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ABSTRACT

This paper describes the design guide and its assessment process to be applied to the launcher vehicle exterior
design. A launcher vehicle design is required to meet three kinds of design attributes; symbolic quality, usability,
and aesthetic quality. The launcher vehicles referred to in this paper are assessed by the elements in the
guidelines. A set of assessment process and methods is derived to evaluate how well the three design attributes are
applied in the actual launch vehicle design. An example of assessment is shown at the last part of this paper. By
this way designers can take various criteria into account integratively and select the final design. High design
satisfaction and pride of the operators and the nation can be assured in the end.
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Table 3. Survey on symbolic quality of a launcher
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Fig. 2. Ingress evaluation graph
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Fig. 4. Example of windshield glasses of launcher

vehicles
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