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Abstract; By using the 2004-2008 tropical cyclone disasters data and social-economic informa-
tion of the counties in Zhejiang Province, as well as the indices values with good regional contrast
of relative affected population, relative disaster area, collapsed houses, and relative direct eco-
nomic loss, which were built by revised conversion function, this paper established a disaster as-
sessment model about the relative loss value of the indices and the hazard factors including
process rainfall, rainstorm days, heary rain storm days, maximum daily rainfall, extreme and
maximum wind speed (=8 m - s™'), and days of extreme and maximum wind speed by the
method of polynomial fitting, and made a meticulous disaster grade classification of tropical cy-
clone via grey clustering and expert weighting. On these bases, the disaster assessment and grade
dividing were given on the ‘ Morakot’ tropical cyclone affected Zhejiang Province in 2009. The
calculated indices values of relative affected population, relative disaster area, collapsed houses,
and relative direct economic loss were approached to the actual indices values, with the correla-
tion coefficients being 0. 70, 0.63, 0.75, and 0. 54, respectively, suggesting that the estab-
lished assessment model could basically reflect the damage grade distribution caused by the haz-
ard factors. The comperhensive rusults of ‘ Morakot’ disaster assessment accurately reflected the

spatial distribution characteristics of different counties in the Province during the  Morakot’ e-
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vent, but, affected by other factors ( pregnancy disaster environment, vulnerability, and resili-

ence, eic. ), the fitted disaster was overestimated when the existing disaster was small, and un-

derestimated when the existing disaster was great.

Key words: tropical cyclone; relative disaster degree; grey clustering analysis; disaster loss as-

sessment model ; disaster damage grade classification.
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Table 3  Correspondence between gray value and index
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