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Abstract: Launch vehicle design is a system engineering process that contains multiple disciplines.
In the process of system design, multiple disciplines need to be taken into consideration, including
trajectory, aerodynamics, attitude control as well as their coupling effects. Multidisciplinary opti-
mization (MDO) method establishes an approximate model, which could be one-level or multi-lev-
el, and can effectively approach the best solution by using appropriate algorithm. In this work, the
development of MDO method is systematically introduced, and several classical MDO methods are
presented as well as its software platform and one application example. The value of MDQO'’s applica-
tion and future development in China’s launch vehicle industry are stressed in the end of this paper.
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Fig. 1 Diagram of launch vehicle design process
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