
The performance analysis of the cable layout algorithms are graphed in Fig. 9 and in Fig. 10. For each WT layout from

the generated pool, the average and standard deviation length between pairs of WTs are computed (in rotor diameters, D);

both measures provide a quantitative indication of how spread out the WTs are of each other within the OWF designated area:

the greater the average and deviation length, the more separated and scattered they are. In blue color are displayed the results340

corresponding to WTs layouts generated after Approach 2, and in red color the ones after Approach 1. Triangle and circles are

for OSS at approximately centroid, and at external location, respectively.
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(a) Cost difference for average length between pairs of WTs.
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(b) Cost difference for standard deviation length between pairs of WTs.

Figure 9. Cost comparison between cable layout algorithms: Absolute relative difference.
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