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Development of Requirement Driven Pre-Conceptual Design Process
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(1) Mission Profile
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(2) Design Space Model
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(3) Prediction Profile
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(4) Contour Plot
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(5) Design Requirements (474 8$+%)
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- Take-off Gross Weight : 85000 lbs ©]3&}
- Empty Weight : 44000 lbs ©]3}
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Fuel Weight : 20000 lbs ©]3}

~ Take-off Field Length : 6500 ft ©]3}
Landing Field Length : 4500 ft ©] 3}

- Stall Speed : 120 Knots ©]8}
Take-off Speed : 135 Knots °]s}t

- Approaching Speed : 145.0 Knots ©|3}
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(4) Morphological Matrix
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