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Introduction PV plant features:

A proceeding to perform a quality inspection of a PV plant under mismatch loss due to the installation of different [ Rated power: 2.85 MW.
classes of PV, has been proposed. The PV plant was composed by a total of 18 classes of different PV modules from [EMNENORAA(olo[V] S RTICES

5 different manufacturers, which electrical features were analyzed by a database. The procedure established has [KEIIelgle](els)YARele]\V/ei gV U [1g]2
been based on 3 test; visual inspection, IR thermography and electrical monitorization. e PV module classes: 18

Methodology Based on — IEC 61215-1 IEC 62446-3

IEC 61724-1 Inspection time: 3 days
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Conclusions ¥ Several front front-side defects were found in the visual inspection; discoloration, browning, yellowing, burned
PV cells, snail tracks, milky and broken front-glass, and the connection of different PV modules classes
v IR thermographic inspection results have shown that less than 1% (0.76%) of the whole PV plant has been affected by thermal
anomalies, of which 88% was categorized as hot spots.
v The electrical monitoring results shown a homogeneous injection of electrical energy between inverters compared, but with a
certain difference, since, inverters with higher values of MPF in theirs PV arrays injected less energy.




