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ABSTRACT

For evaluating a large caliber ammunition tests, indoor ballistic test range is required to reduce the noise and
fragments occurring during the test. To ensure the reliability of the indoor ballistics test range design, we carried
out the analysis of the indoor test range using the AUTODYNE hydrodynamic code before its construction. The
120 mm tank ammunition is adopted as a reference model and we analysed the characteristics of the pressure
distribution at fire area, the structure design at impact area, the over-pressure applied to the tunnel, and the sabot
stopper design. The results of the analysis were applied to the design of the indoor ballistic test range.

Key Words : Indoor Test Range( WA &), 120mm Tank Ammunition(120mm 71 X}32EH), Pressure Analysis($F= 54
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Fig. 1. Sectional view of indoor ballistic test range
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Fig. 2. PRODAS’s analysis :

pressure vs travel
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Fig. 3. Analysis model for pressure distribution around
the muzzle at the time of firing
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Fig. 4. Pressure contour around the muzzle
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Fig. 5. Initial flight image of tank ammunition
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