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General procedure completed using RdTools, available on GitHub 101 3
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+ Photovoltaics pushing towards higher latitudes due to low cost, distributed nature, and energy accessibility
+ Degradation rates depend on technology type, tracking type, mounting configuration, climate 1 ) NORMAI_IZE Normalize measured insolation with modelled insolation. 3) AGGREGATE Aggregate normalized and filtered data into daily insolation values.
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Summary of degradation analysis results, sensor-based method
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