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1. This study highlights potential degradation modes unique to bifacial PV since this technology is just starting to take significant market share
2. Additional relevance with DuraMAT includes existing connection with the DuraMAT Data Hub to disseminate NREL bifacial array field data and tie-

in with glass-glass module durability studies
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For weathered module compared to control, overall For weathered module compared to control, overall
luminescence intensity is down to about 55% of the luminescence intensity is down to about ~% of the
control, suggesting a loss in voltage. There are dark control, suggesting a loss in voltage. There are a few
edge patterns (either top or bottom of cells) in high- patterns in high-current EL showing dark areas of higher
current EL and PL, and hotter DLIT, suggesting these resistance. DLIT dark areas here too, suggesting lower
are areas with increased carrier recombination, current density or broken grid fingers — possibly leading
perhaps loss of passivation. to reduced fill factor.
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Conclusions. Most cases point to carrier lifetime degradation causing Voc
loss and simultaneous Isc loss. In some cases, Isc further recreases likely
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due to optical effects from encapsulant degradation. This study is a small
sample of degradation seen, and needs to be placed in perspective of
broader degradation analysis. The changes in degradation rate seen after
taking IV measurements indicate that we need multiple years to validate
degradation rate and mechanisms.

For weathered module compared to control, overall
luminescence intensity is down to about ~% of the control,
suggesting a loss in voltage. No other obvious patterns or
observations when comparing weathered to control.
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