesel meets the full load, including the annual

peak. On the summer day (Fig. 5b), demand is lower, PV

supports load and charges the battery, and diesel remains off

for four intervals—solar and battery meet the full demand for

100 minutes.

1) Component Models:

a) Diesel generator model: The generator is modeled

as indicated in Section II-A. The fuel used is No. 2 diesel

fuel [43] with a cost of $10.17 per gallon [39]. This resulting

fuel cost curve revealed a linear cost curve for the generator,

represented by, 700× P g.

For this case study, the solar PV power output is provided

as data and used directly, eliminating the need for a solar PV

model.

b) Battery model: A battery is modeled as indicated in

Section II-A. E and E are set to 20% and 90%, respectively,

ηb is 95%, and ∆t = 5 min—chosen to balance SoC accuracy

with computational efficiency.

c) Heat pump: A HP is modeled as indicated in Sec-

tion II-A. The house parameters (Ca, U a, Hm, and Cm) are

adapted from [32] where the authors generated the parameters

using GridLAB-D with ±10% random variation for a house

size of 2500 sq.ft. The parameters are scaled proportionately

to reflect the typical 1000 sq. ft. houses for Shungnak and

Kobuk.

The Shungnak-Kobuk electrical system is simulated con-

sidering optimal energy dispatch, α = 700 and γ = 0.1,

(Section II-A2) and using the diesel generator and battery

models. The results obtained are validated with the historical

diesel generation and battery power variation data (Fig. 4) for

the base case (case with no heat pumps).
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TABLE II
RATED CAPACITY AND MAXIMUM LOAD AT THE LV TRANSFORMERS WITH RESIDENTIAL LOADS

Transformer T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 T7 T8 T9 T10 T11 T12 T13 T14 T15 T16 T17 T18 T19 T20 T21 T22 T23 T24 T25 T26 T27 T28 T29

Capacity (kVA) 25 25 15 25 15 15 15 15 15 25 50 25 25 10 10 10 10 10 10 15 25 10 25 10 15 15 15 15 10
# Houses 10 - - - 8 6 6 5 5 7 4 - 2 1 - - 1 6 - - - 4 7 - 7 14 8 9 6
Estimated Demand (kW) 12 - - - 13 8 14 10 13 19 - 13 6 3 - - 1 15 - - - 11 19 - 18 33 14 23 18

(a) Representative winter day (b) Representative summer day

Fig. 6. Validation of the economic dispatch algorithm with the base case.
Solid lines indicate historical data whereas dashed lines indicate optimized
values.

Fig. 7. Variation in daily cost of historical value Pg and optimized value Pg*

IV. RESULTS

A. Transition Pathway 1 (No heat pump):

This baseline pathway uses 2023 data for demand, diesel,

solar PV, and battery power (Fig. 4). Historical values of P PV

and P d are used in the optimal dispatch formulation (6), and

results (P g*, P b*
c , P b*

d ) are compared with actual data. The

problem is modeled as a mixed-integer linear program (MILP)

and solved daily for a full year using Julia JuMP with Gurobi,

totaling 288 binary variables per day. The full-year solution

time is under a minute.

Fig. 6 compares optimized and historical values for rep-

resentative winter and summer days. Here, P g, P b, and SOC

(E) are historical, while starred variables are optimized results.

Generator cost differences are minimal—0.4% (winter), 0.07%

(summer), with max and average daily differences of 8% and

1.2%. Annual cost from P g* is $4k (4%) lower than historical

P g, as shown in the histograms in Fig. 7, validating the ED

model and confirming near-optimal historical operations.

The average generator efficiency from the cost curve and

ED results is 11.73 kWh/gallon. For emissions, the generator

contributes 5118 MMBtu and heating uses 58,000 gallons of

fuel. These values are used to compute the TEES indices.

B. Transition Pathway 2 (Uncoordinated heat pumps):

For the uncoordinated HP scenario, the Shungnak-Kobuk

system is simulated with HPs in each house (Section III-B).

HP specifications are in Table III, with the cutoff temperature

T o
min set to the minimum rated outdoor temperature. A vari-

able COP, dependent on outdoor temperature, is used from

[33], better reflecting local conditions than manufacturer-rated

values.

Fig. 8a shows power and temperature profiles on repre-

sentative winter day for 18 MBtu/h (TP2a) uncoordinated

TABLE III
HEAT PUMP PARAMETERS CONSIDERED FOR STUDY

Parameter Value Value

Size (MBtu/h) 18 12
Rated power (kW) 4.14 2.81
Indoor operating temp (◦C) 14 - 22 14 - 22
Min rated outdoor operating temp (◦C) -30 -20
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(b) Coordinated HPs
Fig. 8. Power, indoor (T a) and outdoor (T o) temperature for representative
winter day for 18 MBtu/h uncoordinated (TP2a) and coordinated (TP3a) HPs.

HPs. The uncoordinated HPs trigger sharp demand peaks

(up to 500 kW) due to simultaneous activation, stressing the

generator. Indoor temperatures vary across homes, where each

color represents the temperature of an individual house. When

outdoor temperature drops below T o
min, HPs shut off and oil

heating is used.

The study is conducted for the full year of 2023, and

the outputs are used to compute performance indices. A

similar analysis is performed for the 12 MBtu/h (TP2b) HP

case, though plots are omitted for brevity. Average generator

efficiency for TP2 is 11.93 kWh/gallon for 18 MBtu/h HPs and

12 kWh/gallon for 12 MBtu/h HPs, based on the generator

cost curve and ED results. A detailed evaluation of criteria

performance follows in the next section.

C. Transition Pathway 3 (Coordinated heat pumps):

Fig. 8b shows power and temperature profiles on a represen-

tative winter day for 18 MBtu/h coordinated HPs (TP3a), with

the cutoff temperature matching the rated minimum. Unlike

uncoordinated operation, coordination results in a flatter power

profile, minimizing peaks in P g and easing generator strain.

The coordinated setup maintains consistent power demand

and indoor temperatures across households (each color in

Fig. 8b represents one home), improving thermal comfort

and generator efficiency. The initial indoor temperature differs

from the uncoordinated case as it reflects the more uniform

end-of-day temperature distribution from the previous day.

Fig. 9 shows the annual diesel generator output distribu-

tion for 18 and 12 MBtu/h HPs under uncoordinated and

coordinated control, with cutoff temperatures set to the rated

minimum (Table III). The red dashed line marks the gener-

ator’s max capacity. Coordination reduces peak generation,

allowing one generator to serve the load while reserving others
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(a) 18 MBtu/h HPs (b) 12 MBtu/h HPs
Fig. 9. Distribution of yearly generation by the diesel generator with (a) 18
MBtu/h and (b) 12 MBtu/h integration.

Fig. 10. Load distribution on LV transformers for 18 MBtu/h HPs.

for backup, thereby enhancing reliability. It also smooths

generation profiles, reducing peaks and distributing load more

evenly—improving efficiency and reducing generator wear. In

addition to total capacity, transformer-level loading is analyzed

for coordinated and uncoordinated HPs. Fig. 10 shows annual

load distributions for 18 MBtu/h HPs across the transform-

ers. Load density (%) is plotted against power (kW), with

transformer capacity shown by dotted lines. Uncoordinated

HPs lead to wider, higher load spreads, exceeding capacity on

15 of 19 transformers. Coordination narrows the distribution,

reducing peak loads and transformer stress, though some

upgrades are still required. The 12 MBtu/h HPs exhibit similar

trends, although the overall load density is lower compared to

the 18 MBtu/h HPs.

Fig. 11 shows transformer capacity upgrades for each

transition pathway. TP1 (base case) reflects original ratings.

TP2a (uncoordinated 18 MBtu/h HPs) demands the highest

upgrades, while TP3b (coordinated 12 MBtu/h HPs) requires

the least. TP2b (uncoordinated 12 MBtu/h HPs) and TP3a

(coordinated 18 MBtu/h HPs) have similar upgrade needs.

TP4a and TP4b (solar PV expansions) are excluded since solar

capacity doesn’t impact transformer sizing; their requirements

match TP3a and TP3b, respectively. All three MV transformers

need upgrades, with TP2a requiring the most and TP3b

the least. The average upgrade factor (8) ranges from 3 to

1.7, allowing calculation of additional infrastructure costs per

pathway.

The year-long analysis reveals that coordinated HPs produce

a smoother P g profile and slightly better generator efficiency.

Using the generator cost curve and ED results, TP3 yields

average efficiencies of 12.23 and 12.13 kWh/gallon for 18

and 12 MBtu/h HPs, respectively. These P g values are used
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Fig. 11. Technological impact: transformer capacities required for each
transition pathway. (a) LV transformers (b) MV transformers.

-30 -20 -10 0

HP cutoff temperature, T o
min

, (°C)

0

5

10

15

20

C
o
s
t 
s
a
v
in

g
 (

%
)

0

10

20

30

40

E
m

is
s
io

n
 r

e
d
u
c
ti
o
n
 (

%
)

12 MBtu/h 18 MBtu/h
12 MBtu/h 18 MBtu/h

(a) Uncoordinated HPs

-30 -20 -10 0

HP cutoff temperature, T o
min

, (°C)

0

5

10

15

20

C
o
s
t 
s
a
v
in

g
 (

%
)

0

10

20

30

40

E
m

is
s
io

n
 r

e
d
u
c
ti
o
n
 (

%
)

12 MBtu/h 18 MBtu/h
12 MBtu/h !8 MBtu/h

(b) Coordinated HPs

Fig. 12. Variation in cost saving and CO2e emission reduction w.r.t. HP cutoff
temperature

to compute performance indices, highlighting improved effi-

ciency and reduced operating costs (Table IV).

D. Transition Pathway 4 (Solar PV capacity expansion):

This section analyzes the impact of doubling existing solar

capacity on system performance, in combination with heat

pump (HP) adoption. Both coordinated and uncoordinated HP

operations are evaluated for 18 MBtu/h and 12 MBtu/h units;

however, only coordinated results are shown in the table IV,

as uncoordinated HPs yield slightly higher values across most

criteria.

During summer, HP usage is low, resulting in similar de-

mand levels with or without HPs. However, the increased solar

generation requires significantly more storage—approximately

three times the current battery capacity—to capture surplus

energy and minimize curtailment. While this would substan-

tially raise system costs, the analysis assumes the expanded PV

is fully government-funded and incurs no additional expense.

In contrast, winter performance remains largely unaffected by

added PV capacity due to minimal solar availability during

the coldest months when HPs are most active. Thus, solar

expansion has limited influence on winter performance.

V. DISCUSSION

This section provides a comparative discussion on the TEES

assessment indices for the considered transition pathways.

Operating HPs with cutoff temperature equal to their minimum

outdoor operating temperature requires significant infrastruc-

ture upgrades, leading to increased costs. To identify the

optimal cutoff temperature (T o
min) for HP operation, the TEES

assessment framework is rerun across different cutoff tempera-

tures. As shown in Fig. 12, cost savings peak at −10◦C, while

emissions reduction is highest at −25◦C. The sharp decline

in savings at −25◦C indicates that −10◦C offers the best

trade-off between economic and environmental performance.

The results also highlight the value of dual heating systems

that switch between HPs and conventional sources based on

outdoor temperature. Coordinated HPs provide slightly higher

savings than uncoordinated ones, though both follow similar

trends. Given that cost savings peak at T o
min = −10◦C,

Table IV presents TEES outcomes for all transition pathways



9

0

10

20

30

40

P
o
p
u
la

ti
o
n
 (

%
)

<10 10-49.99 50-99.99 100-149.99 150-199.99     >200

Income bracket (in $1000s)

0

100

200

300

400

E
n
e
rg

y
 b

u
rd

e
n
 (

%
) TP1 TP2a TP2b

TP3a TP3b TP4a
TP4b

Fig. 13. Variation in energy burden with respect to income bracket

at this optimal cutoff, including 18 and 12 MBtu/h HPs under

both strategies and with expanded solar PV. For uncoordinated

HPs, annual household energy cost savings reach 17% (TP2a)

and 16% (TP2b) compared to the base case (TP1). Coor-

dination improves savings to 19% for both HP sizes. With

expanded solar (TP4b), savings rise to 20%. These reductions

stem from shifting from costly fuel to cheaper electricity. Non-

electric heating costs remain constant across all HP scenarios,

as the cutoff temperature is fixed at −10◦C. From an envi-

ronmental perspective, HP integration reduces CO2e emissions

by up to 28% (uncoordinated) and 29% (coordinated). PV

capacity expansion further improves the reduction to 35%.

In terms of social benefits, both energy burden and poverty

decline with HP adoption. Energy burden drops from 24% in

the base case to 20% with uncoordinated HPs, with similar

reductions under coordination. Energy poverty also decreases

across all pathways, lowest for the 12 MBtu/h coordinated

HP. Fig. 13 shows energy cost as a percentage of income

across brackets, with population distribution marked by pink

diamonds and the burden limit by a black dotted line. While

74% of the population remains above the burden threshold, HP

integration (TPs 2–4) notably reduces burden for low-income

groups.

The table also includes transition scores, computed using

equal weights for all criteria as per Section II-C. TP1 ranks

lowest, while TP4b ranks highest due to excluded solar PV

installation costs. If these costs are included, TP3b becomes

the top-ranked option. Overall, scenarios with 12 MBtu/h

HPs achieve higher scores than 18 MBtu/h HPs. Even un-

coordinated 12 MBtu/h HPs (TP2b) improve the score by

8%, with a 21% boost under coordination (TP3b). Adding

solar (TP4b) raises the score another 5%. The wider gap

between coordinated and uncoordinated HPs reflects higher

infrastructure and transformer upgrade costs in the latter.

Overall, coordinated HP pathways offer more balanced im-

provements across economic, environmental, and social met-

rics, while uncoordinated pathways primarily yield targeted

gains like CO2e reduction. The optimal transition pathway

depends on community priorities. For minimal coordination,

TP1 → TP2a/TP3a → TP4a offers a simpler route with

substantial benefits. In contrast, TP1 → TP2b/TP3b → TP4b

provides a more integrated, balanced transition but requires

greater system management. This choice also hinges on infras-

tructure availability—coordinated strategy demands reliable

communication networks, which may be challenging in remote

areas.

VI. CONCLUSION

This study developed a comprehensive techno-economic,

environmental, and social (TEES) assessment framework to

evaluate energy transition pathways. The framework provided

a structured approach to assess infrastructure requirements,

energy costs, emissions reductions, and social equity impacts,

enabling informed decision-making for sustainable electrifica-

tion.

The framework was applied to the remote Alaskan commu-

nities of Shungnak and Kobuk to evaluate three transition path-

ways incorporating heat pump and battery integration, intelli-

gent coordination of resources, and expanded community solar

PV capacity. Results showed that heat pumps significantly

reduced CO2 emissions and total energy costs, despite in-

creasing electricity demand. Coordinated HP operation further

enhanced these benefits by minimizing peak loads, improving

grid reliability, and reducing annual energy costs by up to

20%. Integrating additional solar PV amplified these gains,

achieving a 35% reduction in emissions and greater energy

affordability. The results also highlight the benefits of dual

heating systems, where households retain both conventional

heating sources and HPs, strategically staging them based on

outdoor temperature for improved economic efficiency.

The proposed TEES assessment framework is designed to be

flexible and scalable, enabling its application to a wide range

of regions with varying energy challenges. Future work will

expand this analysis to compare transition pathways across

diverse communities, incorporating differences in resource

availability, infrastructure, and socio-economic conditions.
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