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Fig. 1: A Flow Chart for an ANP model
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Fig. 2: A Decision Network Structure for Electric Power System Comparison Indicators
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Fig. 3: Hiernet Structures for the Criterion-Set {GC, GW, DS, YOLL}
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Table 1: Valuation of Power Systems Regarding Each Criterion

o3 WAL
AZESY Aol ALEHATE A7 E 53] dddd

44 A

T LIkl
4244 e 2 s
GCA A 7HVKkWh] 40.53 42.00 716.40
GWA 2 13HgCO2-eq/kWhl 236 1094 13
DSA47Hs A (-] 0.1458 0.1012 0.1548
AMA}L 31 AL} [death/GWh] 0.18 5.27 0.00001
YOLL A 9% [yr/TWhI] 10 61.25 56.25
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Table 2: The feedback model comparison indicators for the criterion-set {GC,GW, DS, YOLL}

Elem ent R anking

A ttitu d 1 Pro-nuc 3
itu e

Cluster 2Neu.tral 3

3 Anti- nuc 2

4 Economic 2

C riteria 5 Environm ent 3

Cluster 8 Social 4

7 Healtth(Yy O L L) 1

s 8 Nuclear 1

ystem 9 Fossil 3
Cluster

10 PV 2

Table 3: The independence model comparison indicators for the set {GC,GW,DS,YOLL}

Score A ttitude

(R an king) 1 Pro-nuc 2 Neutral 3 Anti-nuc
4 E conomic 0.4088 (1) 0.2847 (2) 0.0560 (4)
S Environm ent 0.15582 (3) 0.2999 (1) 0.3878 (1)
6 Social 0.1514 (4) 0.1388 (4) 0.2204 (3)
7 H ealth 0.2846 (2) 0.2766 (3) 0.3358 (2)
8 N uclear 0.5334 (1) 0.5117 (1) 0.5084 (1)
9 Fossil 0.2538 (2) 0.1928 (3) 0.1038 (3)
10 PV 0.2128 (3) 0.2955 (2) 0.3878 (2)
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A ttitud 1 Pro-nuc 1
itude

Cluster ZNeu.tral 3

3 Anti-nuc 2

4 Econom ic 3

Criteria S Environment 2

C lauster 6 Social 1

H ealth (A M) 1
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Table 5: Overall scores of the independence model for the set {GC, GW, DS, AM}

A ttitu d e
S core
(R an k ing) 1 Pro-nauc 2 N eutral 3 A nti-nuc
8 N u cle ar 0 .3 21 2 (2 ) 0 .3 055 (2) 0 .2 5 80 (2)
9 F o ssil 0 .21 9 2 (3) o .1 591 (3 ) 0 .0 6 2 9 (3 )
10 PV 0 4 5 9 6 (1) 0 .5 3 5 4 (1) 0 .6 7 9 1 (1)
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