Site tuned soiling parameters can bring model estimates
to be closer to site specific trends while the variance remains high.

The study illustrates that while existing models can produce similar trends in the ., ¥ Kimber and HSU dust soiling models are
soiling losses, the variance is quite high and increases the impact of model input < commonly used to calculate the losses to

parameters on the accuracy of these models. For the sites studied, the HSU apply in the energy yield estimate. In this
appears to better follow the trends of onsite soiling data, likely through the study, we evaluate these models
integration of time-varying matter data against the soiling measurements in
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