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larger variation between Approach 1 and 2 is still observable.
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(a) Results for OSS at approximately centroid.
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(b) Results for OSS at external location.

Figure 13. Comparison of AEP and cable layout cost between Approach 1 and Approach 2.

The best layouts obtained by each approach - for centroid and external OSS respectively - are shown in Fig. 14 and Fig. 15.405

It is evident that the main difference between the pairs of OWFs is the concentration of WTs within the OWF designated area.

Note how both layouts from Approach 1 utilize more the area, with WTs highly located at the OWF borders, in contrast to

those from Approach 2 where the WTs are closer to each other. The impact of the site’s wind rose (Fig. 8) is also clear, as WTs

are mostly aligned towards the prevailing wind direction (third quadrant of the coordinate plane).
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