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Objectives/Goals Abstract \
"Can you combine member strength analysis and static analysistof : iXve yhgdel for craft stick

9 s of aparticular truss.
y Variable: Truss Type,
W{h more than one trusstype and |

compression, and buckling tests and which then is combined
Then | will build the truss and apply a mid-span poinjAQad unti
will have three study valuesto be sure that my predi
will build three of each type.

Methods/M aterials
My trusses were constructed out of craft sticks, wire pf

es. | prototyped the joint plates, to
pr, compression, and buckling

col |ected from these member tests W|th the stati gZana £Ss type, | made predictions on the
g, W{h three study values: #1: Warren

. S russ. Building and testing conditions for
all trusses were the same. On each ami KRoint load using a bucket of weights.
When the truss failed, the weight ‘ Qe member name where the trussfailed. | compared
the actual failure wei ght and memb: i Iith™s edicti

Results
The Howe Truss was the mostacts breaking within 2 Ibs. of my prediction. The Pratt
Truss also had good results. | et (71.7 Ibs +/- 6.3 |bs) of failure. The prediction was

104% of the average. The Warrepyyssweedicti asincorrect. | attribute thisto using only the
compression test. Sincel perfg ' N test later, the Warren truss prediction would be
somewhere between the bucl sQSSpn averages, which would have been correct. In every
case, | successfully predicted w duld fail.

Conclusions/Discussion
My hypothesis was corr,
accurately predict wh
results for co }

tensi on Were very accurate.

Summary
Combi gth tests and static analysis, | found that | could make a predictive model of truss
bridge falil g three truss types.

Help Received

My father taught static anaIySIs aided with experimentation, & building apparatuses.
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