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Abstract

Evaluating and ranking the sustainability levels of cities is a complex decision-making task that plays a crucial role in supporting urban management. This study investigates the application and comparison of Multi-Criteria Decision-Making (MCDM) methods in the assessment of urban sustainability. Based on a comprehensive review of existing studies in the field of sustainable development, the research identifies prevailing trends in the use of MCDM approaches and reveals that their application in specific national contexts — particularly in Vietnam — remains limited. To address this gap, multiple MCDM techniques are applied to evaluate and compare the sustainability levels of three major Vietnamese cities — Hanoi, Can Tho, and Ho Chi Minh City — using a framework based on 17 United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). The results are further examined through sensitivity analysis to identify key criteria influencing the evaluation outcomes and the robustness of results. The findings demonstrate that different MCDM approaches vary results due to their data-processing mechanisms and decision logic, highlighting the importance of a multi-method approach. Overall, the study provides a robust decision-support framework that can assist urban planners in promoting sustainable urban development in Vietnam and other similar contexts.
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1 Introduction
Sustainable development is considered as the process of meeting present needs without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own, requiring a balance between economic growth, social progress, and environmental protection [1]. This makes the decision-making process in sustainable projects inherently complex. To address this complexity, various multi-criteria decision-making (MCDM) methods have been applied to support sustainable development planning. The MCDM system encompasses a wide range of methods that can be broadly categorized into three groups [2]. The first group includes basic methods, which are simple in design, easy to implement, and apply linear weighting schemes (e.g., WSM, WPM); second, composite indicator-based methods rely on aggregated indicators for more systematic and transparent decision-making. The third is a group of ranking-based methods, which prioritize alternatives based on multiple criteria. Many studies have utilized various MCDM approaches to support decision-making and evaluate sustainable development-related issues [3, 4].
On September 25, 2015, the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development was unanimously adopted by the United Nations. This agenda includes 17 sustainable development goals (SDGs) and 169 specific targets. It calls for global cooperation to address shared challenges, aiming for a just, prosperous, and sustainable world where no one is left behind. Vietnam has made notable progress in implementing the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. According to statistics, Vietnam currently ranks 54th out of 166 countries in terms of sustainable development, a rise of 34 positions since 2016. Despite these advances, Vietnam still faces challenges such as development disparities, rapid urbanization, and environmental pressures. Therefore, evaluating and ranking the level of sustainable development of cities has become essential.
First, this study conducts a literature review of the past 10 yr to identify trends in the application of MCDM methods in sustainable development. From an initial pool of 239 relevant articles, we carefully reviewed the abstracts to select 92 studies focusing on the application of one of the MCDM methods relating to sustainable development projects. Based on these studies, it is evident that the application of MCDM in case studies remains relatively limited, particularly within Asian contexts (specifically with no documentation in Vietnam). Moreover, most of these studies tend to apply individual MCDM methods in isolation, without comparing or cross-validating the results across different methods. This can reduce the accuracy and objectivity of the findings and limit the persuasiveness of the conclusions.
In the second section, this study aims to address the problem of evaluating and ranking the level of sustainable development among three Vietnamese cities — Hanoi, Can Tho, and Ho Chi Minh City — by integrating two groups of MCDM methods: composite indicator-based methods and ranking-based methods. Four of the most widely used techniques are employed: AHP, TOPSIS, ELECTRE, and PROMETHEE. The study adopts 28 evaluation criteria derived from 14 SDGs and uses a scientifically validated set of weights from the study by Londoño-Pineda et al. (2021) [5]. These weights reflect the relative importance of economic, social, and environmental criteria, thereby ensuring a comprehensive and objective assessment. An empirical study was conducted to collect data from three representative cities in Vietnam. The data collection process involved synthesizing official statistical reports and local development documentation and analyzing key indicators of the selected cities. Additionally, a sensitivity analysis was conducted to verify the reliability of the results. It also served as an important tool to compare the differences in evaluation outcomes among various MCDM methods and to examine the differing impacts of each criterion on the final results. The results of this study not only reflect the current state of sustainable development but also provide strategic directions to enhance urban management effectiveness in the future.
2 Material and methods
2.1 Methodology of literature review
The search string TITLE-ABS-KEY (“multi-criteria decision-making” OR “mcdm” AND “sustain*” AND “cit*” AND “AHP” OR “TOPSIS” OR “ELECTRE” OR “PROMETHEE”) was used to find journals and conference papers in English through Beluga – UGA’s online library. Initially, 239 publications were identified, but after considering only review articles published since 2015, the number was reduced to 224. The next step involved scanning abstracts and removing duplicates to further refine the results. After the initial screening process, a total of 224 articles were included in the analysis. Of these, there are 132 review articles focusing on systematizing knowledge and 92 applied studies that implemented MCDM methods. The summary table of the reviewed articles is provided in Appendix (Tab. A1).
In terms of research levels, studies can be categorized into four distinct stages: concept, model, experiment, and evaluation [6]. At the concept stage, research papers only present theoretical frameworks and outline general research directions based on a literature review. At the model stage, not only is the theory discussed, but the importance of evaluation criteria for the issue is also considered. In the experiment stage, alternative approaches are examined using hypothetical or real datasets to generate ranking results and select the most suitable option. Finally, at the evaluation stage, it is essential to assess the model’s results using supporting tools to verify the reliability of the dataset and enhance the scientific rigor of the study.
2.2 Multi-criteria sustainability assessment and sensitivity analysis
The following MCDM methods support the decision-making process in complex situations where multiple criteria must be considered simultaneously. In this study, we apply these four methods – AHP, TOPSIS, ELECTRE, and PROMETHEE – to evaluate and rank the sustainability levels of Vietnamese cities based on 28 criteria, using a set of weights inherited from a previous study. The detailed steps are presented as follows:
Step 1: Determine the criteria set [5] and alternatives.
Among the 17 SDGs set by the United Nations under the 2030 Agenda to promote global economic, social, and environmental development, we selected 14 goals relevant to the three cities under study and identified 28 corresponding evaluation criteria. These 28 criteria and their associated weights were adopted from a previous study, as referenced in Section I. The Table 1 below presents the selected goals and their corresponding criteria:
This research chooses 3 alternatives (Vietnamese cities), which are Hanoi (A1), Ho Chi Minh City (A2) and Can Tho (A3) to evaluate and rank their sustainability levels based on the aforementioned criteria set.
The selection of these three cities is not only based on their prominent socio-economic roles but also aimed at ensuring representativeness and analytical value. First, the cities were chosen to capture regional diversity, encompassing the three major geographic areas of Vietnam: the North, the South, and the Mekong Delta. Second, they exhibit distinct socio-economic characteristics: Hanoi serves as the national political and administrative center, Ho Chi Minh City is the country’s largest economic hub, and Can Tho is the central urban area of the Mekong Delta — a region that is heavily affected by climate change and faces urgent demands for sustainable development. Third, all three cities offer a high degree of data availability, ensuring consistency and reliability in evaluating sustainability indicators. Finally, these cities are actively implementing sustainable development policies, making them suitable case studies for reflecting a more comprehensive picture of urban sustainability at the national level while enhancing the generalizability, comparability, and practical applicability of the research findings.
Step 2: Apply the weights of the criteria.
The study uses a scientifically validated set of weights from the study by Londoño-Pineda et al. (2021) [5] to ensure objectivity and methodological rigor in the evaluation process. This weighting scheme was developed through a comprehensive analytical framework that integrates expert judgment and statistical validation, reflecting the balanced significance of economic, social, and environmental dimensions of sustainable development. By adopting this established set of weights, the study avoids subjective bias that may arise from arbitrary or locally assigned values and ensures comparability with previous international studies. Moreover, using a scientifically grounded weighting system enhances the credibility and reproducibility of the results, thereby strengthening the robustness of the city-level sustainability assessment.
Step 3: Determine the CR value for the weight matrix.
[image: Mathematical equation]
where
[image: Mathematical equation]
Step 4: Evaluate the alternatives using AHP, TOPSIS, ELECTRE, and PROMETHEE methods according to the formulas and determine the ranking of the alternatives.
The analytic hierarchy process (AHP) is regarded as a flexible and effective decision-support tool that helps address complex multi-criteria problems by integrating both qualitative and quantitative data. AHP enables decision-makers to identify and synthesize key factors within problems influenced by multiple variables. This method operates based on a hierarchical model, in which the overall goal is positioned at the highest level, followed by evaluation criteria, and finally, the set of alternatives. It provides a consistent assessment framework along with measurable priority indices to support the decision-making process [7].
The technique for order of preference by similarity to ideal solution (TOPSIS) is an MCDM method developed by Yoon and Hwang [8]. This method identifies the optimal alternative by determining the option that is closest to the positive ideal solution and farthest from the negative ideal solution [9]. According to Wang (2007), the positive ideal solution consists of the best attainable values of each criterion, whereas the negative ideal solution represents the worst attainable values. Based on the weights assigned to each criterion, both ideal solutions are defined. By comparing the distance coefficients of each alternative, their priority ranking can be determined [10].
The ELECTRE method addresses preference relations through pairwise comparisons of alternatives across individual criteria [11]. Several versions of ELECTRE (I, II, III, IV, etc.) have been developed; in this study, the ELECTRE III approach is applied for ranking alternatives.
PROMETHEE, short for Preference Ranking Organization METHod for Enrichment Evaluations, is an outranking-based MCDM method used to compare and select optimal alternatives in complex decision-making problems [12]. The PROMETHEE family includes PROMETHEE I, which provides a partial ranking of alternatives, and PROMETHEE II, which establishes a complete ranking. The method was originally developed by Brans and first introduced in 1982 [13]. Later, several extended versions of PROMETHEE were proposed. In this paper, the PROMETHEE II method is adopted to evaluate and rank the sustainability performance of cities in Vietnam.
The combination of the four methods is a comprehensive approach, as each method has distinct advantages that complement each other. Comparing results from multiple methods helps verify consistency, enhances objectivity in evaluation, and provides diverse perspectives for decision-making.
Step 5: Sensitivity analysis by individual criteria using total decision and stability evaluation through Monte Carlo simulation.
Table 1 
Indicators for assessing sustainable development.

Table 2 
Weights assigned to each evaluation criterion [5].

3 Results
3.1 Findings from the literature review
Figure 1 provides a visual representation of the screening and selection process of publications conducted during the literature review. Among 92 studies, 14 remained at the conceptual stage of the implementation process, reflecting ongoing theoretical development of MCDM in sustainable development contexts. However, these articles lack practical models that would enable a more comprehensive understanding. Another 14 studies developed analytical models, indicating potential pathways for addressing sustainability-related issues. Notably, 44 empirical studies demonstrated specific real-world cases, suggesting a strong trend in applying MCDM methods to tackle practical problems using actual data. Only 20 studies conducted evaluative analyses — such as sensitivity analysis, scenario evaluation, or correlation testing — to verify the robustness and reliability of the proposed models. However, the number of such studies is still limited. These results indicate a certain degree of diversity in research levels but an evident imbalance between theoretical development and practical application.
In terms of research scope, the energy sector overwhelmingly dominates with 37 studies, followed by civil engineering and infrastructure (17 studies) and environmental studies (15 studies). Meanwhile, operations and supply chain management appeared in 11 studies. Other fields were addressed less frequently, accounting for only 9 studies in total. With urban planning — particularly that linked to the SDGs — being underrepresented, appearing in only 3 fragmented studies [14–16]. This underrepresentation shows a significant research gap in this area, underscoring the necessity for further research that incorporates MCDM into urban planning and sustainable development strategies.
Overall, the analysis demonstrates the growing adoption of MCDM methods in the field of sustainable development. However, there remains a lack of balance between theory and practical application. The scope of application is still skewed, failing to fully encompass social domains such as urban planning or broader sustainable development concerns. The absence primarily lies in studies that incorporate specific case scenarios followed by sensitivity analyses. This gap opens up promising avenues for future research to enhance the application of MCDM methods through more integrated and interdisciplinary frameworks in the planning and implementation of sustainable urban development policies. The current lack of interdisciplinary and multi-dimensional approaches highlights promising directions for future research. Such studies could enhance the application of MCDM by developing more integrated and cross-sectoral frameworks for sustainable urban development policymaking and implementation.
	[image: Thumbnail: Fig. 1 Refer to the following caption and surrounding text.]	Fig. 1 Diagram of the literature selection process.



3.2 Results of the multi-criteria sustainability assessment and sensitivity analysis
Step 1: Identification of criteria and alternatives.
We constructed a parameter matrix for three alternatives, represented by three Vietnamese cities: Hanoi (A1), Ho Chi Minh City (A2), and Can Tho (A3), based on a predefined set of evaluation criteria. The data were primarily collected from the General Statistics Office of Vietnam (GSO) [17–21] and several other reliable local data sources. The data collection process focused on the most recent 5-yr period (2020–2024). For each evaluation criterion, data for all three cities were collected from the same reference year to ensure data timeliness, temporal consistency, and comparability across cities within the study. This foundational step provides a basis for systematic comparison and assessment, thereby supporting a more robust and reliable decision-making process. The parameter matrix of the alternatives is presented in Table 3.
Step 2: Applying the weight set to the evaluation criteria.
Based on the weight set presented in Table 2, the relative importance of each criterion in the sustainable development assessment can be interpreted as follows.
The weight set indicates the relative importance of each criterion in the sustainable development assessment. Criteria with the highest weights (X4, X5, X6, X23) reflect significant concerns regarding public health and environmental pollution. Criteria related to education, such as (X7, X8, X9, X10, X11), have moderate weights, indicating their important but not top-priority role. The remaining criteria have lower weights, suggesting that while they remain relevant, their impact is less significant compared to health and environmental factors. Overall, the weight set reflects a clear prioritization in the evaluation process, emphasizing factors that directly affect quality of life and sustainable development.
Step 3: Calculating the consistency index for the weight set:
[image: Mathematical equation]
The consistency ratio CR = 0.0112 indicates a very high level of consistency in the weight set. Despite conducting simultaneous comparisons among 28 criteria, the CR remains exceptionally low, demonstrating that the evaluation of the criteria is both objective and reliable. Therefore, adopting the weight set from previous research is entirely appropriate. This approach not only saves time but also ensures scientific rigor in the analysis.
Step 4: Evaluating alternatives using various methods.
Using the weight set and the parameter matrix collected by the team, we proceeded to rank the alternatives according to four methods. In this process, the weights of the criteria were adopted from Londoño-Pineda et al. (2021), representing the relative importance of economic, social, and environmental dimensions. Meanwhile, the performance values of the alternatives (A1, A2, A3) were calculated by the research team based on the collected parameter matrix Table 4.
Table 3 
Parameter matrix of the alternatives.

– AHP method
After calculating the total score for each alternative, we determined the ranking of the alternatives as presented in Table 5.
Table 4 
Calculation steps of the AHP method.

Table 5 
Ranking of alternatives based on AHP.

– TOPSIS method
Based on the parameter matrix in Table 3, the decision matrix was normalized. The results are as follows by Table 6.
After obtaining the normalized matrix, the necessary parameters were calculated, and the results are as follows by Table 7.
Based on the calculated results above, the ranking of the alternatives can be clearly determined as follows by Table 8.
Table 6 
Normalization of the decision matrix.

Table 7 
Calculation steps of the TOPSIS method.

Table 8 
Ranking of alternatives based on TOPSIS.

– ELECTRE III method
The steps for determining thresholds, the concordance matrix, and the discordance matrix are provided in Appendix (Tabs. A2, A3, and A4).
From there, the credibility matrix was determined as follows by Table 9.
The construction of the Z1 sequence and the Z2 sequence were carried out using the descending and ascending distillation processes, respectively.
With γ = 0.6, we obtain the matrix T1:
To rank the alternatives, the strengths and weaknesses of each alternative are calculated to determine the differences, which are then used to establish the ranking.
From the difference values, the Z1 sequence can be arranged as B → C → A.
With β = 0.8, we obtain the matrix T2:
Similarly, the strength and weakness differences between the alternatives are calculated.
From the difference values, the Z2 sequence can be arranged as B → C → A.
From the two sequences, the rankings of the alternatives are determined as follows.
Table 9 
Credibility matrix.

Table 10 
Matrix T1.

Table 11 
Strength and weakness differences based on T1.

Table 12 
Matrix T2.

Table 13 
Strength and weakness differences based on T2.

Table 14 
Ranking of alternatives based on ELECTRE.

– PROMETHEE method
First, the preference functions for each pair of alternatives were determined and are attached in Appendix (Tab. A5).
After identifying the preference functions for each pair, these values were aggregated to provide an overall view of the priority level of each alternative compared to the others.
Table 15 
Aggregated preference function matrix.

Table 16 
Preference flow for the alternatives.

Table 17 
Ranking of alternatives based on PROMETHEE.

– Result analysis
After performing the calculations using the four methods, the consolidated results are presented in the following Table 17.
The research findings, as presented in Table 18, indicate that Ho Chi Minh City (A2) ranks highest under three methods (AHP, TOPSIS, and ELECTRE), whereas Hanoi (A1) achieves the top position according to the PROMETHEE method. The relative positions of Can Tho (A3) and Hanoi vary depending on the specific MCDM technique applied, demonstrating that the analytical logic inherent to each method influences the final ranking outcomes. The primary factors contributing to these differences include the initial criterion weights, data-processing mechanisms, and the ranking principles distinctive to each method.
First, regarding the weight matrix and the three cities’ dataset, the high prioritization of economic and social criteria provides Ho Chi Minh City with a substantial advantage in several methods, as the city performs exceptionally well in growth, employment, and health–education indicators. For instance, its strong performance in child vaccination rates (x4), child mortality rates (x5), and notably HIV/AIDS mortality rates (x6) yields significant benefits in methods that rely heavily on criterion weights and distance measures, such as AHP and TOPSIS. Thus, x4, x5, and x6 can be considered the most sensitive criteria, exerting major influence on the ranking of the three cities. Moreover, the environmental criterion with the highest weight — PM2.5 concentration (x23) — creates a sharp differentiation among the three cities: Can Tho (A3) exhibits the best value, followed by Ho Chi Minh City (A2), while Hanoi (A1) records the highest PM2.5 levels. This disparity largely contributes to Hanoi’s lower rankings under methods such as AHP and ELECTRE.
Second, employment-related indicators such as the unemployment rate (x17) and underemployment rate (x18) — which receive the second-highest weight in the weighting scheme — contribute to Hanoi (A1) attaining the top position in PROMETHEE. The city’s lower unemployment and underemployment levels, compared to Ho Chi Minh City (A2) and Can Tho (A3), increase the positive outranking flows for A1. This explains why A1 rises to the highest rank in PROMETHEE, even though it occupies relatively lower positions in AHP and TOPSIS.
In terms of data-processing mechanisms and ranking principles, the AHP method employs a relatively straightforward approach by aggregating the weighted scores of alternatives across all criteria. As a result, the final rankings are heavily influenced by the criteria groups assigned higher weights. In this study, the healthcare sector received a high weight, which favored Ho Chi Minh City — an urban center with well-developed medical infrastructure — leading it to outperform the other two cities in the ranking.
TOPSIS is sensitive to the presence of extreme values (both maximum and minimum); therefore, a criterion with an exceptionally high or low value can significantly affect the ranking results. In this study, TOPSIS continued to rank Ho Chi Minh City first, owing to its well-balanced performance across all economic, infrastructural, and development-related criteria. Hanoi ranked second due to its higher scores in certain aspects such as quality of life and social development, placing it closer to the ideal solution compared to Can Tho. Given these characteristics, both AHP and TOPSIS are suitable for comprehensive evaluations that involve multiple criteria, especially in complex decision-making contexts where criterion weights significantly influence the outcomes and a balance among economic, social, and environmental dimensions is required.
In the ELECTRE method, Ho Chi Minh City remained the top-ranked alternative; however, unlike TOPSIS, this method is based on the principle of outranking and emphasizes the dominance relationships between alternatives rather than establishing an absolute ranking. Ho Chi Minh City secured the leading position because, in most pairwise comparisons, it outperformed both Hanoi and Can Tho in several key criteria, such as GDP and infrastructure investment. Specifically, A2 shows a higher tertiary education enrollment rate (x9) compared to the other two cities, reflecting a superior quality of human capital. The city also performs strongly in household computer ownership (x28) and Internet coverage (x21), both of which carry substantial weights and directly strengthen pairwise dominance relations in ELECTRE. In addition, its lower agricultural land ratio (x22) indicates a higher degree of urbanization, giving Ho Chi Minh City an advantage over Can Tho when evaluating cost-type criteria. Consequently, Ho Chi Minh City achieves higher concordance levels in most pairwise comparisons, allowing ELECTRE to rank it first, despite Hanoi and Can Tho exhibiting individual strengths in certain other criteria. Since ELECTRE focuses primarily on outranking relationships, it is particularly well-suited for applications such as tender evaluation, investment project selection, and strategic decision-making — contexts in which criteria may not be directly comparable and vary in terms of influence.
PROMETHEE was the only method that ranked Hanoi as the top alternative. This outcome is attributed to the fact that PROMETHEE not only considers proximity to an ideal solution but also incorporates preference functions to assess the dominance between alternatives, placing higher importance on criteria such as quality of life and environmental conditions, areas where Hanoi performs relatively well. As a result, Ho Chi Minh City did not maintain the leading position under this method. This suggests that PROMETHEE is more sensitive to criteria with lower weights, particularly environmental factors, which leads to a shift in rankings compared to other methods. PROMETHEE is therefore more suitable for urgent or specialized decision-making contexts such as environmental impact assessments, resource allocation, and policy formulation, where criteria have varying levels of priority and must be evaluated according to specific contextual needs.
Based on the above results, it is evident that no single method can be considered universally optimal; rather, the choice of method should depend on the specific characteristics of the problem and the decision-making requirements.
Step 5: Sensitivity analysis by individual criteria using total decision software and stability evaluation through Monte Carlo simulation.
Table 18 
Summary of results.

– Sensitivity analysis by criterion
After analyzing the sustainability ranking results of the three cities, a sensitivity analysis was conducted for 28 criteria using the Total Decision Software. This software enables the assessment of the impact of each of the 28 criteria on the ranking outcomes of alternatives within the AHP ranking method. Based on the extent of change observed among the alternatives, the sensitivity analysis chart indicated that criterion X6 (mortality rate for HIV–AIDS) is the most sensitive, exerting the greatest influence on the ranking results.
According to Figure 2 above:

	The Y-axis represents the scores of the alternatives.


	The X-axis shows the variation in the weight of criterion x6, ranging from 0% to 100%.


	The initial ranking of the alternatives is indicated by the vertical red dashed line.



As the weight of criterion x6 increases, the score of Ho Chi Minh City tends to rise significantly, whereas Can Tho’s score noticeably decreases, and Hanoi’s score is relatively less affected. Consequently, the intersection point occurs at a weight of 20%, representing the threshold at which the rankings of Hanoi and Can Tho switch.
When the weight of x6 decreases, the scores of Hanoi and Can Tho slightly increase, while Ho Chi Minh City’s score tends to decline. The crossover point at a weight of 8% marks the threshold where the rankings of Ho Chi Minh City and Can Tho change. These findings further confirm that criterion x6 is highly sensitive to weight variations and plays a critical role in assessing the sustainability levels of the cities.
Another reason for the high sensitivity of x6 is that it belongs to the group of criteria with relatively large weights in the overall AHP structure. However, sensitivity in this context should be interpreted carefully. Although ranking reversals are theoretically observed at the 8% and 20% weight levels, these values represent theoretical sensitivity thresholds rather than practically attainable conditions.
The results presented in Figure 2 indicate that if the weight of the criterion x6 reaches the threshold levels of 8% or 20%, the rankings of certain alternatives may be reversed. However, the weights currently adopted in this study are well below these threshold values. Therefore, in practical terms, the rankings remain unchanged. This also explains why the Excel-based tests presented below show no variation in the rankings when only minor adjustments are made to the weight of x6 (the results are presented in Figures 3, 4, and 5). To substantiate this claim, several analyses based on the obtained results are presented as follows.
As calculated, the initial ranking scores of Hanoi, Ho Chi Minh City, and Can Tho are 0.543, 0.627, and 0.594, respectively.
	[image: Thumbnail: Fig. 2 Refer to the following caption and surrounding text.]	Fig. 2 Sensitivity analysis results for criterion x6.



– At the 8% weight threshold
The ranking scores of Hanoi, Ho Chi Minh City, and Can Tho are 0.555, 0.600, and 0.610, respectively.
Compared with the baseline scores, Hanoi increases by 0.012 (corresponding to a maximum increase), Ho Chi Minh City decreases by 0.027 (corresponding to a maximum decrease), and Can Tho increases by 0.016 (corresponding to a maximum increase).
– At the 20% weight threshold
The ranking scores of Hanoi, Ho Chi Minh City, and Can Tho are 0.554, 0.695, and 0.570, respectively.
Compared with the baseline scores, Hanoi increases by 0.011 (corresponding to a maximum increase), Ho Chi Minh City increases by 0.068 (corresponding to a maximum increase), and Can Tho decreases by 0.024 (corresponding to a maximum decrease).
Subsequently, an analysis was conducted using Excel by adjusting the values in the original decision matrix to the minimum and maximum levels of the Saaty scale and observing the resulting variations in the ranking scores of the three cities.
The analysis results show in Figures 3, 4, 5:
The results are summarized as follows:

	Hanoi: The lowest score relative to the baseline is 0.534 (a decrease of 0.009), while the highest score relative to the baseline is 0.553 (an increase of 0.01).


	Ho Chi Minh City: The lowest score relative to the baseline is 0.615 (a decrease of 0.012), whereas the highest score relative to the baseline is 0.636 (an increase of 0.009).


	Can Tho: The lowest score relative to the baseline is 0.586 (a decrease of 0.008), while the highest score relative to the baseline is 0.605 (an increase of 0.011).



These results demonstrate that even under extreme perturbations of expert judgments, the score variations of the alternatives do not reach the critical ranges required to trigger ranking reversals (at the 8% and 20% weight thresholds). Consequently, although criterion x6 is theoretically the most sensitive criterion, its impact on the final ranking is limited in practice, and the overall ranking structure remains stable.
This analysis further confirms that the AHP-based evaluation framework employed in this study provides a robust and reliable ranking system.
At the same time, the results indicate that the use of inherited (exogenous) weights does not have a significant influence on the final ranking outcomes of the Vietnamese cities considered in this study. Therefore, within the scope of the present research, the applied weighting scheme can be regarded as methodologically appropriate and does not introduce bias into the ranking results.
	[image: Thumbnail: Fig. 3 Refer to the following caption and surrounding text.]	Fig. 3 Alternative A1 – Hanoi.



	[image: Thumbnail: Fig. 4 Refer to the following caption and surrounding text.]	Fig. 4 Alternative A2 – Ho Chi Minh.



	[image: Thumbnail: Fig. 5 Refer to the following caption and surrounding text.]	Fig. 5 Alternative A3 – Can Tho.



– Monte Carlo analysis
To further examine the stability and reliability of the sustainability ranking results, we applied and analyzed the Monte Carlo simulation for the three cities. Below are the results obtained from the Monte Carlo analysis for the alternatives.
From Figure 6, it can be observed that the distribution is symmetrical with a clear peak, highly concentrated around the mean value. Hanoi has the lowest mean value among the three alternatives, indicating a lower priority according to the AHP model. However, the narrow confidence interval suggests good stability. Therefore, Hanoi exhibits a high level of stability but is not the optimal alternative in terms of performance.
In the chart for Ho Chi Minh City (Fig. 7), the mean and P-value are the highest, indicating that it is the most superior alternative. The confidence interval is also noticeably wider, resulting in a slightly right-skewed distribution, yet it remains concentrated around the mean. The combination of high reliability and narrow distribution makes this alternative the most effective and stable. Therefore, Ho Chi Minh City is prioritized as the top alternative in the sensitivity analysis.
Finally, in the chart for Can Tho (Fig. 8), the mean value is higher than that of Hanoi but lower than that of Ho Chi Minh City. The confidence interval is similar to Hanoi’s. Although Can Tho scores relatively high, its likelihood of achieving this performance is less certain compared to Ho Chi Minh City. Therefore, Can Tho represents an intermediate alternative with potential but lacks stability.
	[image: Thumbnail: Fig. 6 Refer to the following caption and surrounding text.]	Fig. 6 Frequency distribution chart of Hanoi in the Monte Carlo simulation.



	[image: Thumbnail: Fig. 7 Refer to the following caption and surrounding text.]	Fig. 7 Frequency distribution chart of Ho Chi Minh in the Monte Carlo simulation.



	[image: Thumbnail: Fig. 8 Refer to the following caption and surrounding text.]	Fig. 8 Frequency distribution chart of Can Tho in the Monte Carlo simulation.



4 Discussion
4.1 Discussion
In the context of rapid globalization and urbanization, evaluating sustainable development can no longer rely on isolated criteria but requires MCDM methods capable of handling complex and multidimensional information. However, a review of the literature reveals several notable research gaps. First, most existing studies focus primarily on areas such as energy, environment, or engineering projects, while urban planning and city-level sustainability assessment remain relatively limited, especially in developing countries like Vietnam. Second, the dominant use of a single MCDM method poses the risk of bias due to the specific computational nature of each tool. Finally, sensitivity analysis and robustness testing of results are often neglected, limiting the practical value of findings in public policy and sustainable investment planning.
To address these limitations, this study integrates four popular MCDM methods – AHP, TOPSIS, ELECTRE, and PROMETHEE – into a unified assessment framework, using real data from three representative Vietnamese cities: Hanoi, Ho Chi Minh City, and Can Tho. Comparing the ranking results across methods not only reveals the suitability of each tool but also reflects how each method “interprets” the concept of sustainable development from its own perspective.
AHP: Weight-oriented – emphasizing structure. AHP uses pairwise comparison matrices and predetermined weights. In this study, criteria related to healthcare and education – such as vaccination rates and school attendance – were assigned high weights, giving Ho Chi Minh City a clear advantage. However, AHP’s major drawback lies in its heavy reliance on initial weight assignment; if the weights do not adequately reflect the balance among economic, social, and environmental dimensions, the results may be skewed. Additionally, due to its additive nature, smaller criteria are often “overshadowed”.
TOPSIS: Sensitive to extremes – idealization-oriented. TOPSIS calculates the distance to an ideal and a worst-case solution. For cities with generally average performance like Ho Chi Minh City, this method produces favorable results. However, it is highly sensitive to outlier values, meaning a single very high or low indicator can distort the overall ranking. In this case, TOPSIS ranked Ho Chi Minh City highest, though this may not fully reflect Hanoi’s environmental advantages or Can Tho’s climate resilience.
Unlike AHP or TOPSIS, which rely on aggregate scores, ELECTRE compares city pairs by criterion to determine how many and to what extent one city outperforms another. Results show Ho Chi Minh City ranked highest due to its strong lead in many socio-economic indicators such as income, healthcare, and education. Can Tho ranked second, benefiting from slightly stronger economic indicators than Hanoi. Despite its environmental strengths, Hanoi ranked last because it did not sufficiently outperform other cities in pairwise comparisons. ELECTRE’s strength lies in clarifying dominance relationships between options, which is particularly useful when making competitive decisions. However, it does not reflect overall development levels and can be difficult to interpret for those unfamiliar with outranking logic.
PROMETHEE: Better criterion balance – sensitive to non-economic criteria. PROMETHEE was the only method in this study that ranked Hanoi first, reflecting its strength in highlighting environmental and quality-of-life criteria, which were underrepresented in the other methods due to lower weights. PROMETHEE employs preference functions instead of scores, making it more suitable for evaluating public policies, equitable resource allocation, and non-material values.
Conclusion: The differences in rankings across methods clearly illustrate that no single MCDM technique is universally optimal. Each method offers a different perspective on sustainable development. If a local government chooses the wrong tool, it may overlook critical aspects of sustainability – such as environmental quality in Hanoi or climate resilience in Can Tho. The findings of this study highlight that the choice of MCDM method can significantly influence policy interpretation and priority setting. Therefore, rather than relying on a single tool, policymakers should select methods that best align with their strategic objectives and data characteristics. AHP is suitable when predefined policy weights and transparent hierarchical structures are required. TOPSIS provides a clear visualization of overall performance gaps but should be complemented with sensitivity analysis to avoid distortion by extreme values. ELECTRE is useful for exploring dominance and trade-offs between alternatives, especially in comparative urban analyses. PROMETHEE, on the other hand, offers flexibility in incorporating qualitative or non-economic criteria, making it valuable for inclusive and equity-oriented planning. Finally, integrating robustness analysis across these methods can enhance result stability and strengthen decision confidence. A hybrid or ensemble MCDM framework — such as the one proposed in this study — thus represents a promising direction for achieving more balanced, evidence-based, and context-sensitive sustainability assessments.
4.2 Policy implications for urban governance
The findings of this study reveal significant disparities in the sustainability rankings of three major urban centers in Vietnam when applying different MCDM methods. This not only reflects the multidimensional nature of sustainable development but also highlights the necessity of adjusting national development policies to ensure a balanced approach across the three pillars: economic, social, and environmental.
In practice, development policies in Vietnam remain skewed toward economic growth, with insufficient attention given to social and environmental dimensions. As a result, localities with strengths in environmental quality or social well-being are often undervalued in resource allocation. This suggests that the choice of assessment tools not only affects final rankings but also influences the underlying mindset in policy formulation.
To address this issue, the national sustainability index system should be revised to better reflect regional characteristics and align with long-term strategic objectives. This includes recalibrating the weights assigned to various criteria to achieve a more balanced representation. Moreover, a policy zoning mechanism should be established based on geographic, ecological, and developmental characteristics, thereby clarifying strategic priorities for each region. Specifically:

	For large urban centers such as Ho Chi Minh City, policy should aim to balance economic development with green transition, smart mobility, and the promotion of a circular economy;


	In Hanoi, it is essential to maintain and enhance urban environmental quality and quality of life;


	For the Mekong Delta region, with Can Tho as the central hub, policies should prioritize climate change adaptation while strengthening healthcare and social infrastructure to reduce disparities with the other two cities.



Additionally, the public budgeting and investment allocation mechanisms should be reformed toward a multi-criteria integrated approach. The use of tools such as AHP, TOPSIS, ELECTRE, and PROMETHEE in project selection, urban planning, or regional prioritization will help ensure objectivity, transparency, and alignment with comprehensive development goals. In particular, PROMETHEE, with its ability to prioritize non-economic criteria, may be effectively applied in environmental impact assessments, equitable resource distribution, and social policy formulation. The government should also enhance local autonomy in sustainable strategic planning while strengthening institutional capacity, data governance, and decision-making skills based on MCDM models. Furthermore, building open data platforms for sustainable development and integrating real-time monitoring and evaluation systems will provide a robust foundation for evidence-based policymaking.
Finally, the government should pilot and scale up regionally linked sustainability assessment models, particularly in key economic zones and high-risk areas such as the Mekong Delta. These pilot models will play a crucial role in refining decision-making tools, tailoring policies to practical contexts, and institutionalizing MCDM approaches in national policy planning and oversight. Thus, the concurrent application of multiple evaluation tools in different settings will enhance the quality of decision-making, ensure regional equity, and promote a more comprehensive, flexible, and effective pathway to sustainable development in Vietnam.
5 Conclusion
This study was conducted to develop a comprehensive and scientifically grounded evaluation framework that addresses existing limitations in assessing urban sustainability by applying and comparing four widely used MCDM methods — AHP, TOPSIS, ELECTRE, and PROMETHEE — across three major Vietnamese cities, rather than relying on a single technique. The results show a certain degree of consistency among the methods despite differences in their ranking principles. This confirms that a multi-method approach generates more objective, robust, and reliable assessments of urban sustainable development. By integrating diverse decision-making logics — from weight-based methods and distance-to-ideal solutions to outranking models and preference functions — the study provides a multidimensional perspective that more accurately reflects the inherent complexity of sustainability evaluation.
Beyond methodological contributions, the findings deepen the understanding of how different sustainability criteria influence evaluation outcomes, particularly when linked to the SDG indicator framework. The analysis indicates that criteria related to SDG 3 (good health and well-being), SDG 11 (sustainable cities and communities), and SDG 13 (climate action) play pivotal roles and strongly affect the stability of rankings. Sensitivity analysis further reveals that variations in environmental quality, healthcare services, and climate adaptation capacity can shift the relative positions of the cities. These results underscore that urban areas must prioritize public health, environmental protection, and climate resilience as foundational pillars in sustainable development strategies.
The study also demonstrates the practical value of MCDM tools for policymakers by assessing the suitability of each method for the context of urban planning and sustainable development in Vietnamese cities. The comparative results provide a transparent evidence base to support strategic decisions — ranging from resource allocation and urban planning to project selection and policy performance monitoring. Integrating multiple methods reduces dependence on a single computational logic, thereby enhancing the reliability of policy recommendations and supporting evidence-based, equitable, and SDG-aligned decision-making. Policymakers may consider establishing periodic evaluation mechanisms, applying SDG-based indicator sets to monitor sustainability progress, and prioritizing policies that promote green investment, improve healthcare services, and strengthen climate resilience.
However, despite achieving its research objectives and contributing to both theory and practice, the study still has several limitations. Although focused on core pillars of sustainable development — economic, social, and environmental — the analysis does not fully incorporate other important dimensions such as political, technical, or governance factors, which are also relevant to the SDGs. Additionally, while the use of multiple MCDM methods provides more comprehensive insights, inherent differences in computational principles and decision logics may introduce discrepancies in rankings, highlighting the need for careful method selection. Moreover, the evaluation covers only three representative cities, which may not fully capture the national landscape of urban sustainability. Although sensitivity analysis was conducted to examine the influence of key criteria on ranking stability, future research could further explore criterion-level interactions of weighting scenarios. Furthermore, the effectiveness of each MCDM method depends substantially on data quality and completeness. For example, missing or low-resolution indicators can strongly influence methods such as TOPSIS and AHP, while ELECTRE may be more flexible in handling data gaps.
Based on these findings and limitations, future research can be expanded in several directions. Instead of focusing solely on three cities, subsequent studies may include a larger number of urban areas to generate a more comprehensive national assessment of sustainability. Integrating additional methods such as VIKOR or DEA may also help validate ranking robustness. Moreover, incorporating real-time data and developing dynamic evaluation systems that continuously reflect changes in sustainability conditions could provide more accurate and timely assessments. Longitudinal studies should also be conducted to track temporal variations in sustainability indicators, thereby enabling deeper analysis of long-term urban development trends. Integrating multiple MCDM methods into a unified decision-making framework may help minimize discrepancies between individual techniques and produce more balanced and objective evaluations. The findings can be used by government agencies to formulate sustainable urban development policies, identify strategic priorities, and establish evidence-based monitoring programs that ensure progress toward greener, smarter, and climate-resilient cities. The results also offer valuable references for businesses and investors in assessing regional development potential. Importantly, tracking changes in individual indicators over time can help policymakers evaluate the effectiveness of implemented strategies and make timely adjustments to ensure future sustainability.
Overall, this study not only contributes comparative methodological insights into the application of MCDM methods but also provides a practical framework that supports policymaking, investment decisions, and sustainable urban planning in Vietnam and similar contexts, forming a foundation for evidence-based strategies that are adaptive to evolving urban challenges.
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      Table 6 

      Normalization of the decision matrix.

      
        


	
	A1
	A2
	A3





	x1
	0.3
	0.39
	0.87



	x2
	0
	0
	1



	x3
	0.43
	0.55
	0.72



	x4
	0.54
	0.61
	0.58



	x5
	0.59
	0.55
	0.72



	x6
	0.23
	0.13
	0.96



	x7
	0.54
	0.538
	0.646



	x8
	0.537
	0.61
	0.582



	x9
	0.63
	0.633
	0.448



	x10
	0.6
	0.619
	0.5



	x11
	0.18
	0.34
	0.92



	x12
	0.38
	0.85
	0.37



	x13
	0.58
	0.58
	0.56



	x14
	0.583
	0.583
	0.566



	x15
	0.58
	0.57
	0.579



	x16
	0.637
	0.625
	0.452



	x17
	0.37
	0.64
	0.67



	x18
	0.22
	0.59
	0.77



	x19
	0.82
	0.45
	0.36



	x20
	0.61
	0.54
	0.58



	x21
	0.6
	0.54
	0.589



	x22
	0.554
	0.3
	0.776



	x23
	0.83
	0.52
	0.2



	x24
	0.59
	0.56
	0.58



	x25
	0.7
	0.41
	0.58



	x26
	0.7
	0.63
	0.33



	x27
	0.83
	0.547
	0.098



	x28
	0.67
	0.657
	0.346





      

    

  
    
      Table 7 

      Calculation steps of the TOPSIS method.

      
        


	
	Weighted normalized matrix
	A +
	A −



	
	

	
	



	
	A1
	A2
	A3





	x1
	0.0069
	0.009
	0.02
	0.0069
	0.02



	x2
	0
	0
	0.023
	0
	0.023



	x3
	0.0039
	0.005
	0.006
	0.0039
	0.006



	x4
	0.058
	0.066
	0.063
	0.066
	0.058



	x5
	0.064
	0.059
	0.078
	0.059
	0.078



	x6
	0.0248
	0.014
	0.104
	0.014
	0.104



	x7
	0.0205
	0.02
	0.024
	0.024
	0.02



	x8
	0.02
	0.023
	0.022
	0.023
	0.02



	x9
	0.024
	0.024
	0.017
	0.024
	0.017



	x10
	0.028
	0.0235
	0.019
	0.019
	0.028



	x11
	0.0068
	0.0129
	0.035
	0.0068
	0.035



	x12
	0.0034
	0.0077
	0.0033
	0.0077
	0.0033



	x13
	0.01218
	0.01218
	0.0117
	0.0121
	0.0117



	x14
	0.0122
	0.0122
	0.0119
	0.0122
	0.0119



	x15
	0.01218
	0.01197
	0.0121
	0.0121
	0.0119



	x16
	0.0134
	0.0131
	0.0095
	0.0134
	0.0095



	x17
	0.025
	0.043
	0.045
	0.025
	0.045



	x18
	0.015
	0.0395
	0.0516
	0.015
	0.0516



	x19
	0.0074
	0.00405
	0.0032
	0.0032
	0.0074



	x20
	0.0055
	0.0049
	0.0052
	0.0049
	0.0055



	x21
	0.0054
	0.0049
	0.0053
	0.0054
	0.0049



	x22
	0.005
	0.0027
	0.007
	0.007
	0.0027



	x23
	0.09
	0.056
	0.0216
	0.0216
	0.09



	x24
	0.0053
	0.005
	0.0052
	0.0053
	0.005



	x25
	0.0063
	0.0037
	0.0052
	0.0063
	0.0037



	x26
	0.007
	0.0063
	0.0033
	0.0033
	0.007



	x27
	0.0083
	0.0055
	0.0009
	0.0009
	0.0083



	x28
	0.014
	0.014
	0.0073
	0.0073
	0.014



	Si+
	0.0717
	0.0479
	0.1086
	
	



	Si−
	0.0989
	0.1054
	0.0704
	
	



	Ci
	0.58
	0.688
	0.39
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      Matrix T1.

      
        


	
	A1
	A2
	A3





	A1
	1
	0
	0



	A2
	1
	1
	0



	A3
	0
	0
	1





      

    

  
    
      Table 11 

      Strength and weakness differences based on T1.

      
        


	
	W
	S
	Difference





	A1
	2
	1
	−1



	A2
	1
	2
	1



	A3
	1
	1
	0
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      Matrix T2.

      
        


	
	A1
	A2
	A3





	A1
	1
	0
	0



	A2
	1
	1
	0



	A3
	0
	0
	1





      

    

  
    
      Table 13 

      Strength and weakness differences based on T2.

      
        


	
	W
	S
	Difference





	A1
	2
	1
	−1



	A2
	1
	2
	1



	A3
	1
	1
	0
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PHUONG AN Al Al Al Al Al Al Al Al Al Al Al Al Al
0.1 0.534052 [0.5340520.533759 0543039 [0:550523 | 0.55261 |0.544252 0.538335 [0:551575 | 0.538654 | 0.542326 | 0.535687 | 0.543921
02 0.537483 |0.537483[0.537291 | 0.54335 |0.548426|0.549841(0.544173 | 0.54049 [0.549121[0.540359 | 0.54286 | 0.538364 0.543926
03 0.5392980.539298[ 0.53916 [0.543513 |0.547332 | 0.548396(0.544132 0.541652 | 0.547841 [ 0.541249 | 0.54314 | 0.539762 | 0.54393
0.4 0.540423 [0.540423[0.540317 [ 0.543614 | 0.54666 |0.547509]0.544108 | 0.542381 [0.547056 | 0.541796 | 0.543313 | 0.540621 [ 0.543934
0.5 0.541189]0.541189[0.541106] 0.543682 [ 0.546206 | 0.54691 |0.544091 | 0.542882 [0.546525 [ 0.542167 | 0.54343 |0.541203 [0.543937
0.6 0.5417450.541745[0.541678 0.543731 | 0.545879 [ 0.546477 | 0.54408 | 0.543249 [0.546142 [ 0.542436 | 0.543515 [ 0.541623 [ 0.543941
0.7 0.5421680.542168[ 0.5421130.543769 [ 0.545631 | 0.546151 [0.544071 | 0.543529 [0.545854  0.542639 | 0.543579 [ 0.541941 [ 0.543944
0.8 0.5425 | 0.5425 [0.542455]0.543799 | 0.545438 |0.5458950.544065  0.543751 | 0545628 [ 0.542798 | 0.54363 [0.542191[0.543947
0.9 0.542768 |0.542768[ 0.542731[0.543823 | 0.545283 [ 0.545691 | 0.54406 | 0.543932 0545447 0.542926 [ 0.543671 [ 0.542391 | 0.54395
1 0.542989 [0.542989 0.542959 [ 0.543843 | 0.545156 | 0.545522 0.544056 | 0.544082 [ 0.545299 | 0.543031 | 0.543705 | 0.542556 | 0.543953
2 0.544082 [0.5440820.5440820.543943 | 0.54455 [0.5447190.544042 [0:544842 [ 0.544595 | 0.543547 [ 0.543876 [ 0.543356 | 0.543981
3 0.544502 [0.544502{ 0544513 0.543985 | 0.544338 | 0.544437 0.544042 | 0.54515 [0.544352 | 0.543742 0543945 [ 0.543651 | 0.544008
4 0544735 |0.544735 [0.544751 | 0.544011 | 0.544234 0544296 0.544047 [0.545328 | 0.544235 | 0.54385 [0.543988 | 0.543809 [0.544034
5 0.544888 [0.5448880.544908 | 0.54403 [0.544173 |0.5442130.544053 [0.545448 | 054417 |0.5439220.544018 | 0.54391 [0.544058
6 0.544999 [0.544999(0.545022 0.544045 | 0.544135 | 0.544161 | 0.54406 [0.545536 | 054413 |0.543975 | 0.544043 [ 0.543983 |0.544082
7 0.5450850.545085] 054511 [ 0.544059 | 0.54411 |0.5441250.544067 [0.545605 [ 0.544106 | 0.544017 | 0.544064 | 0.544038 |0.544105
8 0.5451550.545155 054518 | 0.544071[0.544094 | 0.5441 |0.544075 | 0.54566 |0.544091 |0.544052 [0.544082 [ 0.544082 |0.544127
9 0545212 0.545212 [ 0.545239 0.544082 | 0.544082 | 0544082 0.544082 [ 0545706 | 0.544082 [ 0.544082 [0.544099 | 0.544119 | 0.544148






OEBPS/smdo250317-fig4.jpg
X6/X1 | X6/X2 | X6/X3 | X6/X4 | X6/X5 | X6/X7 | X6/X8 | X6/X9 | X6/X10 | X6/X11 | X6/X12 | X6/X13 | X6/X14 | X6/X15
PHUONG AN A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2
0.1 0.626626]0.626626 | 0.627035  0.626788 | 0.626788 [ 0.6289309 | 0.633166 0627841 | 0.6298 | 0.6145640.623161 [0:633512|0.633512 0633168
0.2 0.626658]0.626658 | 0.6270510.626974 | 0.626974 | 0.628179 |0.631017]0.627449 | 0.6287610.618551 | 0.624426 0.631304 | 0.6313040.631072
03 0.6266910.626691 |0.627066 | 0.627155 | 0.627155 | 0.6278097 | 0.629916  0.627268 | 0.628242 [ 0.620665 | 0.625093 | 0.630165 | 0.630165 | 0.629991
04 0.626723[0.626723 |0.627081 | 0.6273310.627331 | 0.6276022 | 0.629258 0627176 0.627942 0.621987  0.625509 | 0.629476 [ 0.629476  0.629339
0.5 0.6267550.626755 | 0.627097 | 0.627503 | 0.627503 | 0.6274781 | 0.628828 0.627131 | 0.627755 | 0.622899  0.625795 | 0.629021 [ 0629021 0.628907
0.6 0.6267870.6267870.627112 0627671 0.627671 | 0.6274025 | 0.628532 0.627112 | 0.627634 0.623572 [ 0.626006 | 0.6287 | 0.6287 |0.628605
07 0.626819[0.6268190.627127[0.627835 | 0.627835 | 0.6273575 | 0.62832 | 0.62711 |0.6275550.6240920.626169 | 0.628466[0.628466  0.628383
08 0.6268510.626851 | 0.6271420.627995 | 0.627995 | 0.627333 |0.6281650.627119 |0.627504]0.624511 | 0.6263 |0.6282890.6282890.628217
0.9 0.6268830.626883 | 0.627157 0628151 | 0.628151 0.6273229 | 0.62805 |0.627136 | 0.627472 0.624857 | 0.626408 |0.628153 | 0.628153 | 0.628089
1 0.626914]0.6269140.627173 [0.628303 | 0.628303 | 0.6273233 [ 0627964  0.627158 | 0.627455 | 0.62515 |0.626499 [0.6280470.628047 | 0.62799
2 0.6272210.6272210.627322 [0:6296520:629652 0.6275652 | 0.627791[0.627507 | 0.627612 | 0.6268 |0.627016|0.627689 0.627689  0.627665
3 0.627516]0.627516  0.627469 [0.6307450.630745| 0.627928 |0.628005 | 0.627908 |0.6279440.627668  0.627295 | 0.627743 [ 0.627743 [ 0.627731
4 0.6278 | 0.6278 |0.627613 [0.631649]0.631649] 0.6283031 | 0.628303 | 0.628303 | 0.628303 | 0.628303 | 0.627507 | 0.627901 [ 0.627901 | 0.627894
5 0.6280720.628072 | 0.627754 [0.63240910.632409 | 06286689 | 0:628622 0:6286811|0.628659 0.628827 0.627689 | 0.628095 [ 0.628095 | 0.628092
6 0.628333]0.628333 | 0.627892 [0.633057 | 0.633057 [ 0.6290194 [ 0.628941 | 0.62904 [0.629003[0.629285 0.627856 [0.628303 [ 0.628303 | 0.628303
7 0.6285850.628585 | 0.628025 [0.633616 0.633616 [ 0.6293531 [ 0.629252[0.629379 [0.629332[ 0629695 0.625012 [0.628516] 0.628516 [ 0.628518
8 0.6288280.6288280.628161 |0.634103[0.634103 | 0.6296699 [0.629552 | 0.6297 |0.629646 | 0.63007 | 0.62816 |0.628728[0.6287280.628731
9 0629061 |0.6290610.628291 [0.634532 0.634532 | 0.6299705 [ 0.629839 | 0.630004 [ 0.629944 |0.630415 | 0.628303 | 0.628938  0.628938 | 0.628942
X6/X16 | X6/X17 | X6/X18 | X6/X19 | X6/X20 | X6/X21 | X6/X22 | X6/X23 | X6/X24 | X6/X25 | X6/X26 | X6/X27 | X6/X28
PHUONG AN | A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2 A2
0.1 0.615285]0.615285 | 0.614901 | 0.620057 [ 0.633952 | 0:632038 | 0.620668 0.622126 01632209 0.617852 [ 0.624587  0.618121 | 0.624731
0.2 0.619282[0.6192820.619031 | 0.62232 [0.631743 0.6304453 [ 0.6227340.624078 | 0.630555 | 0.620819 | 0.625364  0.620985 | 0.625377
03 0.621441[0.621441 | 0.62126 [0.623509 [0.630598] 0.6296214 | 0.62382 [0.625208 |0.629699]0.622374 | 0.62578 [0.622489 | 0.62573
04 0.622813[0.622813 |0.622675[0.624245 | 0.6299 |0.6291213[0.624493 0625976 |0.6291790.623336  0.626042 | 0.62342 [0.625959
0.5 0.623776[0.6237760.623668 | 0.624747 0.629433 | 0.6287879 | 0.624953 | 0.626553 | 0.628833 [ 0.623991 [ 0.626225 | 0.624057 [ 0.626 124
0.6 0.6244990.6244990.624412 [ 0.6251140.629101 | 0.6285516 | 0.62529 0.627015 |0.6285870.624468  0.626363 | 0.624521 [ 0.626252
0.7 0.625069[0.625069 [ 0.624998  0.625396 | 0.628853 | 0.6283767 | 0.625547 [ 0.627402 | 0.628405 [ 0.624833 | 0.626471 [ 0.624876 | 0.626356
0.8 0.625535[0.6255350.625476 | 0.625619 0.628663 | 0.6282433 | 0.625752 0.627737 | 0.628266 [ 0.625121 | 0.62656 [0.625158[0.626445
0.9 0.625927[0.6259270.625878 | 0.625801[0.628513 | 0.628139 | 0.62592 0.628034 |0.6281580.625356  0.626635 | 0.6253890.626522
1 0.6262640.626264 0.6262240.625953 |0.628392 | 0.628056 | 0.6260610.628303 | 0.6280710.625551 | 0.6267 |0.625581 | 0.62659
2 0.628303[0.628303 [ 0.628303 [ 0.626763 | 0.62789 [ 0.6277346  0.626813 [0:630213] 0.627734 0.62657 |0.627107| 0.6266 |0.627074
3 0.6294810,6294810.629496 0.627147  0.627803 | 0.6277128 | 0.627176 |0.631508] 0.627708 | 0.62703 [0.627365|0.627079 0.62743
4 0.630368 [0.630368 | 0.63039 | 0.627413 0627827 0.6277703 | 0.627432 |0.632516 0.6277640.627336  0.627581 [ 0.627407 [ 0.627742
5 0.631098 [0.631098|0.631125 0.627629 0.627896 | 0.6278589 | 0.627641 |0.633339 0.627853 [ 0.627578 0.627777 [ 0.627672[ 0.628031
6 0.631724|0.631724|0.631753 0.627818 0.627985 | 0.6279621 [ 0.627825 |0.6340291 0.627957 | 0.627784 | 0.62796 | 0.627902 [0.628303
7 0632272 0.6322720.632304 0.62799 |0.628086 [ 0.6280727 [ 0.627994 |0.6346180.628069 | 0.62797 [0.628135[ 0.62811 |0.628561
3 0.6327610.632761 [ 0.632794 0.628151[0.628193 | 0.628187 [0.628153 |0.635128]0.628185 | 0.628142 [0.628303 [0.628303 | 0.628808
9 0.6332 | 0.6332 [0.633234]0.628303]0.628303 | 0.6283031 [ 0.628303 | 0635574 0.628303 | 0.628303 [0.628466 | 0.628485 | 0.629045






OEBPS/smdo250317-fig5.jpg
X6/X1 | X6/X2 | X6/X3 | X6/X4 | X6/X5 | X6/X7 | X6/X8 | X6/X9 | X6/X10 | X6/XI1 | X6/XI2 | X6/X13 | X6/X14 | X6/X15
PHUONG AN| A3 A3 A3 A3 A3 A3 A3 A3 A3 A3 A3 A3 A3 A3
0.1 0.5975550.597555 | 0.597003 | 0.597514] 0.597514] 0.603903 | 0.60431 | 0.595946 [0.605407 ] 0.586995 | 0.588924 | 0.604292 0.604445 | 0.60496 1
02 0.5975160.5975160.596985 |0.597271 0.597271 | 0.6018820.602155 | 0.59655 | 0.60289 |0.590551 |0.591502 |0.602071 0602174 0602522
03 0.5974770.597477|0.596967 | 0.597034  0.597034 | 0.600789 [ 0.600992 | 0.596833 [ 0.601537 | 0.592381 | 0.592839 | 0.600891 | 0.600968 [0.601229
04 0.5974380.597438 0.596949 0.596804 0.596804 | 0.60009 [0.600249 | 0.59698 [0.600678]0.5934810.593654 |0.600151 | 0.600212 | 0.600419
05 0.5973990.597399 | 0.596932 | 0.596579 0.596579 0.599593 [ 0.599723 [ 0.597057 | 0.600072 0.594204 | 0.594199 | 0.599638  0.599688 | 0.599858
0.6 0.597361|0.597361 |0.596914 | 0.596359  0.596359  0.599215 [ 0.599324 [ 0.597094 | 0.599616 | 0.594707 | 0.594587 | 0.599257  0.599299 [ 0.599443
0.7 0.5973220.5973220.596896 | 0.596145  0.596145 | 0.598913 [ 0.599006 [0.597105 [ 0.599255 | 0.595071 | 0.594877 | 0.598959 | 0.598996 | 0.59912
038 0.5972840.597284 | 0.596879 | 0.595936 0.595936 0.598662 [ 0.598742 0597099 [ 0.598957 | 0.595341 | 0.595099 [ 0.598719 0.598751 | 0.598859
09 0.5972460.597246 | 0.596861 |0.595732 [ 0.595732 0.598447 [ 0.598517 [ 0.597081 | 0.598705 | 0.595545 | 0.595274 | 0.598518  0.598546 | 0.598642.
1 0.5972080.597208 [0.596844[0.595533 [ 0.595533 [ 0.598259 | 0.59832 [0.597055 0598486 0595701 |0.595415 |0.598347 | 0.598372 | 0.598457
2 0.5968370.596837 | 0.59667 | 0.5937680.593768 0.597026{0.597048| 0596602 0.597107 [0.596125 0596003 |0.597335 | 0.597346 | 0.597382
3 0.596481|0.596481 | 0.5965 | 0.592338]0.592338[0.596209[0.596216 | 0.596065 | 0.596236 | 0.595903 | 0.596106  0.596751 | 0.596756  0.596775
4 0.59614 | 0.59614 |0.596333[0.591156 | 0.591156 | 0.595533 | 0.595533 | 0.595533  0.595533 [ 0.595533 | 0.59608 |0.596293 [0.596296 [ 0.596305
5 0.5958120.595812 0.59617 | 0.5901620.590162 0.594934[0.594929 [0.595022 [ 0.594917 | 0.59512 [0.596002[0.5958950.595896 0.5959
6 0.5954960.595496 0.596009] 0.5893 14 0.5893 14 0.594389 [ 0.594382 [ 0.594536 0.594361 | 0.594701 [0.595899 | 0.595533 | 0.595533 | 0.595533
7 0.595192[0.595192 [0.595852 0.588583 [ 0.588583 [ 0.593886{ 0.593877  0.594076 0.593851 | 0594289 [0.595783 0.595196 | 0.595195 | 0.595192
8 0.5949 | 0.5949 [0.5956980.587945[0.587945 [ 0.5934190.593408 | 0.59364 |0.5933770.593889 | 0.59566 |0.594878 0.594877 [0.594872
9 0.594618 [0.594618 | 0.595546 0.587385 | 0.587385 [ 0.592981[0.592969 [ 0.593228 [0.592935 | 0.593505 | 0.595533 0594578 0594576 0.594569
X6/X16 | X6/X17 | X6/X18 | X6/X19 | X6/X20 | X6/X21 | X6/X22 | X6/X23 | X6/X24 | X6/X25 | X6/X26 | X6/X27 | X6/X28
PHUONG AN| A3 A3 A3 A3 A3 A3 A3 A3 A3 A3 A3 A3 A3
0.1 0.599462 0.587142 | 0.586821 | 0.589518 [0.603255 | 0.604078 | 0:600441 | 0.604647 | 0.603054 0.590276 | 0.604577 0.604577 0.591348
02 0.59881 | 0.5907 | 0.59049 [0.591908 [0.6012240.6017820.599315 0.601704 [ 0.601049] 0.592384 [0.602149 0.602149 0593333
03 0.5984510.5925170.592365 [ 0.593147 [0.600155 | 0.600575 | 0.598719 [ 0.600016{ 0.599995 0.593476 |0.600871 | 0.600871 0.594353
04 0.598216 0.59359 |0.5934740.593901 |0.599492(0.599827[0.598347 [ 0.598879 [ 0.599341 0.594141 | 0.600078 | 0.600078 0.594965
05 0.5980440.594278 | 0.594187 | 0.594405 [0.599037[0.599315 [ 0.598089 [ 0.598035 | 0.598894 | 0.594585 | 0.599534 0.599534 0.595367
0.6 0.597909] 0.594741 | 0.594668 | 0.594764 |0.598705 [ 0.598941 [ 0.597897 [ 0.597365 | 0.598566 | 0.594901 [0.599135 0.599135 0.595646
0.7 0.597799]0.595063 |0.595003 [0.595031 |0.598449 0.598654 0597749 [0.596809 [ 0.598315 0.595136 | 0.598829 | 0.598829 0.595848
08 0.597704]0.595288[0.595239[0.595236 [0.598245 [ 0.598425[0.597629 0596331 [ 0.598115 0.595316 | 0.598584 ] 0598584 0.595999
09 059762 | 0.5954470.595406 [0.595397 [0.598078 [ 0.598238 [ 0.597528 | 0.59591 0597951 0.595458 |0.5983840.5983840.596112
1 0.5975450.595556 | 0.595523 [0.595526 0.597937 [ 0.598082 0597443 [ 0.595533 [ 0.597814 0.595571 | 0.598215  0.598215 0.596198
2 0.596996|0.595533 |0.595533 0.596038 0.597172[0.597238 0.596943 [ 0.592905 | 0.59707 [0.596035 |0.597295 0.597295 [ 0.596427
3 0.5965780.5949270.594939 | 0.59614 [0.5967880.596827[0.596656 | 0.591162 [0.596704 | 0.596101 [ 0.596833 | 0.596833 [ 0.596289
4 0.5962060.5942390.594257[0.596102[0.596511[0.596536[0.596428 | 0.5898180.596443[0.596063 | 0.5965 | 0.5965 | 0.59606
5 059586 |0.593565[0.593587[0.596017 | 0.59628 [0.596296 [0.596226  0.588725 | 0.596227 0.595982 [ 0.596222 0.596222 [ 0.595801
6 0.5955330.5929310.592956 [0.595909[0.5960740.596084| 0.59604 | 0.58781 [0.596035[0.5958810.595974]0.5959740.595533
7 0.595221[0.592343 [0.592369 |0.595789 0.595884 0.5958890.595864 0.587031 [0.595858 | 0.59577 |0.595747|0.595747 0.595263
8 0.594923[0.591799[0.591827 [0.5956620.5957040.595706] 0595695 | 0.586357 [0.595691 0.595653 | 0.595533 [0.595533 | 0.594997
9 0.594637]0.591297[0.591326 [0.595533 | 0.595533 [0.595533 [ 0.595533 | 0.585768 |0.595533 [ 0.595533 | 0.595329 [ 0.595329 [0.594736
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