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Modeling and Methods

The reference model RM3 device, which is a two-
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Monopiles with L, of 28-48m and t,> 40mm meet
ULS and SLS design criteria and have extra capacity
to carry additional loads from WEC.
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Fig.5. Schematic plan view of co-located system and mooring lines tension. Figure 7. Effect of L, and t, on monopile response.




