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Figure S1. Utility of alternatives determined by means of: (a) the AHP method; (b) the ANP method;
depending on the weight of the criterion C1 and sub-criterion C1.2
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Figure S2. Utility of alternatives determined by means of: (a) the AHP method; (b) the ANP method;
depending on the weight of the criterion C1 and sub-criterion C1.3
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Figure S3. Utility of alternatives determined by means of: (a) the AHP method; (b) the ANP method;
depending on the weight of the criterion C2 and sub-criterion C2.1
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Figure S4. Utility of alternatives determined by means of: (a) the AHP method; (b) the ANP method;
depending on the weight of the criterion C2 and sub-criterion C2.2




Energies 2019, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW 30f6

Utility (AHP)
Utility (ANP)

0.5 5C2.3 0.5 sC2.3

cz2 c2

(a) (b)

Figure S5. Utility of alternatives determined by means of: (a) the AHP method; (b) the ANP method;
depending on the weight of the criterion C2 and sub-criterion C2.3
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Figure S6. Utility of alternatives determined by means of: (a) the AHP method; (b) the ANP method;
depending on the weight of the criterion C2 and sub-criterion C2.4
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Figure S7. Utility of alternatives determined by means of: (a) the AHP method; (b) the ANP method;
depending on the weight of the criterion C2 and sub-criterion C2.5
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Figure S8. Utility of alternatives determined by means of: (a) the AHP method; (b) the ANP method;
depending on the weight of the criterion C3 and sub-criterion C3.1
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Figure S9. Utility of alternatives determined by means of: (a) the AHP method; (b) the ANP method;
depending on the weight of the criterion C3 and sub-criterion C3.2
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Figure S10. Utility of alternatives determined by means of: (a) the AHP method; (b) the ANP method;
depending on the weight of the criterion C4 and sub-criterion C4.1
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Figure S11. Utility of alternatives determined by means of: (a) the AHP method; (b) the ANP method;
depending on the weight of the criterion C4 and sub-criterion C4.2
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Figure S12. Utility of alternatives determined by means of: (a) the AHP method; (b) the ANP method;
depending on the weight of the criterion C5 and sub-criterion C5.1
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