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A Study on Simple Methodology of Distruction Effects Analysis
3 Dimensional Building Target's by Weapon Systems

Jinho Park - Sangyeong Choi * Yeongho Kim*

ABSTRACT

In order to use missiles more effectively, assessing methodologies was advanced about weapon effects for various
target types. We tried to find out the most effective analysis methodologies for missiles to attack 3 dimensional
building target’s and analyzed adaptedness as an assessing methodology. There are EFD (Expected Fractional
Damage) and SSPD (Single Sortie Probability of Damage) methodologies to assess building target damage. In order
to calculate effectiveness we used input parameter such as size of the target and CEP (Circular Error Probable),
MAE bldg (Mean Area of Effects for Building) of weapons and impact angle as encountering condition between
the target and the missile. We compared EFD and SSPD, in order to analyze adaptedness as a effective methodology
by CEP and MAE. The result was that EFD methodology was more adaptive to assess 3 dimensional building targets
by missile systems than SSPD.
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Fig. 2. Process of the weapon effects analysis[1
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