PacifiCorp - Stakeholder Feedback Form
2027 Integrated Resource Plan

PacifiCorp (the Company) requests that stakeholders provide feedback to the Company upon the conclusion of each public input meeting and/or stakeholder conference
calls, as scheduled. PacifiCorp values the input of its active and engaged stakeholder group, and stakeholder feedback is critical to the IRP public input process. PacifiCorp
requests that stakeholders provide comments using this form, which will allow the Company to more easily review and summarize comments by topic and to readily
identify specific recommendations, if any, being provided. Information collected will be used to better inform issues included in the 2027 IRP, including, but not limited
to the process, assumptions, and analysis. In order to maintain open communication and provide the broader Stakeholder community with useful information, the Company
will generally post all appropriate feedback on the IRP website unless you request otherwise, below.

Date of Submittal 7/9/2026
*Name: Logan Mitchell, PhD Title: Climate Scientist & Energy Analyst
*E-mail: Logan@UtahCleanEnergy.org Phone:
*Organization: Utah Clean Energy
Address:
City: State: Zip:
Public Meeting Date comments address: [] Check here if not related to specific meeting

List additional organization attendees at cited meeting:

*IRP TOpiC(S) and/or Agenda Items: List the specific topics that are being addressed in your comments.

e Next generation geothermal supply side resource table

u Check here if you do not want your Stakeholder feedback and accompanying materials posted to the IRP
website.

*Respondent Comment: Please provide your feedback for each IRP topic listed above.

In the June 3-4 2026 Public Input Meeting, PacifiCorp explored sources for proxy resource parameters since the Annual
Technology Baseline (ATB) may not be available. In addition, next generation geothermal technologies are rapidly
advancing in Utah, so it would be appropriate to use the most up to date publicly available and locally relevant
information.

Regarding next generation development of conventional geothermal resources, such as projects being developed by
Zanskar (https://zanskar.com/), we support PacifiCorp’s proposal on slide 21 of the June PIM of using Lazard LCOE+
cost estimates from new geothermal resources of $66/MWh low-end, $109/MWh high-end, which is $87.50/MWh on
average. This LCOE cost does not include the ITC, which would need to be incorporated into the cost.

Regarding next generation development of Enhanced Geothermal Systems (EGS) resources, recently, the Mountain West
Geothermal Consortium (MWGC) and the Center for Public Enterprise have recently released recommended IRP
modeling parameters for EGS,! reproduced here:

Parameter Recommended Value Basis

Resource Type Enhanced Geothermal System (EGS) | --

Commercial availability (in-service = 2030-2034 (development starting MWGC Report

date) 2027-2029)

Nameplate capacity per block 100-500 MW Cape Station Phase [ = 100 MW;
Phase II full build = 500 MW

Capacity factor ~80% DOE, NLR ATB, Fervo demonstrated
>80%

ELCC/capacity credit ~80-85% Comparable to conventional thermal
generation

Forced outage rate 2-5% Industry standard for binary ORC
plants

* Required fields


https://zanskar.com/

Planned outage rate
Economic life

Heat rate/fuel cost
Capital cost (overnight)

Fixed O&M
Variable O&M
Construction duration

LCOE (2030, with ITC)
Temporal generation profile

2-4%
30 years

$0 per MMBtu (no fuel input)
$3000-$5500 per kW (declining over
time)

$20-40 per kW-year

$0-3 per MWh

3-6 years (conservative); 30-36
months (optimistic)

$37-70 per MWh (see note below)
Flat/semi-flat (no weather correlation)

Industry standard

NLR ATB default; reservoirs may
exceed 40 years

Permanent fuel cost hedge

DOE Liftoff; NLR ATB 2024; Fervo
News Release 7/8/2026>

NLR ATB 2024

NLR ATB 2024

Cape Station demonstrated 3 year
construction duration; future
deployment expected to be capable of
shorter duration

EIA AEO 2025; DOE trajectory
24/7/365 baseload; no seasonal
derates

The LCOE range reflects two distinct methodologies. The lower bound ($37.58/MWh) is the simple average for
geothermal plants entering service in 2030 inclusive of federal tax credits, per U.S. Energy Information Administration,
Levelized Costs of New Generation Resources in the Annual Energy Outlook 2025. EIA does not model EGS as a

separate technology class; the figure reflects conventional geothermal assumptions in the National Energy Modeling
System. The upper bound ($70/MWh) is the unsubsidized near-term target for commercial EGS by 2030, per U.S.
Department of Energy, Pathways to Commercial Liftoff: Next-Generation Geothermal Power (2024). The range is kept

broad to capture both the subsidized conventional baseline and the unsubsidized EGS cost trajectory, which DOE projects
will decline toward the Enhanced Geothermal Shot target of $45/MWh by 2035.

Data SllppOl‘t: If applicable, provide any documents, hyper-links, etc. in support of comments. (i.e. gas forecast is too high - this forecast from EIA is more
appropriate). If electronic attachments are provided with your comments, please list those attachment names here.

! Report on geothermal energy from the Mountain West Geothermal Consortium and the Center for Public Enterprise:
https://publicenterprise.org/report/the-firm-frontier/

2 Fervo News Release that describes current capital costs: https://ir.fervoenergy.com/news-releases/news-release-
details/fervo-energy-learning-curve-continues-3rd-generation-well-design

Recommendations: Provide any additional recommendations if not included above - specificity is greatly appreciated.

Create at least two Supply Side Resource Table entries for next generation geothermal technologies. One is for next
generation development of conventional geothermal resources. The second is for Enhanced Geothermal Systems (EGS)

resources.

Please submit your completed Stakeholder Feedback Form via email to IRP@Pacificorp.com

Thank you for participating.
PacifiCorp Response:

Thank you for your feedback.

PacifiCorp agrees using cost estimates from Lazard’s LCOE+ report is reasonable to represent proxy conventional
geothermal resources. The materials PacifiCorp presented at its July 15-16 public input meeting incorporate Lazard’s
LCOE+ report from June 2025; on July 13", 2026, Lazard posted its LCOE+ 2026 report and PacifiCorp will consider
using this more recent vintage of cost estimates from Lazard to represent proxy conventional geothermal resources in
PacifiCorp’s 2027 IRP supply-side resource table. Additionally, PacifiCorp agrees that ITC should be applied to proxy
geothermal resources where appropriate, and this will be done for the final 2027 IRP supply-side resource table.
PacifiCorp would like to reiterate its concern that the levelized cost of energy for new geothermal resources from the
Energy Information Administration’s (EIA) Annual Energy Outlook (AEO) 2025, referenced in the Mountain West
Geothermal Consortium (MWGC) and the Center for Public Enterprise whitepaper, does not represent a generic new
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geothermal plant entering service in 2030. While the AEO 2026 reports an LCOE for new geothermal entering service in
2030 of $37.58/MWh, the Assumptions to the Annual Energy Outlook 2026 Electricity Market Module (EMM) clarifies
that the AEO 2026 uses site-specific costs for new geothermal plants. The average of the site-specific overnight capital
costs across all applicable subregions in the AEO EMM is $3,175/kW; this is less than half of the stated 2030 overnight
capital cost for enhanced geothermal in the 2024 NLR ATB ($7,353/kW). As PacifiCorp discussed at its June 3-4 public
input meeting, PacifiCorp does not believe using the AEO 2026 cost estimates for new geothermal provides a fair
comparison of new geothermal cost to cost estimates for other new resource types if the availability of such new resources
is not constrained in PacifiCorp’s PLEXOS model.

With regard to Fervo Energy’s Cape Station EGS facility in Beaver County, Utah, PacifiCorp is excited by the success of
the project and is hopeful that Fervo’s success in delivering low-cost energy from the Cape Station facility is an indicator
of things to come for EGS. The 500 MW capacity of Cape Station is fully contracted with power buyers/offtakers. While
PacifiCorp would be happy to consider low-cost firm capacity EGS opportunities like Cape Station, PacifiCorp has not
been presented with such opportunities and does not believe that representing Fervo’s aggressive cost reduction goals as
the EGS proxy resource cost trend in the 2027 IRP supply-side resource table would accurately reflect the EGS
opportunities in the market.

For the 2027 IRP supply-side resource table and PLEXOS modeling, PacifiCorp believes it would be reasonable to
include a low-cost conventions geothermal or EGS resource option with limited availability in accordance with AEO’s
new geothermal cost estimates and Fervo Energy’s EGS cost forecast, but for larger volumes of EGS, PacifiCorp plans to
use 2024 NLR ATB EGS costs for use in the 2027 IRP supply-side table.

Link to Assumptions to the Annual Energy Outlook 2026 Electricity Market Module (EMM) report:
https://www.eia.gov/outlooks/aeo/assumptions/pdf/EMM _Assumptions.pdf
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