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Abstract: The pre-selection evaluation indicators of railway emergency rescue capability under
serious epidemic situation were constructed from three aspects, including railway emergency
preparation capability, railway emergency response capability and railway emergency recovery
capability. In order to improve the scientificity, feasibility, independence and reliability of the

indicators, the transitive closure method was used to select the indicators. The evaluation
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indicator system of railway emergency rescue capability under serious epidemic situation was
established, including 3 first level indicators, 15 second level indicators and 49 third level
indicators, and the indicator weights were calculated by analytic hierarchy process based on
triangular fuzzy number. Analysis result shows that, in the first level indicators, the weights of
railway emergency preparation capability, railway emergency response capability and railway
emergency recovery capability are 0.26, 0.53 and 0. 21, respectively, and the weight of railway
emergency response capacity is the largest. During the epidemic period, the transportation of medical
staff and materials should be guaranteed, and the effective measures are taken to prevent the further
spread of the epidemic. Among the second level indicators of the railway emergency preparation
capability, the weight of emergency materials indicator is the largest with the value of 0.29. In the
preparation stage, it is necessary to prevent the situation from getting worse, do a good job in emergency
materials storage, increase the proportion of emergency materials funds, clarify the right and
responsibility of each emergency organization, and timely improve and update the emergency plan. The
weight of operation recovery is 0. 47, which accounts for the largest proportion in the second level
indicators under the railway emergency recovery capacity. In the recovery stage, the number of operating
trains should be increased, the information of operating trains should be open timely, and the resumption
special train should be set up. The system provides a scientific and effective reference for improving the
railway’s emergency rescue capability under serious epidemic situations. 12 tabs, 2 figs, 30 refs.
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Fig.1 Determination method of assessment indexes based on

transitive closure method
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Tab. 4 Triangular fuzzy numbers with different

qualitative descriptions
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Tab. 12 Evaluation indicators of railway recovery capacity after epidemic
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