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A Study of Statistical Design Space for Fitting Response Surfaces

o) FF", WA

1. A&

HHEEHYEE HAS g4n7F EobAE e
W s 7IME F shtojrd o] ZEe EA
H Agdds dARY PAVPEE VIveR
ste 24 A3 ViYeg, £ A& 7HA
HAE E HMAFE HOY Y F e
HAH3 dnagFTolHl] WEEAHE o4
SA #48 ge dAWSe vty 3
A RYg FARLE FA3Y Wi By
A AA g oAE £yt ol
SAE Fol7l Hs gAYl ¢4 &
A A3 Vi 2o ogFE o]Eo] AAEH
tH2-3l

2 =2oAe FM99E 248 o 3o
71&S WEASAA A oy FA e
g ugoz 3 FoiddgAaAsige Aqtst
o HEERE A U Fedd BIH S
gysn olg F3 A FHo rgAH
NG E FHATInA g w3 F8 AEE
ZIHW(ANSYS)H dEde Zzods A
o] tiRol EFHHEASE YT Al2dg F
23 Ak o

B dyE viEozn Jud FdIHIEz=
a¥g 3RA Eys FAo HLso Ay
e}l guElEe FFo] o4 dAE B
#§ Zeadel AziAde HHIged F o
gad duEyd MEe A JixxER B
£ Aot} o)F g FREY FA L FA
g 47 v gg Agsted 7ld3n

Z g,

2. o|&X vl Y

21 A3 =g 71y
TEEEYE o83k UwbHo] HA3 dnF:

ERIE ey
& AP Y L8 T AEA ' H
HHE A7) A8 AT U e RS we

HRE WEHoz YUk olsh g LuelE

BE& Fg. 1o JERiIch

~,

< STARY >

INPUT DATA

—— ‘
SAMPLING j

POINT
GENERATION |
BY CCD i

, - - A
EXPERIMENTAL '_._._ﬂ ANALYSIS |
DATA L BYFEM |
CONVERSION | je=——  © B
. S ‘
EVALUATION OF |
REGRESSION
FUNCTION RESPONSE
! S SURFACE
(2" ORDER} METHOD
ot |
A— GENERAL |
’ e e, OPTIMIZATION |
| DN 8Y MFD |
L S N N _

P o r REARRANGEMENT | | “ |
\

!

< OPTIMUM? OF OBJECTVE | ‘
~_ FUNCTION

- ‘ [

PRINT RESULT SIDE CONSTRAINT
INTO A FILE } CALCULATIONOF | |
e | LOCAL REGION | |
e ;’ H ‘
'
v PROCEDURE ARRANGING \
/ ; A LOCALREGION |
& STOP ) LA A R

Fig. 1. The flow chart
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Table 1. Central Composite Design: CCD
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