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(a) Results for OSS at approximately centroid.
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(b) Results for OSS at external location.

Figure 12. Comparison of IRRo() between Approach 1 and Approach 2.

The observed differences of IRR between approaches presented in Fig. 12 are broken down in terms of AEP of cable layout

cost in Fig. 13. Approach 1 consistently provides WT layouts with greater AEP than Approach 2 in both OSS locations, at ex-

penses of more costly collection system networks; this illustrates the (most likely nonlinear) correlation between AEP vs cable

layout cost. The robustness of the AEP maximization process when neglecting the cable layout (Approach 1) is evidenced by400

the rather low standard deviation (0.79 MW, approximately 0.02% of the average value). The previously elucidated variability
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are mostly aligned towards the prevailing wind direction (third quadrant of the coordinate plane).
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