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Study on the application of analytic hierarchy process in the construction
of quantitative grading evaluation method of food safety supervision
in Nantong
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ABSTRACT: Objective To explore the new quantitative grading evaluation standard of food safety supervision in
catering service, and improve the supervision efficiency. Methods The relative importance of 5 quantitative
classification indexes was scored by the unified expert rating table which was produced by "one-to-one" interview.
The weights of the indexes were established by analytic hierarchy process. Results The authority of these surveys’
expert was relatively high, the experts had high consistency in judging the importance of quantitative classification
indicators of different formats CR<0.1, the calculation of the weight value was reasonable, and the weight of the key
item inspection index was relatively high, key items and general items were distinguished. The weights of the
first-level indicators of different formats were not significantly different. The weights of the second-level indicators
reflected a certain degree of differentiation, but they also reflected some differences in different formats. Conclusion
The new quantitative grading evaluation standard for food safety supervision of catering services is reasonable and
effective, and has wide application value.
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Table 1 Relative importance evaluation scale of the 2 indicators
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Fig.l Hierarchy of food safety supervision and evaluation index system of catering services

232 HERER—HBESE
XFHIRE R A 24T ] i AT LT 240 R 0 —1k, 53

m
R R FIERE R —1TRALY, = [ [ Xl =1,2,...,m;

j=1

PR m OB =Y, 5 T w= MW, W]

m
F—A, w=W/> W, w BEHRE . A BRKFFIEAR

i=1

1 & (Bw),
:72( )1

- o FFIETTEE W, A BW = 4, W o

Amax

i=1
— IBER ) — B AR (CHARAG 45 5 B3 A A XS AL ST
PR ZEEELE, 2 Cl <01, WA ZEAL, 15

Mﬁﬁﬂ%%ﬁﬁﬁoﬁ%WT:uz%%¥,

Amax = 2 A 1K, A=Y g/ o o o KB BRI
i=1 j=1

HEREL, A ARG 2 A F B FR B E R 2 P e A Y
FRIEAR o UEAh, b BE B AN [ B 508 S B 1) — 8obE, SR A
) 5 R - B BE ML — SRS AR RIEDR A EDL, 5B Bok
F 2, FlmiE A R - & e A —
Pk # CR<0.10, CR=CI/RI, 75 W% R 2 46 1%, B
Zl A — SRR
24 GtESHh

K Epidata 3.2 £ TEE A, SAS 9.13 Stk
PESE AR T, T ZAHERRI IWHRAECHIKT R 2L Co) FiI
R AT R M Cofii L RN, LR IBUE,
FH C=(C+Cy2, —f2Y4 C, =0.70 AT HZ o fE M,

3 HREHR

3.0 ERMEXRBERINBIEE

AT 43 % R B BUY K0 FAR R 4
BB PEAG AR C T AE 10 4E K AL, ¥EIEBIRIE R 30
P XT3 R AR BGERARE R KL Cs ¥IMEH R 0.765; K
Wi 2B Ca B{E R 0.745, & HMBUR AL Cr ¥MEH 0.755.
AR 30 175 FXF IR R AR bR B
MRUBAR B, FT a5 Rl 15
3.2 EUSRIEFNERE

3 LSRR KRR, Ak A s
29N —BARTRFIRTHERE . 2 4 R 5 AARFELA 9 ~—
RAGFRFFEAE, MR ATLIE B, 5 DA EDE A — 8ok
Fo% CR ¥4<0.1, W] RATA k0 o HL A 6 2 i — Bk O
HEAZE FREL, diiEBe s AARRENEE 9 A~—
FAGPRARE AR . % 58 S AARNEE 9 ~—%%
FEbR AL E(E, BRI FIR R % . T o X B A
TNPEFRACESR AN, RIEDMEAS ) 9 A— A5 AR AT M
ZFARK, [HARFME S —F A5 bR HAR A E A AE AR
BENES.

[vi) B A5 4 — PRAB AR 2 N 8 A8 bR A R 1,
PI—Z A5 hr s DA 5 A~ d8hr ], HEAERIE 6
AP A IREE DA AR bR FHE (AR 7 388 DA% —
FAGHRARCE (. 20K — S8R AR He (B 3 LA R —
RAEPR IR HAETS 3] 30 A RIEFRARCE HolE, FF5%
b BAR B AU S8, B b 28 Ak 4 GO0 35 B AN 40
(3 8 FR8E 1LAE Ry 1)) .



5176 el e 1%

R3I FR KPRERENITD 9 N —RIBRAFIEIER

Table 3 Judgment matrix of quantitative rating of nine first-level indicators for large and medium-sized catering
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Table 4 Characteristic values of 9 first-level indicators of 5 different formats
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Table 5 Weight ratio of 9 first-level indicators of 5 different formats (%)
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Table 6 Characteristic values of five secondary environmental health indicators
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Table 7 Weight ratio of each secondary index of environmental health of five business types (%)
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Table 8 Score table of some key points of daily supervision and inspection of catering services (environmental hygiene as an example)
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