
Market Integration Pathways for Enhanced Geothermal Systems in Europe

Lukas Frankena, Elisabeth Zeyenb, Orestis Angelidisc,d, Tom Brownb, Daniel Friedricha

aSchool of Engineering, Institute for Energy Systems, University of Edinburgh, United Kingdom
bDepartment of Digital Transformation in Energy Systems, TU Berlin, Germany

cJames Watt School of Engineering, University of Glasgow, United Kingdom
dRamboll, 240 Blackfriars Rd, London, SE1 8NW, United Kingdom

Abstract

Enhanced Geothermal Systems (EGS) can provide constant, reliable electricity and heat with minimal emissions, but
high drilling costs and uncertain cost reductions leave their future unclear. We explore scenarios for the future adop-
tion of EGS in a carbon-neutral, multi-sector European energy system. We find that in a net-zero system, heat (co-
)generating EGS at current cost can support 20–30 GWth of capacity in Europe, primarily driven by district heating
demands. When drilling costs decrease by approximately 60%, EGS becomes competitive in electricity markets, ex-
panding its market opportunity by one order of magnitude. However, the spatially dispersed rollout of district heating
contrasts with the confined overlap of high geological potential and low potential for other renewables, which condi-
tions the competitiveness of electricity-generating EGS. This results in a challenge where the majority of EGS market
potential depends on pan-European technology learning for cost reductions, emphasising coordination is crucial in
stakeholders’ efforts to reduce EGS cost.

Introduction

Geothermal energy has the potential to serve as a firm
and renewable energy source by harnessing the abundant
heat from the subsurface [1]. However, there is high un-
certainty about future drilling costs, especially for EGS,
resulting in varying projections of the geothermal con-
tribution (1–4%) to the future energy mix [2–4].

One of the primary differences between these estimates
is the uncertain role of EGS. In EGS, “Enhanced” refers to
the synthetic increase in deep, hot rock’s permeability to
facilitate the heating of a working fluid for heat and/or
electricity generation [5]. Unlike traditional geothermal
systems, EGS is not restricted to regions with exceptional
geological suitability but has broader applicability. How-
ever, high drilling costs currently make EGS economi-
cally uncompetitive, despite its significant untapped po-
tential [2]. Should drilling costs decrease, EGS could play
a crucial role in future energy supply.

Existing EGS projects often improve their economic vi-
ability by supplying heat in addition to electricity [5].
In these cases, thermal energy can be distributed to end
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users with high efficiencies compared to the much lower
efficiencies achievable in electricity generation (approx-
imately 10–20%, depending on rock formation tempera-
ture) [6, 7]. This approach has enabled the development
of over ten smaller EGS projects in Europe, producing
between 1MWth and 11MWth, all of which generate or
co-generate heat [8–10]. Heat generation is particularly
beneficial as it improves EGS’ economic prospects [7],
contributes low-carbon energy in the heating sector [11],
better accommodates suboptimal geothermal fluid tem-
peratures [12], and is often supported by additional pol-
icy incentives [13].

Existing modelling efforts evaluate the potential of EGS
either by using geophysical data or modelling its mar-
ket competitiveness in the whole energy system. The
estimates of EGS potential and levelized cost of electric-
ity (LCOE) vary significantly between studies. A recent
study estimates the global EGS potential to be around
1.5TWel at or below an LCOE of approximately 150e/MWhel.
Current technological capabilities allow for the extrac-
tion of 227GWel of this potential in Europe [2]. In con-
trast, an earlier study estimated that the opportunity for
EGS in Europe by 2050 could reach 522GWel at an LCOE
below 100e/MWhel [14]. Longa et al. [4] inserted this po-
tential into an integrated assessment model and showed a
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cost-optimal EGS capacity of around 25GWel when com-
peting with other technologies. The exploration of EGS
potential in an investment and dispatch power model for
the United States West Coast highlights the importance
of modelling EGS features that are only apparent at high
temporal resolution, such as flexible operation [15]. More
recent research suggests that the economic prospects of
EGS could be further enhanced by extracting lithium along-
side with heat and/or power generation [16].

Despite these efforts, existing literature fails to address
some of the most crucial questions faced by industry stake-
holders and policymakers looking to invest in or promote
EGS deployment.

First, previous studies estimate the volume of EGS po-
tential in Europe but do not provide an account of how
that pathway could materialise. Without an assessment
of the spatial distribution of market opportunities across
varying levels of technological progress, stakeholders are
left without the insight needed to support that develop-
ment effectively. This shortcoming of past work arises
from the computational burden associated with multi-
year simulation horizons, which are commonly employed
in integrated assessment models, such as those used, for
instance, in Longa et al. [4]. As a result, the intricate in-
teraction between the spatial distribution of energy de-
mand, renewable generation opportunities, and energy
transport—constrained by the transmission grid—is over-
looked. Thus, while an estimate of overall EGS potential
has been established, the findings of [4] need to be ex-
panded to provide a detailed projection of how a Euro-
pean energy future with EGS might manifest.

Second, it also remains unclear which level of cost re-
duction would permit EGS to enter the European energy
market. The binary framing of cost development - ei-
ther optimistic or conservative - applied in [4] and [15]
does not allow for this critical aspect of the analysis. This
is regrettable, since having a detailed account of mar-
ket opportunity associated with different levels of EGS
costs, both in terms of volume and spatial distribution,
would indicate the ultimate value of potential technical
advances. In turn, missing this analysis leaves policy-
makers and investors uncertain about the likelihood that
investing in EGS will pay off.

Here, we address these gaps by analysing EGS’ future
market opportunities in Europe with a high spatiotem-
poral resolution. We incorporate EGS at varying levels
of cost reduction in a sector-coupled, carbon-neutral Eu-
ropean energy system model (Figure 1). The analysis re-
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Figure 1: Scenarios of potential drilling cost reductions evaluated in
the study, shown here for six out of 72 regions. All costs are assumed
to decrease, however preserve the relative magnitude between re-
gions, reflecting geological conditions. The scenarios cover the span
of the cost reductions evaluated in [2].

lies on the open-source model PyPSA-Eur (see Methods
Subsection d), modified to include EGS in three distinct
modes of generation where it generates: (i) electricity
only, (ii) combined low-grade heat and power, or (iii) low-
grade heat only (Figure 2, see Methods Subsection d).
In the latter two cases, the model is enabled to supply
low-grade heat to district- and low-temperature indus-
trial heat demands. To capture the spatial distribution of
EGS, we assume drilling costs based on existing estimates
of geological suitability [2].

This allows us to make several novel contributions:
(1) For each level of drilling cost reduction, we charac-
terise the EGS market opportunity in terms of spatial dis-
tribution and the sectors supplied. In this analysis, we
identify two phases of rollout: the first phase, where heat
(co)generation is crucial for EGS to be competitive, and
the second phase, where a tipping point in drilling costs is
reached that enables EGS to compete directly with wind
and solar, thereby unlocking a much larger market. (2)
We estimate the necessary learning rate to unlock larger
markets. These rates would enable EGS rollout to be-
come largely self-sustaining, with each step of cost reduc-
tion driving the subsequent one. (3) We explore the cost-
optimal spatial distribution of EGS deployment, and iden-
tify barriers and opportunities that can accelerate or hin-
der its rollout. These findings provide valuable context
for both short-term EGS development and long-term in-
vestment and subsidy strategies that aim to support EGS
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Figure 2: Flowchart of a simplified representation of the EGS model.
Note that all model runs include one of the three modes where EGS
generates only electricity, combined low-grade heat and power or
low-grade heat only. While different in the technologies they rep-
resent on a surface level, the subsurface modelling remains the same
between them.

deployment.

Heat Generating EGS as Market Entry
The cost competitiveness of EGS depends strongly on which
energy service is provided (heat, electricity, or both) as
well as the anticipated reduction in drilling cost (Figure
3). Heat-generating EGS, at current costs, is already cost-
competitive in a carbon-neutral energy system, leading
to a reduction in overall system costs by approximately
0.5% (2.5bne/a). Co-generation of power and heat offers
greater savings, with total system cost reductions rang-
ing from 0.5% to 3.6% when compared to heat generation
alone, which achieves savings of 0.5% to 2.6%. For EGS
to become competitive as a source of electricity genera-
tion alone, drilling costs would need to decrease to 40%
of their current levels. This scenario yields the largest to-
tal system cost reduction, with costs decreasing by about
50 billione/a (5.74%) when EGS costs are reduced to 20%
of their present levels. However, the cost reduction per
installed EGS unit is lowest for electricity generation, in-
dicating that much of the installed electricity-generating
EGS capacity is only marginally more cost-effective than
alternative supply options. In terms of borehole heat ca-
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Figure 3: Demand curves for borehole thermal capacity of Enhanced
Geothermal Systems in Europe and resulting total system cost reduc-
tion. The y-axis in the upper plot refers to heat capacity.

pacity, electricity generation peaks at approximately 4,000
GWth, whereas co-generation peaks at 700 GWth, and
heat generation reaches a peak of 150 GWth.

As drilling costs reduce, the market for EGS grows. By
connecting each level of cost reduction with a market op-
portunity, we can estimate the technology learning rate
needed to reach the subsequent next level of cost reduc-
tion given the available market size (see Methods Subsec-
tion d). We find that the learning rate to be around 20%
(Appendix Figure A.9). For low cost reductions, where
learning opportunity is limited due to smaller heating
demand and inaccessible electricity markets, a slightly
higher learning rate of approximately 25% is needed. As
soon as electricity generation becomes the main applica-
tion for EGS, the learning rate stabilises at around 20%.

As EGS capacity gradually increases with cost reductions,
it displaces growing volumes of alternative generation
capacities, primarily wind, solar, and fossil-fuel heat gen-
erators (Figure 4). In district heating, EGS at low to medium
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Figure 4: Changes of installed capacities for different EGS cost reduction levels. The top row refers to power capacities, the bottom row to energy
storage capacities. Positive values are added, negative ones are subtracted relative to a counterfactual where EGS is not available.

cost reduction changes the composition of supply dras-
tically, replacing most solar thermal, gas, and biomass
heating (Figures A.11, A.12). The freed-up biomass is re-
allocated to heating in industry, and the emission bud-
get is used for OCGT electricity generation instead. For
electricity-generating EGS, displacement is more grad-
ual, with 5–11% of solar and wind generation displaced
at medium cost reductions and 16–40% displaced at ex-
treme cost reductions (Figure A.10). For power capacities,
the displacement varies in volume, but its proportional-
ity remains largely consistent as EGS costs decrease. In
terms of energy capacity, however, displacement depends
on the level of cost reduction; for higher-cost EGS, stor-
age is added to accommodate baseload generation, while
for lower-cost EGS, it is removed in favour of operating
EGS capacity at lower capacity factors.

For electricity generation at high cost reductions, the model
uses the dispatchable nature of EGS by removing around
22 TWh hydrogen storage capacity (equals 40% of hydro-
gen storage capacity in EGS-free model), otherwise needed
for balancing. For heat (co-)gen-
erating EGS at low cost reduction, hot water storages
are initially added to the model to provide flexibility for

the more base-load operation of EGS. As cost reductions
progress, these hot water storages are subsequently with-
drawn along with solar thermal, leading to a decrease in
installed thermal storage capacity of 20 TWh (63%) for
EGS generating combined low-grade heat and power and
16 TWh (58%) for only low-grade heat. Reductions in hot
water tank energy capacity, alongside increases in (dis-)
charging capacity, indicate a shift in the role of water
tanks from providing short-term to offering more long-
term flexibility.

Interestingly, a similar but opposite dynamic is observed
for hydrogen storage in heat (co-)generating applications,
where the model consistently installs additional H2 stor-
age capacity along with EGS. Its increase appears to be
favoured over the hydrogen supply chain from variable
renewables with electrolysis in the EGS-free model. The
introduction of EGS also leads to substantial removal of
fossil-fuel heating. This reduction of emissions within
the heating sector allows the model to favour more fossil
fuel generation in the power sector, building up to nearly
140 GWth (approximately 50%) of additional OCGT ca-
pacity, depending on the EGS cost reduction factor.

4
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Figure 5: Cost reduction relative to today’s estimated cost required for EGS to contribute 10% of the respective demand per region. The maps
show EGS generating a electricity, b combined low-grade heat and power and c low-grade heat only.

Spatial Aspects of EGS Adoption
The spatial distribution of EGS adoption results from the
interplay of geological suitability, electricity prices in the
incumbent system, and the distribution of energy demands.

This interplay turns out to vary between electricity and
heat (co-)generating EGS. For the former, both geological
suitability and low renewable capacity factors are crucial
for EGS to be competitive. These conditions are met only
in a small subset of regions, primarily around Central Eu-
rope, the Benelux countries, and the Northern Balkans.
In contrast, heat (co-)generating EGS is viable across a
broader range of regions, even for low cost reductions.
These regions include Central, Eastern, and Southeast-
ern Europe, as well as Scandinavia. This distribution is
mainly driven by the magnitude of district heating de-
mands and only to a lesser extent by geological suitabil-
ity.

Echoing the findings of the previous section, electricity-
generating EGS requires significant cost reductions to be
viable (Figure 5). However, the spatial concentration of
electricity-generating EGS in a small subset of Central
European regions is surprising, given the much larger
cost-optimal EGS borehole capacities observed in the first
part of the results. Even at an extremely low cost of 20%
relative to today’s levels, most regions do not see sub-
stantial capacity expansion. Looking at the correlation
between region’s properties and their EGS uptake, we
find that geological suitability is the main driver behind

the concentrated adoption of electricity-producing EGS
(Figure 6). This is indicated by strong negative correla-
tions between -0.6 and -0.3. However, a secondary pre-
dictor is the marginal price of electricity, with a corre-
lation of around 0.4. High marginal prices are partially
caused by low renewable capacity factors, a relationship
also reflected in the minor negative correlations between
EGS adoption and onshore wind capacity factors (around
-0.2).

EGS with heat generation is installed in more regions,
even at only minor cost reductions of less than 50% of to-
day’s level. These regions include Central Europe, mainly
around the Alps, parts of the Balkans and the Baltics, as
well as Norway and Sweden. Once costs of around 40%
of today’s levels are undercut, most regions adopt heat-
using EGS; only Iberia, England, Northern Germany, and
Western Poland remain mostly unfavourable to EGS even
under high cost reductions (as indicated by hashed re-
gions in Figure 5). Here, the statistical assessment shows
that the distribution of demands plays a significantly larger
role in driving EGS market opportunity, with Pearson
correlations between 0.4 and 0.6 at high significance (Fig-
ure 6). Surprisingly, the correlation with solar capacity
factors is negligible, despite solar thermal being one of
the main technologies displaced by heat (co-)generating
EGS. Likely, the influence of demand dominates this in-
teraction, overshadowing the more subtle relationship with
solar resources. For the spatial distribution of the pre-
dictors of EGS market opportunity, see Figure A.16 for

5
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Figure 6: Correlation between cost-optimal borehole capacity and various features for electricity-generating EGS and combined low-grade heat
and power EGS. Each column refers to one model run and evaluates both the correlations and the statistical significance of those correlations.
For the rows representing electricity and district heat marginal price, the values refer to marginal prices in a system without EGS. The respective
figure for heat-generating EGS is provided in the Figure A.19.

district heating demands and EGS suitability, and Figure
A.17 for solar and wind capacity factors.

The lens of cost reductions highlights the technological
progress needed for EGS viability. Figure A.13 shows a
more system-centric perspective by showing the drilling
CAPEX at which EGS becomes viable. While this per-
spective aligns largely for electricity-, noticeable devi-
ations appear for heat (co-)generating EGS. In Sweden,
Finland, and the Baltics, EGS capacity is built at very high
drilling costs of 4,500-5,500e/kW. Conversely, more Cen-
tral European regions require drilling costs to decrease
to 2,000-4,000e/kW. Only minor cost reductions are re-
quired to achieve both of these cost levels. However, the
difference in CAPEX reveals that EGS adoption in Scan-
dinavia and the Baltics is driven not by geological suit-
ability but by the inefficiency of alternative low-carbon
supply.

Higher Renewable Costs and Larger Roll-Out of Dis-
trict Heating Maximize Market Opportunity
In the following, we consider three sensitivities: Based on
the previous analysis with high correlation of EGS adop-
tion with electricity prices and heating demand, we (i)
test increased and decreased costs of renewable genera-
tion by 20%, (ii) vary the district heating rollout, and (iii)
disable the system’s capacity to utilise waste heat for dis-
trict heating. We further investigate the impact of (iv) en-
abling flexible operation for EGS and (v) the role played
by transmission network capacity expansion.

We find the volume of district heating demand to be the
most important factor in the rollout of heat-producing
EGS. If district heating demand remains around current
2020 levels, rather than experiencing the moderate in-
creases assumed in the base case, the market opportu-
nity of EGS roughly halves, significantly hindering early-
stage EGS technology learning. Meanwhile, the market
opportunity of electricity generating EGS is more directly
enhanced by any factor that improves its competitiveness
with wind and solar. The same is true for flexible EGS,
where the geothermal reservoir is treated as storage, al-
lowing the EGS plant to accommodate renewable inter-
mittency better and thereby improve its market prospects.
A more detailed overview of all tested sensitivities is shown
in Table A.1.

Quantitatively, we find that for electricity-generating EGS,
both flexible operation and a 20% increase in renewable
costs increase cost-optimal borehole capacity by approxi-
mately 1,000 GWth, compared to a base capacity of roughly
3,300 GWth in the base case (Figure 7). A 20% decrease in
renewable costs results in nearly matched reduction in
borehole capacity. This high sensitivity stems from the
often minimal cost-advantage that electricity generating
EGS has over other renewables. In contrast, under the
same variation of renewable cost, the market opportunity
for heat-producing EGS changes by less than 5%, empha-
sising its substantial cost advantage over the next-best
generation technology.
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The utility of flexible operation has already been shown
in the United States to substantially improve EGS market
opportunities [15], and a similar dynamic is evident here.
Flexible EGS can operate at a lower partial load during
periods of high intermittent generation and then, after
pressure and temperature in the reservoir have increased,
generate beyond the plant’s nameplate capacity. While
potentially advantageous, increasing reservoir pressure
may elevate the likelihood of earthquakes [17]. There-
fore, the future feasibility of this approach remains un-
certain, though flexible EGS is still explored in research
as a method for improving market viability. With flexibil-
ity, we observe an increase of around 300 GWth (around
10%) in borehole capacity, which is lower than the aver-
age 30% increase reported in [15]. This difference could be
attributed to various factors, including more pessimistic
assumptions about reservoir performance in this analy-
sis or differences in geological or other renewable geo-
graphic suitability. For heat-generating EGS, flexible op-
eration decreases borehole capacity. This is because EGS
capacity has already saturated the limited district heating
demand, and the system uses flexible operation to pro-
vide the same energy volume at higher capacity factors.

For broader context, the effect of flexible operation on
EGS adoption is shown for all evaluated levels of reduc-
tions. While these effects are meaningful, they are small
relative to the overall magnitude of both EGS capacity
and cost reduction (Figure A.20).

Heat-producing EGS is most affected by the rollout of dis-
trict heating and the removal of Fischer-Tropsch process
waste heat as a competing source of low-grade heat. This
work uses a base case, in which 30% of the total poten-
tial to increase district heating demand to meet 60% of
all urban heat demand is met (see Methods Subsection
d). It turns out that switching from today’s district heat-
ing rollout to a highly optimistic scenario increases cost-
optimal borehole capacity by around 200 GWth. In this
optimistic scenario, it is assumed that 60% of all urban
residential heat demand is met through district heating
networks. In many regions, EGS is significantly more
cost-efficient than alternative carbon-free heat supplies,
making it unsurprising that further demand increases its
market opportunity. However, the direct and almost lin-
ear relationship between district heating rollout and de-
mand for heat-based EGS is noteworthy, as it directly in-
fluences the volume of scarce ground available for tech-

7



nology learning towards electricity generating EGS.

Discussion

Two phases of EGS deployment. Our results quantify
how cost reductions in EGS influence its market poten-
tial, both in terms of overall volume and the sectors it can
supply. These cost are expressed relative to 2020 levels
estimated in [2].

We find that when drilling costs reduce by less than 60%,
heat (co-)generation is crucial for EGS to be competitive.
However, at a level of 40% of current costs, a “tipping
point” is reached, after which electricity-generating EGS
can compete directly with wind and solar generation, un-
locking an exponentially larger market opportunity. We
refer to the periods before and after this tipping point as
the first and second phases of EGS deployment.

The first phase is crucial with regard to EGS technology
learning. Our results show that district heating demands
enable around 100 GWth of EGS capacity expansion that
is already cost-competitive with alternative supply in a
carbon-neutral system. As such, this capacity requires
only minor financial aid, as subsidies would primarily be
needed to account for its carbon neutrality. From the re-
lationship found between cost reduction and market op-
portunity, we assess that with a learning rate between
20 and 25%, deployment during the first phase of EGS
could suffice to unlock the second phase. This is slightly
higher than the 20% observed for solar generation [18],
but it should, however, be considered in the context of
this study’s exclusive focus on Europe; EGS cost reduc-
tions unlock markets outside Europe, likely leading to
less stringent demands on the learning rate.

In the second phase, electricity-generating EGS competes
directly with wind and solar generation. Competition in
electricity markets entails a significantly larger market
opportunity, estimated at approximately 250 GWth when
costs decrease to 40% of current levels, and about 900
GWth when reduced to 20%. During this phase, EGS gains
access to a much larger market, which implies lower re-
quirements on the learning rate relative to phase one,
converging to approximately 20%. Therefore, it appears
likely that if EGS can build the momentum to reach phase
two, that momentum could be sustained without addi-
tional public funding.

Spatial Distribution of EGS Adoption. Our analysis
highlights the stark differences in the spatial distribution
of market opportunities for heat- and electricity-generating

EGS. However, we find that only a small number of fac-
tors classify regions into four distinct roles with regard
to EGS’ pathway to market.

First are potential early EGS adopters. Surprisingly, in
this case, the primary driver for adoption is not geological
suitability but rather the high cost of alternative sources
of carbon-neutral energy for district heating schemes. As
a result, Scandinavia and the Baltics could see substantial
investment in EGS at current cost levels of 4500e/kWth–
5500e/kWth. The second role includes the majority of
heat-generating EGS adopters, such as France, Benelux,
Southern Germany, and the Balkans. In these regions, a
market opportunity of approximately 10–30 GWth is al-
ready accessible at current cost levels, increasing to about
100 GWth if EGS costs decrease by up to 40%. At this
stage, EGS outcompetes most alternative carbon-neutral
district heating options, making the demand for district
heating itself the primary predictor of EGS adoption. The
third kind of region sees investment into electricity-gene-
rating EGS once drilling costs have reduced by around
60%. These regions, which include Central-Eastern Eu-
rope, mostly see EGS adoption due to high geological
suitability. The remaining regions—namely Iberia, Eng-
land, Northern Germany, Southern Italy, and Western Po-
land—are either geologically unsuitable, rich in renew-
ables resulting in low energy costs, or lack district heat-
ing infrastructure. As a result, they provide limited op-
portunities for EGS adoption at any evaluated level of
cost reduction.

In summary, we anticipate a geographically widespread
uptake for early-stage EGS. Given subsequent cost reduc-
tions, this could be followed by a later concentration in
regions with high geological suitability around Central
Europe via electricity generating EGS. We also observe
that the spatial distribution of existing EGS projects [19]
leaves many of the market opportunities identified here
untapped. While some of this potential should be re-
alised as carbon constraints increasingly reveal the iden-
tified distribution of EGS opportunity, policy interven-
tions could help accelerate this process.

Risks and Opportunities During EGS Rollout. Our
analysis quantifies the sensitivities of EGS market oppor-
tunities and finds them to be primarily influenced by dis-
trict heating rollout and the future cost of renewables.
In decreasing order of importance, secondary factors in-
clude waste heat utilisation, flexible operation, and trans-
mission grid reinforcement.

Regarding district heating, this work assumes a base sce-
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nario in which district heating will experience some lim-
ited rollout beyond current levels. For comparison, we
also test a scenario where district heating remains at cur-
rent levels and find that the market for high-cost EGS de-
creases drastically, from 200 GWth to around 100 GWth.
Moreover, the spatial distribution of this reduced demand
further exacerbates the disparity between the spatial dis-
tribution of heat-producing and electricity-producing EGS
market opportunities. This is because, without further
rollout, current district heating demand is even more con-
centrated in Eastern European and Scandinavian coun-
tries, while the market opportunity for electricity gener-
ation remains in more central regions. Therefore, in the
EGS context, district heating expansion not only provides
a means to expand demand for EGS, but also serves as a
vehicle to prevent regional lock-in effects.

EGS has a unique interaction with transmission capacity.
When generating electricity only, it exhibits similar dy-
namics to other renewables: if transmission capacity ex-
pansion is allowed, the model partially pays for grid rein-
forcement through lower expenses in generation capac-
ity, enabled by better geographic suitability [20]. How-
ever, when EGS is used to meet heat demands, this in-
teraction no longer applies. For generation of combined
low-grade heat and power, enabling transmission expan-
sion reduces its market opportunity. Due to the difficulty
of transporting heat, EGS cannot relocate to take advan-
tage of the spatial flexibility offered by larger transmis-
sion capacity. As such, the common association of trans-
mission expansion benefiting renewable energy holds for
EGS only to a very limited extent. If large cost reductions
fail to materialise, transmission expansion should not be
considered a catalyst for EGS deployment.

Conclusion

This work outlines a potential trajectory for the large-
scale adoption of EGS in a carbon-neutral, multi-sector
energy system for Europe.

We show that heat (co-)generating EGS would be already
cost-competitive with today’s drilling costs in regions with
district heating demand and low renewable resources. Un-
der minor cost reductions, these conditions extend to large
parts of Europe, including Central, Eastern, and North-
ern regions, and could serve as a market entry for EGS
of around 100–200 GWth capacity. If drilling costs re-
duce further to around 40% of current levels, EGS that
generates only electricity becomes cost-competitive with
other renewable resources, enabling large-scale adoption

in Europe of 20–100 GWel power capacity. While larger
in volume, we find the vast majority of this power capac-
ity to be located in Central European regions where high
geological suitability and low renewable resources over-
lap. During early-stage cost reduction, heat (co-)generating
EGS serves as a ‘runway‘, where, through technology learn-
ing, the necessary cost reductions for competition in elec-
tricity markets are achieved.

We identify several factors that either impede or facili-
tate this process. The spatial distribution of market op-
portunities for heat-generating EGS and electricity-only
EGS varies widely, with the former concentrated in East-
ern and Northern Europe, and the latter more centrally
located.

We conclude that EGS is cost-competitive for heat gen-
eration in regions with highly suitable geology and dis-
trict heating networks, while its role in electricity gener-
ation depends on future drilling cost reductions. If sup-
ported through policies promoting heat generation, EGS
could benefit from technology learning, reducing costs
and making electricity-only generation from EGS com-
petitive. Such policies would further enable EGS to re-
duce reliance on storage and renewable build-outs, which
often face public opposition.

Methods

Energy System Model

We conduct our analysis in the sector-coupled model of
the European-level energy system PyPSA-Eur [21]. It op-
timises investment and operation of energy generation,
transport, storage and conversion over a full year with a
three-hourly resolution, covering demands from the power,
heat, transport, industry and agriculture sectors while
maintaining a neutral carbon balance. We provide a brief
overview of the central features but refer to [21] for a
more detailed discussion.

To reflect the energy system’s geographical context in
terms of renewable potentials, energy transport and de-
mand, the model represents Europe in 72 zones. Each
zone is assigned a weather-based time series of renew-
able maximum generation output per installed capacity,
based on the open-source Python tool atlite [22]. For the
transmission grid, we have opted, based on the small im-
pact observed in our sensitivity analyses, to prohibit the
model from expanding the line capacities in an effort to
reduce computational overhead.
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Crucially, the model features EGS-relevant power, dis-
trict heating, and low-temperature industrial heat demands.
Electricity demand is increased relative to today’s levels
due to the electrification of other sectors, leading to a
total demand of around 11PWh (Fig. A.8). Heating de-
mand aggregates to a yearly total of 3PWh, only 0.6PWh
of which is district heating, with the remaining demands
being either rural (with insufficient population density
for communal heating) or non-residential sectors. The
model can also increase the volume of heat supplied to
district heating nodes and use the excess heat for direct
air capture. To estimate the magnitude and distribution
of heat demands, the model employs the methods out-
lined in [23].

Yearly total heating demand per region is disaggregated
from country-level figures based on the Integrated Database
of the European Energy System (JRC-IDEES) [24], Eurostat
[25], complemented by additional figures for Switzerland
[26] and Norway [27]. These aggregate numbers are then
spatially distributed by population density. Further, the
NUTS3 dataset [28] is used to assign the share of the pop-
ulation living in urban areas per region. For the demand
classified as urban, district heating shares are assigned
based on today’s district heating shares at the country
level [29]. However, further district heating rollout is
widely seen as an ingredient of a cost-efficient residential
heat supply in Europe, and as such the model adds our
assumptions of future district heating demand to these
demands. The degree of progress assumed is quantified
through the share of urban residential district heat de-
mand that is met by EGS. Our default assumption is a
progress of 30% between today’s rollout and the maxi-
mum plausible share of district heat. This share is as-
sumed to be 60% of urban residential demand. An overview
of country-level district heating demand levels is given
in Figure A.18. Additionally, the model considers low-
temperature industrial heating demands, which are lumped
together with district heating demands but, in magni-
tude, are much smaller. Whenever the present text refers
to district heat, it includes this additional demand for low-
temperature industry. The incumbent technologies that
supply these demands are biomass, gas boilers, CHPs,
solar thermal or waste heat from fuel synthesis. Addi-
tionally, we assume thermal storage to be available for
demand shifting.

In terms of investment and operational costs, the model
faces the conflict between the single-year optimisation
horizon and the need to account for the value of technolo-
gies accrued over their lifetimes, which exceed a single

year many times over [21]. Therefore, the model is pro-
vided with annuitised yearly payments using the annuity
factor

𝛼 =
1 − (1 + 𝜏)−𝑛

𝜏
(1)

where 𝑛 is an asset’s lifetime and 𝜏 is the discount rate,
assumed to be 7% throughout the study. In total, capacity
expansion is costed by

(𝛼 + FOM) ⋅ CAPEX (2)

where FOM is the Fixed Operation and Maintenance Cost
[%] and CAPEX is the capital expenditure [e/kW].

Technology Learning Rate

We use a standard formulation of technology learning,
where a learning rate quantifies the technology cost re-
duction per doubling of installed capacity of that tech-
nology [30]. Starting with the power law equation

𝐶(𝑥) = 𝐶0 ⋅ 𝑥
−𝑏 (3)

where 𝐶(𝑥) refers to the cost at cumulative installed ca-
pacity 𝑥 , 𝐶0 to the initial costs, and 𝑏 to a learning expo-
nent, we obtain the learning rate from

𝐿𝑅 = 1 − 2
−𝑏

. (4)

It is this learning rate that is referred to in the text. In the
following, the cost reduction factor refers to

cost reduction factor =
𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡original

𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡reduced
, (5)

i.e. a cost reduction factor of 2 refers to halved costs. For
the initial capacity 𝐶0, we use the capacity installed by
the model without cost reductions, i.e., at cost reduction
factor 1 [31]. From this, at each level of cost reduction 𝑦,
we obtain the respective learning rate using the respec-
tive installed capacity by the model 𝐶𝑦 , such that

𝑏 =
ln(1/𝑦)

ln(𝐶𝑦/𝐶0)
, (6)

and derive the learning rate 𝐿𝑅 from Equation 4. Note
that 𝑦 is larger than 1, which we accommodate by making
it the denominator.

Modelling Enhanced Geothermal Systems

We include EGS in the energy system model in three dif-
ferent modes each with different energy outputs - elec-
tricity, combined low-grade heat and power or low-grade
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heat only. All three share the same subsurface modelling,
but differ in the surface plant’s configuration.

Considering the surface plant first, for electricity genera-
tion, we simulate an organic Rankine cycle (ORC), which
is a standard choice for electricity generation at low tem-
peratures, utilising the lower boiling point of the organic
fluid relative to water [2, 7, 15]. For the efficiencies of
the ORCs, we use estimates based on regression of exist-
ing plants to be around 7–8% at approximately 105◦C and
plateau at approximately 15% from 200◦C onward, which
could further increase through modifications to the plant
[7, 32]. Our model works with a default value of 12% effi-
ciency, aligning with temperature assumptions in the un-
derlying geothermal potential data (see Subsection Data
on Geological Suitability). Later in this subsection, we
discuss the implications of our results for EGS operating
at other efficiencies. While ORCs are a mature technol-
ogy, uncertainty in terms of realistic cost assumptions re-
mains. Various sources assess plant costs to be between
1300e/kWel and 2000e/kWel [2, 33–35]. In our model, we
use EGS capital expenditure of 1500e/kWel, which aims
to reflect an average of these observed values paired with
modest technology learning. The ORC is also assumed
to have an average technical availability that allows it to
deliver, on average, 93% of nameplate capacity [15]. In
general, we assume that the ORC’s ramp rates are large
relative to the temporal resolution of the model, effec-
tively imposing no constraints on dispatch between time
steps [36].

For combined low-grade heat and power operation, this
setup is enhanced according to [19]. In this case, the
model can modulate the working fluid flow between an
electricity-generating cycle (ORC) and a heat-exchanger
cycle, which transfers heat content to meet the required
demand temperatures. In this setting, [19] report a broad
operational range down to 15.3% partial load. Based on
this, we assume that our modelled absence of partial load
constraints introduces only a minor error. Using an es-
timation made in [34], we cost the additional infrastruc-
ture to supply district heat at 25% of the ORC cost. While
this value, i.e., the cost of the heat integration, can vary
due to a number of factors, we assume a default value
here to avoid cluttering the analysis. PyPSA-Eur, with-
out EGS, employs a 15% loss of district heat during dis-
tribution. Our model concatenates this with an EGS heat
generation loss of 5%. During capacity expansion, we as-
sume a fixed ratio between heat and electricity capacity
generation. The fixed ratio is given by their efficiencies
𝜂dh/𝜂el ≈ 8, with the two individual values taken from

[7, 34]. However, we do not constrain the ratio between
heat and electricity generation during dispatch.

Finally, for the generation of low-grade heat only, the
ORC part is removed, leaving only the heat exchanger
cycle operating at an assumed 95% efficiency. Our mod-
elling uniformly sets heat generation temperatures to 150◦C,
which helps streamline our analysis but necessitates ad-
ditional steps to generalise the results to other produc-
tion temperatures. At 150◦C working fluid temperature,
which is a typical value in existing geothermal projects
albeit low for projected future projects, the electricity gen-
eration efficiency is around 12% [7]. The formulation of
our capital cost (e/kW) allows us to remain agnostic to
different temperatures. However, this approach misses
how different temperatures change the distribution of CAPEX
between the geothermal well and the ORC plant, which
can complicate the utilisation of our findings in real EGS
projects. To ensure interpretability, we recommend the
following protocol to infer the implications of our find-
ings for an arbitrary drilling CAPEX 𝑐𝑥 at an arbitrary
temperature 𝑥 . Statements made in the paper are formu-
lated through drilling CAPEX 𝑐150◦C, expressed in units
e/kWth. To interpret the respective findings in terms of
the total plant cost, i.e., aggregating subsurface and sur-
face parts, we calculate the overall CAPEX expressed in
e/kWel as follows:

𝑐total =
𝑐150◦C

𝜂150◦C
+ 𝑐orc , (7)

where 𝜂150◦C is the ORC plant’s power generation effi-
ciency at 150◦C, which is 12%. At a different temperature
level, electricity is generated at efficiency 𝜂𝑥 , and the re-
spective total cost follows from the analogue of Equation
7. It follows that for a geothermal well generating heat at
temperature 𝑥 , the relevant CAPEX to compare against
in our analysis is given by

𝑐150◦C = 𝑐𝑥
𝜂150◦C

𝜂𝑥
. (8)

Note that this is only relevant for power-generating EGS,
since low-grade heat usages convert incoming heat at ex-
tremely high efficiencies to the required output temper-
atures.

While the surface part differs, all three share the same
simulation of borehole operation. The subsurface part of
the EGS plant is split into the injection and production
wells, with capital expenditure assigned equally between
them. We take the perspective of the whole energy sys-
tem, and as such, the geothermal well is treated as a firm
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generator of heat, assumed to be capable of modulating
its energy output on timescales smaller than the model’s
temporal resolution of three hours. If flexible operation is
activated, we additionally treat the geothermal reservoir
as storage to represent the build-up of pressure and tem-
perature when backpressure is applied to the production
well [15]. The physics of that process are not included in
the model, but they are assumed to justify the modelled
storage capacity. In this, we assume the reservoir can
accommodate a build-up of 24 hours, which can be dis-
charged through a generation surplus of up to 25%. This
temporal extent of flexible EGS is slightly larger than the
temporal extent of flexible operation tested in the field
[37], but smaller than in similar studies [15]. Finally, we
model the efficiency of the geothermal heat extraction
cycle similarly to [15], as a function of local deviations
from the ambient temperature at the plant’s design point
temperature. The magnitude of the changes in techni-
cal availability is informed by measurements taken at the
DORA-1 geothermal plant in Turkey [38].

Investment costs for EGS are processed as outlined in
Equations (1) and (2). Marginal costs are omitted for EGS
plants, as they are assumed to be small relative to the in-
vestment costs.

Data on Geological Suitability
Suitability for EGS is highly heterogeneous across Eu-
rope. We use data from [2] to represent the spatial aspects
of geological suitability in the model and refer to that pa-
per for a more elaborate methodological description, but
provide a brief overview here. Building on the protocol
proposed in [39], the 1◦×1◦ gridded data provided in [2]
estimates, for each square, the cost-optimal EGS depth
by optimising the trade-off between higher costs through
deeper drilling and lower surface plant costs achieved by
higher temperatures of geological resources. Further, [2]
makes assumptions about future cost reductions result-
ing from technology learning. Based on the projected ex-
ponential increase in EGS capacity towards 2050, paired
with a technology learning rate of 7.5% at each doubling
of built capacity, the paper asserts the cost reductions
used in the present paper (see Figure 1, reaching a maxi-
mum cost reduction factor of 5 in 2050). To make our re-
sults more intuitive, we decouple the cost reduction from
the specific year assigned in [2] and instead express it as
a factor. While [2] is supplemented only by country-level
data, courtesy of the author, we were able to access the
underlying gridded data for our experiments. Each re-
gion in our model was assigned an EGS potential based
on the overlay with its geometry.

Limitations

We believe our work is subject to three main limitations.
These are the simplified nature of our EGS simulation and
potential estimation, the approximations made in the as-
signment of EGS costs to different regions, and the uncer-
tainty about realistic energy transition pathways.

With regard to the first limitation, the physics that gov-
ern heat generation from the geothermal well are neglected
in this work to accommodate the computational over-
head of the model. Every EGS project is subject to uncer-
tainties regarding the actual reservoir performance once
drilling is completed, and rectifying subpar performance
may require expensive geological engineering. In both
the EGS potential dataset provided by [2] and this work,
this risk factor is not priced into the drilling cost, lead-
ing to a potential underestimation of real costs. These
cost factors are omitted since they depend on geological
characteristics, the analysis of which exceeds what can
feasibly be addressed in this study. Moreover, the ge-
ology of EGS itself creates further uncertainty in terms
of generation over the plant’s lifetime, including sudden
structural changes in the reservoir that can lead to ca-
pacity reductions [37]. We assess this limitation to be
within the standard approximations of large-scale mod-
els, which neglect similar nuances for other generation
technologies. When comparing results from our work
to real-world estimates, we urge the reader to keep this
in mind and consider comparing this work against risk-
adjusted real-world costs.

However, the data underpinning the estimations of suit-
ability for EGS used here are also subject to uncertainties
beyond those in analogous datasets for other technolo-
gies. This is mainly due to subsurface temperature data,
which is often found to differ from pre-drilling estimates.
This issue is highlighted, for instance, by two datasets
of subsurface temperature in the United States that ex-
hibit substantially varying spatial distributions of values
[15, 40]. Therefore, our results should be interpreted as
preliminary indications based on current knowledge of
EGS suitability but may deviate from the true EGS op-
portunity.

This work also neglects the gradual nature of transition
pathways in the European energy system. The uncer-
tainty regarding how that transition may manifest mo-
tivated us to instead opt for a model with the common
denominator of carbon neutrality and let the model op-
timise the energy system’s configuration. The assump-
tion of carbon neutrality lends a competitive advantage
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to low-emission technologies like EGS, which makes our
findings less relevant in the current system. Especially
in the heating sector, identified here as crucial for early
EGS, marginal prices are much lower than those seen by
the model, which primarily assumes conventional heat-
ing. However, we argue that, given the energy system’s
trajectory towards carbon neutrality, locating the analy-
sis within this framing is the most sensible option, as it
allows the model to weigh technologies against one an-
other in the context most likely to reflect future condi-
tions. Further assumptions about the future system, such
as technology rollout in fuel synthesis or the adoption of
district heating, were qualified through sensitivity anal-
yses (see Subsection Higher Renewable Cost and Larger
Roll-Out of District Heating Maximize Market Opportu-
nity).

Further approximations had to be made when assigning
estimated EGS costs to regions of the network. Subsur-
face suitability can have a higher spatial resolution than
the network, requiring the grouping of different poten-
tials into a single potential assigned to one region. In the
present work, each region is assigned the average EGS
cost of all patches per region, weighted by heat poten-
tial. This method can mix regions of extreme suitability
with regions of lower suitability, potentially missing low-
cost EGS. While this is imprecise, it is a reasonable option
in light of the low spatial granularity of the underlying
dataset, which has a resolution of 1◦ × 1◦, complicating
regional assignment to begin with.

Usage of Large-Language Models
The authors of this work have used large language mod-
els to improve the grammatical correctness, word choices,
and clarity of the text.
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Figure A.8: a Energy demand and generation for model runs without EGS, and with EGS generating (𝑖) only electricity, (𝑖𝑖) combined low-grade
heat and power and (𝑖𝑖𝑖) only low-grade heat. b Annual cost of energy generation, conversion and storage for a model without EGS for each
node. Note that for electricity only generating EGS, the volume of geothermal heat looks exaggerated as the low efficiency of power generation
is yet to be applied. EGS suitability is taken from [2] and mapped to the model geometries.
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Table A.1: Sensitivities tested relative to a “base case” of assumptions on the trajectory of the European energy system.

Sensitivity Description Tested Values

Flexible Operation

The application of backpressure to the production well induces
an increase in temperature and pressure within the geothermal
reservoir, leading to enhanced power generation upon resum-
ing production [15]. This approach, known as flexible EGS, al-
lows EGS to synergise with variable renewable energy genera-
tion, thereby overcoming the constraint of operating solely as
a base-load generator. In this study, we examine the effects of
EGS operation after a period of reduced generation.

We incorporate a storage capacity into
the reservoir, which can be charged for
up to 24 hours. The discharge from
storage is constrained to 25% of the
borehole’s capacity. This represents an
optimistic scenario, given the height-
ened risk of induced seismicity associ-
ated with such pressure increases [17].

Transmission Capacity The extent of grid reinforcement in Europe beyond 2030 re-
mains uncertain. However, future changes are likely to be mi-
nor compared to the existing network layout.

We consider the impact of a 12.5% and
25% expansion in additional volume,
measured in GWkm, on EGS capacity.

Waste Heat

Fuel synthesis processes, such as Fischer-Tropsch, are antici-
pated to provide a low-cost source of district heating. How-
ever, the extent of this supply remains uncertain. For heat (co-
)generating EGS, we assess the impact of excluding Fischer-
Tropsch as a low-cost heat source.

The utilisation of waste heat from fuel
synthesis for low-temperature heat de-
mands is deactivated.

Renewable Cost The costs of wind, solar, and hydro generators have been up-
dated.

A 20% increase or decrease in the base
case capital expenditure.

District Heating

Although the expansion of district heating in Europe is in-
cluded in many energy transition outlooks, its future rollout
remains uncertain. PyPSA-Eur models varying levels of rollout
using a parameter, where 0 represents the 2020 rollout level,
and 1 corresponds to all regions meeting 60% of their urban
residential heat demand through district heating. In the as-
sumed base case with a rollout progress of 0.3, each region is
scaled individually.

A zero-progression scenario assumes
district heating shares remain at 2020
levels. Additionally, two scenarios are
considered where district heating pro-
gresses to 60% and 100% of urban resi-
dential heat demand, respectively.
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17



100 70 55 40 30 25 20
Drilling Cost Relative to 2020 Level [%]

DAC
H2 Electrolysis

H2 Fuel Cell
H2 Store

OCGT
SMR

SMR CC
Sabatier
battery

battery charger
battery discharger

electricity distribution grid
gas for industry

home battery
home battery charger

home battery discharger
methanol

methanolisation
offwind-ac
offwind-dc

oil
onwind

process emissions
residential urban decentral air heat pump
residential urban decentral biomass boiler

residential urban decentral gas boiler
residential urban decentral resistive heater

residential urban decentral solar thermal
residential urban decentral water tanks

residential urban decentral water tanks charger
residential urban decentral water tanks discharger

solar
solid biomass for industry

urban central air heat pump
urban central gas CHP

urban central gas CHP CC
urban central resistive heater

urban central solar thermal
urban central solid biomass CHP

urban central solid biomass CHP CC
urban central water tanks

urban central water tanks charger
urban central water tanks discharger

-0 0 -0 -9 -23 -36 -43
-0 -0 -0 -2 -8 -16 -36
11 14 -5 -0 -2 -35 -24
-0 -0 -0 0 -2 -9 -38
0 -0 0 -7 -14 -25 -36
-0 0 -0 -7 -48 -64 -76
0 -0 0 2 1 2 -5
0 0 0 -13 -43 -68 -79
-0 0 -0 -24 -63 -78 -81
-0 0 -0 -24 -64 -78 -81
-0 0 -0 -24 -64 -78 -81
0 -0 0 -1 -2 -3 -3
24 38 25 40 61 20 38
11 1 -23 -9 -6 -41 -35
16 18 -15 -11 10 -7 -15
16 18 -15 -11 10 -7 -15
-18 4 27 80 41 -5 66
0 -0 0 0 1 3 1
-0 0 -0 2 -7 -15 -40
0 0 0 -0 -5 -19 -42

-22 3 25 80 7 -7 30
0 -0 0 -5 -13 -24 -37
12 24 13 26 46 9 29
0 -0 0 3 8 11 11
-0 -0 -0 -4 1 6 2
0 0 0 -2 -12 -20 -19
0 0 0 -1 -1 2 3
26 13 -24 -7 5 -26 -18
-0 0 -0 -0 -2 -7 -12
0 1 0 -0 -3 -8 -12
0 0 0 -1 -4 -10 -14
-0 -0 -0 -8 -22 -35 -57
12 25 18 30 46 14 34
0 0 0 -2 3 21 33
-0 -0 -0 -9 -28 -47 -55
14 13 -4 -22 -32 -61 -58
-0 -0 -0 -4 -17 -32 -37
0 -0 0 -25 -70 -83 -89
9 29 7 28 67 12 40
0 0 0 7 15 14 16
-0 -0 -0 -5 -5 4 1
0 -0 0 -7 -22 -31 -29
0 -0 -0 -3 -9 -10 -13

Electricity Only

100

75

50

25

0

25

50

75

100

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 C

ha
ng

e 
[%

]

Figure A.10: Percentages of changes in installed capacities of non-EGS technologies when electricity-only generating EGS is added at different
levels of cost reduction.
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Figure A.11: Percentages of changes in installed capacities of non-EGS technologies when Combined Low-Grade Heat and Power EGS is added
at different levels of cost reduction.
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Figure A.12: Percentages of changes in installed capacities of non-EGS technologies when Low Grade Heat EGS is added at different levels of
cost reduction.
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Figure A.14: All regions modelled in the network with mock-names.
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Figure A.15: Injection well borehole capacities for all individual network regions. Labelling of regions as in Figure A.14.
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Figure A.17: Yearly average capacity factors of a solar PV, b onshore wind and c offshore wind.
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Figure A.18: Total district heating demand per aggregated regions for different assumptions about district heating rollout.
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Figure A.21: Changes of installed capacities by the model when flexible operation is switched on for different EGS cost reduction levels. The
top row refers to power capacities, the bottom row to energy capacities. Positive values are added, negative ones are subtracted relative to a
counterfactual where EGS is not available.
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