1. [bookmark: Table1][bookmark: Table2]The data in example one were derived from Mahmoudi et al. (2020)'s paper. The data are shown in Table 1 to Table 4. 
       Table 1. Linguistic variables of decision-makers (based on Mahmoudi et al., 2020) 
	Grey BWM

	Equally Important
	EI
	[1, 1]

	Weakly Important
	WI
	[2/3, 3/2]

	Fairly Important
	FI
	[3/2, 5/2]

	Very Important
	VI
	[5/2, 7/2]

	Absolutely Important
	AI
	[7/2, 9/2]




Table 2. The degree of preferences of the best criterion to the other criteria (based on Mahmoudi et al., 2020)
	Best-to-others
	Price
	Quality
	Comfort
	Safety
	Style

	Expert 1
	Best criterion: price
	EI
	WI
	VI
	VI
	AI

	Expert 2
	Best criterion: price
	EI
	FI
	AI
	AI
	VI

	Expert 3
	Best criterion: quality
	WI
	EI
	AI
	VI
	AI




Table 3. The degree of preference of each criterion to the worst criterion (based on Mahmoudi et al., 2020)
	Others-to-worst

	
	
	Expert 1
	Expert 2
	Expert 3

	
	
	Worst criterion: style
	Worst criterion: safety
	Worst criterion: comfort

	Price
	AI
	AI
	VI

	Quality
	VI
	AI
	AI

	Comfort
	FI
	WI
	EI

	Safety
	FI
	EI
	FI

	Style
	EI
	FI
	WI







[bookmark: Table4]Table 4. The weight of each criterion based on the opinions of decision-makers (based on Mahmoudi et al., 2020)
	
	Expert 1

	Criteria
	

	
	Grey weights
	Rank

	Price
	0.251
	0.310
	2

	Quality
	0.272
	0.466
	1

	Comfort
	0.083
	0.103
	5

	Safety
	0.186
	0.107
	3

	Style
	0.133
	0.083
	4

	
	Expert 2

	Criteria
	

	
	Grey weights
	Rank

	Price
	0.333
	0.457
	1

	Quality
	0.177
	0.318
	2

	Comfort
	0.098
	0.136
	4

	Safety
	0.063
	0.096
	5

	Style
	0.126
	0.191
	3

	
	Expert 3

	Criteria
	

	
	Grey weights
	Rank

	Price
	0.264
	0.400
	1

	Quality
	0.244
	0.373
	2

	Comfort
	0.104
	0.160
	3

	Safety
	0.104
	0.160
	3

	Style
	0.081
	0.106
	4













2. The data in example two were derived from Bai et al. (2019)'s paper. The data are shown in Table 5 to Table 9. 

Table 5. The best and worst attributes determined by experts 1–10 (based on Bai et al., 2019)
	Experts 
	Most important attribute 
	Least important attribute

	Expert1 
	EP (SSA8) 
	IRE (SSA5)

	Expert2 
	RS (SSA6) 
	ID (SSA7)

	Expert3
	WSLH (SSA1) 
	CSI (SSA3)

	Expert4 
	ID (SSA7) 
	EP (SSA8)

	Expert5
	WSLH (SSA1) 
	TECI (SSA2)

	Expert6 
	CSI (SSA3) 
	EP (SSA8)

	Expert7
	WSLH (SSA1) 
	ID (SSA7)

	Expert8
	OHSMS (SSA4)
	TECI (SSA2)

	Expert9
	IRE (SSA5)
	TECI (SSA2)

	Expert10
	CSI (SSA3)
	TECI (SSA2)



Table 6. The linguistic responses and grey number of the Best-to-Others evaluation matrix for Expert 1 (based on Bai et al., 2019)
	Type 
	The best attribute 
	WSLH
	TECI
	CSI
	OHSMS
	IRE
	RS
	ID
	EP

	Linguistic Grey
	EP
	LI
	MI
	LI
	WI
	SI
	MpI
	MI
	EqI

	
	
	[2.5, 3.5]
	[3.5, 4.5]
	[2.5,3.5]
	[1,2.5]
	[5.5,6.5]
	[4.5,5.5]
	[3.5,4.5]
	[1,1]



Table 7. The linguistic responses and grey number of the Others-to-Worst evaluation matrix for Expert 1(based on Bai et al., 2019)

	Others-to-worst

	
	
	Expert 1

	
	
	Worst criterion: IRE

	WHS
	LI

	TECI
	WI

	 CSI
	LI

	 OHSMS
	MI

	IRE
	EqI

	RS
	LI

	ID
	MI

	EP
	SI











[bookmark: Table5]Table 8. The linguistic responses and grey number of the Others-to-Worst evaluation matrix for Expert 1 (based on Bai et al., 2019)

	Linguistic/Human Judgments
	Interval Grey Numbers

	Equally Importance 
	EqI
	[1, 1]

	Weak Importance 
	WI
	[1, 2.5]

	Little Importance 
	LI
	[2.5, 3.5]

	Moderate Importance 
	MI
	[3.5, 4.5]

	Moderate Plus Importance
	MpI
	[4.5, 5.5]

	Strong importance
	SI
	[5.5, 6.5]

	Strong plus importance
	SpI
	[6.5, 7.5]

	Very strong importance
	VsI
	[7.5, 8.5]

	Extreme importance
	ExI
	[8.5, 10]



[bookmark: Table9]Table 9. Decision matrix for GTOPSIS method (based on Bai et al., 2019)
	Criteria
	Supplier 1
	Supplier 2
	Supplier 3
	Supplier 4
	Supplier 5

	WHS
	4
	6
	6
	8
	0
	2
	4
	6
	2
	4

	TECI
	0
	2
	8
	10
	6
	8
	2
	4
	4
	6

	CSI
	4
	6
	6
	8
	4
	6
	6
	8
	0
	2

	OHSMS
	2
	4
	4
	6
	8
	10
	0
	2
	2
	4

	IRE
	8
	10
	8
	10
	2
	4
	2
	4
	8
	10

	RS
	8
	10
	6
	8
	8
	10
	8
	10
	6
	8

	ID
	0
	2
	4
	6
	4
	6
	2
	4
	4
	6

	EP
	2
	4
	2
	4
	2
	4
	0
	2
	2
	4














3. The data in example two were derived from Yazdani et al. (2020)'s paper. The data are shown in Table 10 to Table 13. 

Table 10. The Best-to-Others (BO) and the Others-to-Worst (OW) vectors obtained by the experts’ evaluations (based on Yazdani et al., 2020)
	Dimensions (Model 1)

	Best-to-Others
	Expert evaluation
	Others-to-Worst
	Expert evaluation

	D1
	1;6
	D1
	4;5

	D2
	3;1
	D2
	5;3

	D3
	6;4
	D3
	1;1

	Criteria: C1, C2, and C3 (Model 2)

	Best-to-Others
	Expert evaluation
	Others-to-Worst
	Expert evaluation

	C1
	1;1
	C1
	4;3

	C2
	4;2
	C2
	7;1

	C3
	5;6
	C3
	1;5

	Criteria: C4, C5, C6, C7 and C8 (Model 3)

	Best-to-Others
	Expert evaluation
	Others-to-Worst
	Expert evaluation

	C4
	5;2
	C4
	2;3

	C5
	3;2
	C5
	1;1

	C6
	6;4
	C6
	4;2

	C7
	6;1
	C7
	7;5

	C8
	1;5
	C8
	3;5

	Criteria: C9, C10, and C11 (Model 4)

	Best-to-Others
	Expert evaluation
	Others-to-Worst
	Expert evaluation

	C9
	3;3
	C9
	1;3

	C10
	1;3
	C10
	2;1

	C11
	6;1
	C11
	5;6





Table 11. The optimal values (weights) of the criteria (based on Yazdani et al., 2020)
	Dimensions/Criteria
	Local Weights
	Global Weights
	Rank

	D1
	[0.2608,0.2613]
	-
	2

	C1
	[0.6197,0.6197]
	[0.1616,0.1619]
	3

	C2
	[0.2745,0.4760]
	[0.0716,0.1244]
	4

	C3
	[0.1058,0.1716]
	[0.0276,0.0448]
	9

	D2
	[0.6183,0.6242]
	-
	1

	C4
	[0.1010,0.1120]
	[0.0624,0.0699]
	6

	C5
	[0.1287,0.1674]
	[0.0795,0.1045]
	5

	C6
	[0.0673,0.0714]
	[0.0416,0.0446]
	8

	C7
	[0.3039,0.3635]
	[0.1879,0.2269]
	1

	C8
	[0.2795,0.2856]
	[0.1728,0.1783]
	2

	D3
	[0.0965,0.1145]
	-
	3

	C9
	[0.1749,0.2907]
	[0.0169,0.0333]
	11

	C10
	[0.2427,0.2427]
	[0.0234,0.0278]
	10

	C11
	[0.5824,0.5824]
	[0.0562,0.0667]
	7






[bookmark: Table12]Table 12. Decision matrix for GTOPSIS method (based on Yazdani et al., 2020)
	Criteria
	Weight
	A1
	A2
	A3
	A4
	A5

	
	
	Decision Maker #1

	C1
	0.114 – 0.194
	5.500 – 6.000
	3.500 – 4.000
	2.000 – 2.000
	1.500 – 2.000
	4.000 – 5.000

	C2
	0.074 – 0.139
	3.000 – 3.500
	3.000 – 3.000
	2.500 – 4.000
	2.000 – 4.000
	3.000 – 3.000

	C3
	0.033 – 0.082
	4.000 – 5.000
	3.000 – 5.000
	1.000 – 4.000
	4.000 – 5.000
	2.500 – 3.000

	C4
	0.071 – 0.142
	5.000 – 5.000
	3.500 – 5.000
	3.000 – 3.500
	2.000 – 3.000
	1.000 – 2.500

	C5
	0.047 – 0.113
	4.000 – 5.000
	1.000 – 2.000
	4.500 – 5.000
	3.500 – 5.000
	2.500 – 3.000

	C6
	0.039 – 0.102
	2.500 – 4.000
	6.500 – 7.000
	5.000 – 5.000
	6.000 – 7.000
	3.000 – 4.000

	C7
	0.082 – 0.155
	5.000 – 5.000
	3.000 - 3.000
	1.500 – 2.000
	2.500 – 3.000
	3.000 – 4.000

	C8
	0.096 – 0.173
	1.000 – 2.000
	7.500 – 8.000
	4.500 – 5.000
	1.000 – 2.000
	2.000 – 2.000

	C9
	0.031 – 0.077
	4.000 – 4.000
	2.000 – 2.500 
	5.000 – 7.000
	1.000 – 2.500
	5.000 – 5.000

	C10
	0.054 – 0.118
	1.000 – 1.500
	5.000 – 5.000
	4.000 – 5.000
	4.000 – 6.000
	2.000 – 2.000

	C11
	0.031 – 0.078
	6.000 – 6.500
	3.000 – 3.000
	1.500 – 2.000
	4.500 – 5.000
	1.000 – 2.000

	
	
	Decision Maker #2

	C1
	0.114 - 0194
	5.000 – 5.500
	3.000 – 3.500
	2.000 – 2.000
	1.000 – 1.500
	3.000 – 4.000

	C2
	0.074 – 0.139
	3.500 – 4.000
	3.000 – 3.000
	1.000 – 2.500
	4.000 – 6.000
	3.000 – 3.000

	C3
	0.033 – 0.082
	3.000 – 4.000
	5.000 – 5.000
	4.000 – 7.000
	4.000 – 5.000
	2.000 – 2.500

	C4
	0.071 – 0.142
	5.000 – 5.000
	2.000 – 3.500
	3.500 – 4.000
	3.000 – 4.000
	2.500 – 4.000

	C5
	0.047 – 0.113
	3.000 – 4.000
	2.000 – 3.000
	4.000 – 4.500
	2.000 – 3.500
	2.000 – 2.500

	C6
	0.039 – 0.102
	1.000 – 2.500
	6.000 – 6.500
	5.000 – 5.000
	5.000 – 6.000
	4.000 – 5.000

	C7
	0.082 – 0.155
	5.000 – 5.000
	3.000 - 3.000
	1.000 – 1.500
	2.000 – 2.500
	2.000 – 3.000

	C8
	0.096 – 0.173
	2.000 – 3.000
	7.000 – 7.500
	4.000 – 4.500
	2.000 – 3.000
	2.000 – 2.000

	C9
	0.031 – 0.077
	4.000 – 4.000
	2.500 – 3.000 
	3.000 – 5.000
	2.500 – 4.000
	5.000 – 5.000

	C10
	0.054 – 0.118
	1.500 – 2.000
	5.000 – 5.000
	3.000 – 4.000
	6.000 – 8.000
	2.000 – 2.000

	C11
	0.031 – 0.078
	6.500 – 7.000
	3.000 – 3.000
	1.000 – 1.500
	4.000 – 4.500
	2.000 – 3.000



Table 13. The rank of the alternatives (based on Yazdani et al., 2020)
	Alternative
	
	Rank 

	A1 
	[0.345, 0.449]
	2

	A2 
	[0.360, 0.447]
	1

	A3 
	[0.282, 0.398]
	3

	A4 
	[0.265, 0.397]
	4

	A5
	[0.259, 0.359]
	5










