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Abstract: In order to evaluate the implementation effect of safety management in non-coal underground mines, a safety
performance evaluation index system of non-coal underground mines was established, including 6 first-level indicators and 30
second-level indicators. The safety performance evaluation method of non-coal underground mines based on ANP method and
TOPSIS method was constructed. The weight of evaluation index was determined by ANP method, and the comprehensive
evaluation was carried out by TOPSIS method. Finally, XD company was taken as an example for empirical research. The
evaluation results show that the safety performance score of XD company in 2023 is the highest, and the safety performance is
grade [l. The average annual growth rate of safety performance comprehensive score from 2020 to 2023 is 5.36 %. XD company

is relatively good in safety education and training, and relatively weak in risk classification control and hidden danger
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investigation and management. The evaluation results can provide guidance for the safety management of mining enterprises.

Key words: Non-coal underground mine, Safety performance, Index system. Analytic network process, Technique for order

preference by similarity to an ideal solution
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ANP network model for safety performance evaluation of non-coal underground mines
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Table 3 Index weights for safety performance evaluation
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