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Mr. Dan Simmonds
AN Wireless

430 S. Columbus Ave.
Littlestown, PA 17340
0) 717-465-0519

) 717-359-0520
dan@anwireless.com

Subject: Design Comparison
TEP # 03190

Dear Mr. Simmonds:

Tower Engineering Professionals (TEP) completed its comparison of the Trylon Titan tower and AN Wireless
(ANW) tower.

Investigation included the following:
1) Internet research of the Trylon Titan tower
2) Correspondence with Trylon
3) Review of the ANW tower design
4) Observations and measurements of the tower section number 4 of the Trylon Titan tower, provided by
ANW

Based on its work TEP offers the following:
1) The Titan tower was designed using a different method than the ANW tower.

A safety factor is the ratio of load capacity to applied load. Usually this load capacity is based on the yield
stress, Fy, of the material used to fabricate the tower. If the applied load is kept below this yield stress, the
structure will not experience permanent deformation during a design load event. Since there is a set of
unknowns in design, manufacture, erection, and service of the structure, engineers usually apply safety factors
to their designs.

For instance, a structure may be specified so that the applied loads are a certain fraction, less than one, of the
load capacity. The amount of stress is limited to be below the yield stress via the structure selection. This is
the allowable stress design (ASD) method. It is the current approach of the ANSI/TIA/EIA-222-F-1996,
Structural Standards for Steel Antenna Towers and Antenna Supporting Structures (TIA).

Another method is to increase the anticipated loads by a number greater than or equal to one. This is called
overload factor. The structure is designed with a capacity for that overload. This is ultimate strength design
(USD). It was the approach used in the 1970’s by the steel transmission tower industry.
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To illustrate the difference between the two design methods, TEP prepared calculations. For comparison
purposes, calculations are based on section #4 of the Titan tower and section #7 of the ANW tower. Each of
these sections would be located at the top of the heaviest 80-ft modular tower available.

TEP attempted to identify the standard or code used by Trylon for the design of the Titan tower. No reference
was available from Trylon. However, it is apparent that the tower was designed using a form of the USD
method. The ANW tower was designed to meet the TIA.

From our calculations, the following observations were made:

a) The ultimate load capacity of the ANW tower leg was 32.4 kips. The allowable load was 22.6 kips.

b) The ultimate load of the Titan tower leg was 6.5 kips. The allowable load was 4.5 kips.

¢) The allowable load was 70 percent of the ultimate load for each tower leg.

d) The wind load on the bare ANW tower section per TIA was 25.5 pounds per linear foot (plf).

e) The wind load on the bare Titan tower section per TIA was 18.6 pounds per linear foot (plf).

f) The wind load per the TowerCalc program was 13.1 plf. This is about 70 percent of the load required by
TIA.

g) The Titan tower was designed for less wind load than the ANW tower.

h) The Titan leg member has less capacity than the ANW leg member for the sections considered.

2) Description of tower members and connections

Section #4 of the Titan tower is comprised of the following:
a) Members

1) Leg members are 60-degree bent plate, approximately 4 inches by 3/32 inches before forming.
Members are fabricated using 32 ksi yield-strength material. No specification was available
from Trylon.

i1) Bracing members are 90-degree bent plate, 2 inches by 5/64 inches before forming. Members

are fabricated using 32 ksi yield-strength material. No specification was available from Trylon.
b) Connections

1) Leg connections at the base of the section are (2) 3/8-in diameter bolts in single shear.
Connections are SAE Grade 5 material.

i1) Bracing connections are 1/4-in diameter bolts in single shear. Connections are SAE Grade
5 material.

Section #7 of the ANW tower section is comprised of the following
a) Members
1) Leg members are 60-degree bent plate, 5 inches by 3/16 inches before forming. Members are
fabricated of ASTM A572 Grade 50 (50 ksi yield strength) material.
i1) Bracing members are 90-degree bent plate, 3 inches by 11 gage (about 1/8 inches) before
forming. Members are fabricated of ASTM A572 Grade 50 (50 ksi yield strength) material.
b) Connections
1) Leg connections at the base of the section are (2) 1/2-in diameter bolts in double shear.
Connections are SAE Grade 5 material.
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i1) Bracing connections are 3/8-in diameter bolts in single shear. Connections are SAE Grade 5

material.

3) The panel points for the Titan tower section are eccentric. There are 6 inches between the diagonal to leg
connections (panel points). This connection requires (2) bolts per brace. It also introduces bending stresses
in the tower legs. The ANW tower section uses concentric panel points. This allows less bracing
connections. It also eliminates bending stress in the tower legs.

4) The Titan tower section is composed of pre-galvanized steel sheets. This results in the sheared edges of
members and puched holes for connections being exposed to the elements. The ANW tower is composed
of steel plates that are cold formed, punched for connections and then hot-dipped galvanized. This results
in all edges having a layer of surface protection.

5) The ANW tower was designed to meet the TIA structural standards. The Trylon Titan tower was not.

Thank you for the opportunity to perform this service for you. We hope this letter illustrates the differences in the
designs and physical characteristics of the two towers. If you have questions or comments, please contact our
office.
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Tower Engineering Professionals, Inc. § SRS 2

Michael L. Lassiter, P.E., S.E. PORTABLE DOCUMENT FORMAT

Division Manager, Structures

Regards,

2O ST
Attachments: '?,:5.2; "fl.y,ﬁl_ fj.‘f-?-’?:é@‘q.\‘
1) ANW Tower Section #7 Drawing "’fr, { L. \.?“\\\‘\
2) Trylon Titan Section #4 Drawing gt

3) Calculations
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