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Final munitions require arena testing
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versus explosive detonation 
Chapman-Jouguet (CJ) pressure
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Cumulative number of fragments 
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Fragment velocities versus theta for 
varying explosive compositions, Charge B
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Summary



 

New modeling methodology for assessing performance of 
IM munitions  developed


 

Employing IM explosives with low brisance properties and 
low Chapman-Jouguet (CJ) pressures leads to decreases in 
the fragment numbers and velocities


 

Based on the experimental data available to-date, an 
approximately linear relationship between the -parameter 
and the Chapman-Jouguet (CJ) detonation pressures is 
observed


 

To maintain lethality requirements, explosive 
fragmentation munitions with IM formulations requires 
employing high fragmentation steel alloys, or 
controlled/preformed fragmentation techniques, or a 
combination of thereof 
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