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The application of fuzzy analytic hierarchy process and artificial
neural network in elevator risk assessment
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Abstract: The method of weighted averaging is commonly employed in the ANN model for the risk- assessment of
special equipment. Because the selection of weights depends on the expert experience, the process of the assessment
generally takes a long time to complete. To deal with this problem, we propose a new risk-assessment model based on F-
AHP and ANN. This model is applied to the risk-assessment of elevators. Results show that the assessment time is shorter

and the accuracy is not lower, in comparison with that from the ANN model.
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2.1 & 57 2 IR 45 #J(Establish hierarchical struc-
ture)
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Fig. 1 The structure of AHP

2.2 WL AUE (Weight determination)
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3 FEAEPE4E (Model evaluation)
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Fig.2 The AHP structure of elevator risk assessment
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Table 1 Evaluation factors and their
corresponding weights
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Fig. 3 Training deviation curve of the EBP
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Fig. 4 Comparison of the output values and

the reference values
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