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Table 2 Roughness values correspond to average depths

h/m zo/mm him zo/mm
0.5 1.00 1.0 0.58
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8.0 0.11 9.0 0.10
10.0 0.09 11.0 0.09
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Fig. 2 Comparison of calculated results from different sea

surface roughness models with actual values
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Table 3 Average inversion height & strength of each turbine

ML hin/m AT/K ML hin/m AT/K
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154 18196  0.74 16# 16348  0.80
17# 23329 0.8l 18% 19529  0.86
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Fig. 4  Comparison of calculated results from different

inversion models with actual values
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Table 4 Average values & root mean square values of sea

surface heat flux of each turbine
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Fig. 5 Comparison of the calculated results from different heat

flux models with the actual values
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Table 5 Inversion & heat flux parameters of each turbine
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STUDY ON WIND ENERGY PARAMETER MODEL OF OFFSHORE
WIND FARM AND ITS APPLICATION

Pan Hangping', Xu Chang', Xue Feifei', Hu Yi'?, Lei Jiao', Hao Chenyan'
(1. College of Energy and Electrical Engineering , Hohai University , Nanjing 211100, China;
2. POWERCHINA Xibei Engineering Corporation, Limited, Xi’ an 710065, China)

Abstract: In view of the various factors that affect wind resource assessment in offshore wind farm, using univariate
analysis combined with an actual offshore wind farm and its measured data, the wind resource assessment software WAsP
is used to carry on the research on theoretical significance, valuefetching principle and sensitivity of sea surface
roughness model, wake-decay coefficient model, inversion model and heat flux model, which aims at improving the
accuracy of software prediction and wind resource assessment. The results show that reasonable wind energy parameter
models and modified parameters can reduce the modelling error, and improve the accuracy of wind resource assessment,
which could provide reference for actural project.

Keywords: offshore wind farms; surface roughness; inversion layers; heat flux; wake-decay coefficient



