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ABSTRACT: A primary agitator for mixing paint in massive tank with its contents up to 200Kg without contact with the paint to
avoid paint inconsistencies for desired paintwork quality has previously been conceptually and analytically desighed. The working
principle of the agitator had been elucidated and its detailed design and itemized component structures presented by [4]. Both
static and dynamic strength, deflection, bending and overall integrity limitations of the shaft and frame structures of the agitator
were duly taken into consideration in the design and found to be well within satisfactory operational and safety levels. This paper
is a follow-up intended to verify the designed operational integrity of the agitator by simulation tests analyses using SolidWorks.
Simulations were separately carried out by inputting the total designed load of 305Kg-mass on the agitator frame structures
under static and rotational speed of 120rpm (12.57rad/s) together with the designed shaft torque of 1800Nm and observing
stresses according to Von Mises’s material yield failure criterion as well as strains and deflections in the structures. This was
sequentially carried out by using separately three design-selected square hollow structural steel (SHSS) frame members of 40 by
40mm, 50 by 50mm, and 60 by 60mm cross sectional dimensions and 3mm-wall-thickness for the agitator frame components and
observing the output behaviours and results. The obtained tests information validated that the agitator was well designed for
static and operational integrity with respect to adequate strength, minimal deflections and strains, safety, non-interference
between its parts, and serviceability in practice but with components of the 60x60mm SHSS profile as the best in terms of safety
and reliability. The design with components of the 60 x 60mm SHSS profile is thus recommended to be used to develop the agitator
by arc-welding the structural components in place.

KEY WORDS: Design, operational integrity, conceptual and analytical method, validity, crosscheck, simulation tests,
Solid Works.

1. INTRODUCTION

Painting is the most versatile, commonly, and widely used method of protecting engineered components, structures, and
systems from corrosion as well as obtaining their desired aesthetic values. Over 90% of all structural materials world over are
protected by paint or organic coatings [1]. Paint is a heterogeneous mixture of lot of solids in liquid. When kept undisturbed
for longer time, the solids in the paint start settling down. When one uses such paint without mixing it, its top portion will have
more binder and less pigments and the resulting color will be completely off. Its bottom part will be mostly the pigment and
some binder. When one applies, the paint, it will not dry properly and start to chalk off on no time. Paint blending
homogenization before painting is therefore an important daily requirement in industrial and commercial paint applications
to avoid myriads of defects and costs associated with paintworks. Standard agitators are available for mixing limited
quantities of paints in limited sizes of containers [2, 3]. In some plants, paints are acquired and kept in large massive drums or
tanks in different colour sheds because of cost and handling advantages during external and internal logistics. The paints are
often fetched therein the tanks from the tops without agitation and agitatedly mixed with other blends in standard facilities to
obtain the requisite blend homogeneity and properties. Whilst the paint at top of the drum is kept fetching in that manner,
depending on the daily work need, the paint at the bottom of the drums tends to form sediments so that its properties such as
viscosity are not the same with the original homogenous paint. Continued subsequent fetching of such remaining paint for
mixing in the facility may not produce the paint blend with the intended correct properties like colour, adhesion, viscosity and
flow ability. The paint at the bottom of the drum will therefore require more dilution to attain requisite viscosity at the
operational temperature. To dilute the paint to attain the required viscosity, more solvent is added. The addition of excess
solvent affects the coloration, the gloss, and the film thickness of the paint on the finished surfaces after drying. Defects such
as; color variation, loss of gloss, and low paint film thickness can therefore be found on painted surfaces if paints are not
properly agitated in the drums before dispensing them to smaller mixing pots for dilution and mixing in standard facilities [4].
To do away with the much man labor required for mix-homogenizing paints in such massive tanks to requisite properties
before blending it with additives in standard facility prior to painting, an agitator was conceptually and analytically designed
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by Dr. Guma and Agbata [4] and recommended to be developed for using in cases where there are such mixing shortcomings
that results in defects like undesirable texture, gloss, colour; etc to paint finishes on works. This paper is a follow-up intended
to crosscheck the validity of the designed static and operational integrity of the agitator frame with respect to tolerable
operative stresses, strains, and deflections using SolidWorks simulation tests.

1.1 Basic Review of the Agitator Design

A view of the initial frame structural design of the agitator with components’ dimensions in centimetres was as shown in Fig. 1.
The parts identification numbers of the agitator on the assembly drawing with the paint tank in place are shown in Figs. 2a, as
well as on its rotary unit subassembly in Fig. 2b. Basically, the agitator was designed to consist of a 200Kg-tank supporting
frame with a carriage bed for the tank, a 50mm-diameter steel shaft with a driving torque of 1800Nm powered by a 4-
Horsepower electric motor to continuously rotate the tank inclined at angle of 22° through 360° with angular speed of 60rpm
during the required agitation time. The basic designed principle of operation of the agitator was combination of circular and
angular rotation. The agitator was designed to use the effect of changing position of a rotating tank on its paint content to
increase turbulence on the content. The principle here was that when the position of the continuous rotating tank is changed
such that the tank alternates head up and bottom down and head down and bottom up at every 180° rotation, the paint within
the tank become agitated due to the turbulence that results from the interruption of the direction of flow of the paint caused
by abrupt change in position of the tank. The agitator was designed to have only one physically moving part which is the
carriage bed whose dynamics is intended to agitate the paint in the drum carried by it as shown in Fig.2a. As the load bearing
surface of the agitator, the carrier was designed to be fitted with a high strength belt and a tightening device for holding the
paint tank in position to ensure zero play during rotation. The carrier was designed to have extended shaft at both ends to fit
into bearings protruding through at one end to allow for coupling with the powering electric motor. The design was such that
when the electric motor is powered, it should turn the carrier through a lateral circular rotation while the paint tank
undergoes both lateral circular rotation and angular rotation due to the inclined nature of the carrier which should ensure that
the load remain inclined when held on it. The agitator was designed for simple operation by the electric motor with gear trains
running at comparatively low speed and rotating conventionally only in one direction. The design was also such that when the
tank is loaded and firmly secured on the agitator, the equipment can be switched on by pressing the on, and off by the off
electricity supply control switches. The agitator was designed to continue rotating during operation until complete mixing is
achieved at which point the operation should be discontinued and the quantity of paint desired extracted and taken to a
standard facility for blending with additives, and the paint tank left there for any further operations or unloaded as desired [4].
Three square hollow structural steel (SHSS) profiles of 40 by 40mm, 50 by 50mm, and 60 by 60mm cross sections and 3mm-
wall-thickness were design- selected for the agitator frame components [4,5, 6,]

60

Fig 1: The initial conceptual frame structural design of the agitator
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Fig. 2a: Part identification numbering on the assembly drawings of the agitator

Fig 2b: Part identification numbering on the rotary unit subassembly of the agitator

1.2 Parts of the agitator

The agitator parts numbered in Figs. 1, 2a and 2b are itemized serially followed by their names and how many each is in
number (No.) as follows [4]:

1. Base long SHSS (2 No. ).

2. Base short SHSS (2No.).

3. Bearing vertical stand SHSS (2No.).
4. Bearing horizontal base SHSS (1No.).
5. Motor vertical stand SHSS (2No.).
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6. Motor horizontal base SHSS (1No.).

7. Base long middle braze SHSS (1No.),

8. Bearing (1No.).

9. Bearing housing hub (1No.).

10. Rotary carrier bearing end shaft (1No.).

11.Rotary carrier bearing shaft holder SHSS (1No.).

12. Reinforcement plate for bearing shaft (2No.).

13. Electric motor base plate (1No.).

14. Electric motor (1No.).

15.Electric motor shaft holder reinforcement plate (2No.).
16. Electric motor shaft hub (1 No.).

17. Shaft lock covers (2 No.).

18. Rotary carrier motor end shaft holder SHSS (1 No.).

19. Rotary carrier motor end shaft holder spacer HSS (1No.).

20. Rotary carrier vertical support SHSS (2 No.).

21. Rotary carrier base long SHSS (2 No.).

22. Rotary carrier base horizontal SHSS (1No.).

23. Rotary carrier motor end shaft holder alternate spacer SHSS (1No.).
24. Rotary carrier base short alternate SHSS (1No.).

25. Inside metal.

26. Rotary carrier drum holder plate (2No.).

27. Rotary carrier base reinforcement plate (2No.),
28. Base long HSS reinforcement plate (4 No.).

29. Rotary carrier anchor belt plate (2 No.).

30. Threaded shaft (2 No.).

31. Belt anchor base on the steering.

32. Lock steering (2 No.).

33. Drum (1No.).

34. Rotary carrier under base reinforcement  (4No.).
35. Chain belt (2 No.).

36. Link (2 No.).

2. METHODOLOGY
2.1 Rundown of SolidWorks

The simulation tests were conducted using SolidWorks version 2014. SolidWorks is a solid modeling computer-aided design
and computer-aided engineering computer program that runs on Microsoft Windows. Over two million engineers and
designers at more than 165,000 companies were using SolidWorks as of 2013 [7]. SolidWorks can be used among many other
applications for [7]:

i. Evaluating strain and stresses and deflections between contacting parts, including friction
ii. Applying bearing loads, forces, pressures, and torques
iii. Improving designs based on structural, motion, or geometric criteria
iv. Checking a system’s expected life or accumulated damage after a specified number of cycles

2.1.1 The Simulation Integrity Tests

The tests were carried with the 40 x 40 mm, 50 x 50mm, and 60 x 60mm different design-proposed square hollow steel
structural (SHSS) profiles of 3mm-wall-thicknesses for the agitator components. Various simulated operational loading
conditions were applied to the agitator frame components with each profile to confirm the capability or otherwise of the frame
to perform opimally with respect to tolerable stress, strain, and deflections levels in each case. The simulation was done based
on the following designed parameters for the agitator’s steel frames: mass of the rotary carrier = 100Kg, mass of the drum plus
content = 200Kg, total mass to be rotated = 305Kg, acceleration due to gravity = 9.81m/s2, weight to be rotated = 305 x 9.81 =

© 2018,IRJET | ImpactFactorvalue:7.211 | 1S09001:2008 Certified Journal | Page 1335



‘// International Research Journal of Engineering and Technology (IRJET) e-ISSN: 2395-0056
RIETVolume: 05 Issue: 12 | Dec 2018 www.irjet.net p-ISSN: 2395-0072

2992N, maximum speed of rotation = 60rpm, radius of rotation = 0.56m, and driving torque = 1800Nm. Although the designed
rotational speed for the agitator was 60rpm, the simulation was conducted using 120 rpm (12.57rad/s) due to need to
incorporate some higher factors of safety in the simulation information to confidently reliably predict practical realities.

The test was also carried out with the following considerations: static load only, vertical load on the structures, agitation
torque, and centrifugal force based on 60-rpm rotational speed and Von Mises’s material failure criterion. Altogether nine
different loading conditions were applied to the simulated frame. For example, Fig. 3 shows the deflection case with the
40x40mm SHSS profile under static load, torque and angular speed; and Fig. 4 the Von Mises stress case with the 50x50mm
SHSS profile under static load, torque, and angular speed among the nine simulation loading conditions

URES (mm)
14 e w000
117084000
1.06 104000
94200001
0280001
B 7.072e-001
. s8930-001
A7 w00
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2A57w 001
1, 179e-001
1,000w 020

Fig. 4: 50x50mm profile Von Mises stress case under static load, torque and angular speed

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

3.1 Results

The results on display and print out from the simulation integrity test of the agitator’s frame components are shown in Table
1, and Figs. 5 to 13. Table 1 shows the attendant minimum and maximum: deflections, strains, and Von Mises stresses in the
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components under three load application conditions with the three selected SHSS profile descriptions in millimetre (mm).
Figs. 5 to 13 on the other hand show details of attendant deflections, strains, and the Von Mises stresses at different structural
points of the components under static load of 305Kg, and the load driven by 1800Nm-torque at angular speed of 12.57rad/s In
each of Figs. 5 to 13, the results were depicted in three columns. The first column is the results with the 40 x 40mm profile; the
second column is the results with the 50 x 50mm profile, while the third column is the results with the 60 x 60mm profile.

Tablel: Summary of the print out integrity test results with the Solidworks simulation tests.

Items Load application in static mode
Profile description 40x40 50x50 60x60
Deflection max mm) 0.802 0.199 0.124
Deflection min (mm) 0.001 0.001 0.001
Strain max (mm) 8.38x10-5 5.56x10- 4.57x10-5
Strain min (mm) 7.82x10-10 1.35x10-° 1.15x10-°
Von Mises stress max 28.99x106° 16.33x10¢° 16.01x10¢°
(N/m?)
Von Mises stress min 29985 7829 71530
(N/m?)
Items Load and torque application Load, torque and angular speed
application
Profile description 40x40 50x50 60x60 40x40 50x50 60x60
Deflection max 0.904 0.624 0.220 1.414 0.375 0.281
(mm)
Deflection min 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001
(mm)
Strain max 2.38X10+  1.09X10*  9.33X10-5 2.57X10+ 1.25X10# 1.11X10+
Strain min 9.40X10-1© 1.35X10° 1.47X10°  4.28X101® 9.15X10-10  3.90X10-10
Von Mises stress 61.16X10¢ 38.28X106 34.59X10¢ 68.43X10¢ 39.32X10¢  36.38X10°
max (N/m?)
Von Mises stress 65061 9317 6917 177187 184421 130609
min (N/m?)
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S et URES (mm) URES (mm)
R 1.987e¢-001 1.237¢-00
79498003 1.822e-001 1.133¢-001
Sieticcon 1.656e-001 1.030e-001
| G0124:007 . 1.491e-001 9.274¢-002
_ 5.344e-001 - 1.325e-001 8.243e-002
4.6760-001 1.159e-001 7.213e-002
4.008¢-001 9.937e-002 6.183e-002
3.340e-000 8.281e-002 5.152¢-002
2.672¢-001 6.625e-002 4.122¢-002
2.004e-001 4.968e-002 3.091e-002
1.336¢-001 3.312e-002 2.061e-002
$990n:00 1.656e-002 1.030e-002
1.000e- 030 1.000e-030 1.000e-030
Fig. 5: Deflections under application of static loading
ESTRN ESTRN ESTRN
8.384e-005 5.562e-005 4.574e¢-005
7.686e-005 5.099e-005 4.193e-005
6.987e-005 4.635e-005 3.812¢-005
. 6.288e-005 . 4.172e-005 . 3431e-005
- 5.590e-005 - 3.708e-005 . 3.049e-005
4.891e-005 3.245¢-005 2.668¢-005
4.192e-005 2.781e-005 2.287e-005
2.493e-005 2.318e-005 1.806e-005
2.795e-005 1.854e-005 1.525e-005
2.096e-005 1.391e-005 1. 144¢-005
1.397e-005 9.271e-006 7.624e-006
6.988e-006 4.636e-006 3.813e-006
7.817e-010 1.347e-009 1.147e-009
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von Mises (N/m”"2) von Mises (Nf/m*2) von Mises (N/m*2)
28,987,898.000 16,331,140.000 16,013,656.000
26,572,244.000 14.970.212,000 14,679,191.000
24,156,588.000 13,609,284,000 13,344,726.000
12,010,260.000
21,740,932.000 . 12,248,357.000
19,325,276.000 . 10,887.429,000 10,675,795.000
9,341,330.000
16,909,620.000 9.526.501.000
8,006,863.500
14,493,964.000 R
6,904 646,000 6,672,398.500
12,078,309.000 .
5,443,718.500 5.337,933.000
9,662,653.000 Lo
4,082,790.750 4,003467.500
7,246,997.000
2,721,863.000 2,669,002.250
4,831,341.500
1.360,935.500 1,334,536.875
2,415,685.750
7829 71530
29.985
~ Yield strength: 220,594,000.000 — Yield strength: 220,594,000.000
—# Yield strength: 220,594,000.000
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Fig. 7: Stress under application of static loading

URES (mm) URES (mm) URES (mm)
9.038¢-001 2.644e-001 2.200e-001
8.285¢-001 2.423e-001 2.016e-001
7.532¢-001 2.203e-001 1.833e-001
6.778¢-001 - 1.983e-001 1.650e-001

_ 6.025¢-001 - 1.762e-001 1466e-001
5.272¢-001 1.542e-001 1.283¢-001
4.519¢-001 1L.322¢-00 1.100e-001
2.766€-001 LI0Re=00Y 9.165e-002

.81 -

3.013¢-001 SR 7.332e-002
6.609e-002

2.25%¢-001 5.499¢-002
4.406e-002

1.506¢-001 3.666€-002
2.203e-002

7.532¢-002 1.833e-002
1.000e-030

1.000e-030 1.000e-030

Fig. 8: Deflection under application of static loading and design torque
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ESTRN ESTRN ESTRN
2.384€-004 1.088e- 002 9.332e-005
2.185e-004 9.970e-005 8.554e-005
1.987¢-004 7 9.06<e-005 7.776e-005
. 1.788¢-004 E. 6.158e-005 . 6.999%e-005
_ 1.589¢-004 p LA e _ 6.221e-005
1.391e-004 6.545¢-005 — S.443e-005
1.192€-004 BaASe: 0 4.666e-005
9.934e-005 a2ean 3.888e-005
7.947€-005 So26e-00 3.111e-005
S.960¢-005 2.719¢-005 —_—
3.974¢-005 FREORS 1.555e-005
1.987¢-005 Py 7.778e-006
9.398¢-010 WS 1.473e-009

Fig. 9: Strain under application of static load and design torque

von Mtes (N/m*2) von Mises (N/mA 2y yon Mises (N/m*~2)

€1, 156,512,000 36,282972.000 30 683 372.000
56,060, 140000 35,092.724.00 3€,559 768.000
50,963,768.000 31,902.,480000 33236 162.000

, 45867400000 . 87122M.000 . 29912560000

. 40771028000 . 25,521,986.000 26508956000
35,674 656 000 22,331,738.000 23,265.352.000
30576,290000 18,141,492.000 19,541,750.000
25.461,518.000 15,951,244.000 16.618,147,000
20,385 540.000 12,760,997.000 13,204 544000
15,269,177.000 9.57Q750000 $,870941.000
10, 192,606.000 €,35Q502500 €,647,337.000
5096435500 3,190,256 250 3,323,733750
63,061 9.3 130609

—P vield strength: 220 554,000,000 —# Yield strength: 220 594,000,000 —P Yield strength: 220,584,000.000

Fig.10: Stress under application of static load and design torque
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URES (mm) URES (mm) URES (mm)
1414¢e+000 3.748e-001 2.811e-001
1.296€+000 3.436e-001 2.576e-001
1.179+000 3.124e-001 2.342e-001
1.06 164000 . 2.811e-001 - 2.108e-001
9.429¢-001 _ 2.499e-001 . 1.874e-001
8.250e-001 2.187e-001 _ 1.640e-001
7.072-001 1.874e-001 1.405e-001
5.893¢-001 1.562e-001 1.171e-001
4.714e-001 1.249e-001 9.369e-002
3.536€-001 9.371e-002 7.026e-002
2.357e-001 6.247€-002 4.684e-002
1.179%9e-001 3. 124e-002 2.342e-002
1.000e-030 1.000e-030 1.000e-030

Fig. 11: Deflection under application of static load, design torque and angular speed

ESTRN ESTRN ESTRN
2.567e-002 1.246e-004 1.295e-004
2.353e-004 1.142e-004 1.187¢-004
2.139e-004 1.039e-004 1.079e-004

. 1.925e-00< - 9.347e-005 . $.715e-005
_ 1.711e-004 - 8.308e-005 . 8.635e-005
1.497e-004 7.270e-005 7.556e-005
1.284e-004 6.231e-005 6277e-005
1.070e-00< S.193e-005 5.397e-005
8.557e-005 4.15<4e-00S <.318e-005
€.418¢-00S 3.116e-005 3.238¢-005
4.279e-005 2.077e-005 2.159¢-005
2.140e-005 1.03%9e-00S 1.080e-005
4.284e-009 9.157e-010 2.129¢-002

Fig. 12: Strain under application of static load, design torque and angular speed
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von Mises (Nm*2) von Mises (N/m*2) von Mises (N/m*2)
68,430,192.000 39,321,032.000 39,882.372.000

l 62727692000 l 36,044 292 000 l 26,550,762 000
$7,025.192.000 | 33 767,556,000 | 33.226,162.000
$1,322.688.000 23490820000 . 49,912560.000
45,620,188.000  26214.002.000 26,588 956.000
39,917.688.000 22 937 344.000 23.265.352.000

| ‘t PARYS, 194,000 f—T 19,660,608.000 ""7"{ 19,941,75G.000
28,512.686.000 § 16383870.000 . 16,618,147.000

L 22.810.184 000 L 13.107,132.000 13254 544000
17,107,682.000 9.630,396.000 9.970.941.000
11,405, 180.000 6553 659,000 €,647,337.000
5,702.678.500 3276.521.750 3323,733.750
177.187 184.421 130609
P vield strength: 220,5%4,000.000 P vield strength: 220 594,000.000 P Yield strength: 220,594,000.000

Fig. 13: Stress under application of static load, design torque and angular speed

3.2 Discussion

From the results presented in Table 1, it can be seen that the highest reaction to the agitator frame structures as a result of
application of various load conditions on them occurred when the load, torque and angular speed were applied simultaneously
which is the closest simulation to full operation condition of the agitator when fully activated in service. The simulation results
showed a sharp drop of effects of load applications on the agitator components when the SHSS profile was changed from
40x40mm to 50x50mm but not so when the SHSS profile was changed from 50x50mm to 60x60mm. The change in response in
the latter case was very small compared to the former as can be seen from Table 1 and Figs. 5 to 13. What this pattern of result
indicated is that the 50x50mm and 60x60mm SHSS profiles can be used satisfactorily for all conditions of operation of the
agitator, but it is not advisable for the case with the 40x40mm SHSS profile because of the considerable level and difference in
the reaction of the profile to load. Therefore, the integrity of the agitator will be more centred on its behaviour when subjected
to simultaneous combination of load, torque and angular speed. The result showed that the maximum deflection, strain, and
stress in the agitator frame were 1.414mm, 2.57x10-mm, and 68.43x10°N/mm? respectively and all these occurred in the
40x40 SHSS components under the combined loading condition of mass, torque and angular velocity. On the other hand, the
minimum deflection, strain, and stress in the frame were 0.001mm, 3.90x10-1%, 6917N/m?2 respectively and all occurred in the
60x60mm SHSS components as can all be observed from Table 1.

Fig. 5 shows deflections of the SHSS components of the agitator with the three selected SHSS profiles when the load of 305kg
(2992.1N) was applied on it in static mode. From Fig. 5, it can be seen that the 40x40mm profile experienced the highest
deflection of 0.8017mm. There was sharp decline in the level of deflection when the profile was changed from 40x40mm to
50x50mm. The deflection in the agitator component reduced further when the 60x60mm profile was used but the differences
between deflections with the 50x50mm and 60x60mm profiles was not as sharp as the differences between deflections with
the 40x40mm and 50x50mm profile as can be observed from Table 1, and Fig. 5.

Fig. 6 shows the strain in the simulated agitator components with the three selected SHSS profiles when the load of 305kg
(2992.1N) was applied on them in static mode. The values of the highest and lowest strain in the 40x40mm SHSS profile
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components were 8.384x10-5 and 7.817x10-10 respectively as can be observed from Table 1, and Fig. 6. The strains can
generally be seen to negligibly small with all the three SHSS profiles

Fig. 7 shows the operative stresses in the agitator’s structural components with the three SHSS profiles and the design load of
305kg (2992.1N) applied on them in static mode. As can be observed from Fig. 7, the stresses in the components reduced as
the size of the profile section was increased from 40 x 40mm to 60 x 60mm. The maximum stress in any component was only
28,987,898N/m? from the 40 x 40mm profile compared to the yield strength of 220, 594, 000N/m2 in simple tension used for
the steel material. By Von Mises'’s criterion, the components could be considered to fail if stress in any part of one or more of
them under complex loading reached a value equal to or greater than the yield stress in simple tension [8]. Since the stresses
in the agitator components after the application of static load were far below the yield strength (220, 594, 000N/m?) of the
steel frame components as can be observed in Fig. 7, the agitator was soundly designed for static structural integrity in terms
of strength.

Figs. 8, 9, and 10 show respectively deflections, strains and stresses in the agitator components when they were subjected to
combination of load and torque in the simulation test. Although the values of the deflections, strains and stresses in the
agitator components were higher in this test, the trends of the response of the agitator components with the 40 x 40mm, 50 x
50mm, and 60 x 60mm SHSS profiles by the simulation results are similar to those earlier discussed herein. The highest
observed deflection, strain, and stress were 9.038e~%%"mm, 2384e7%%%4 and 61,156,512N/m? from the 40 x 40mm profile
but the values can be seen to be much low. The deflection values in Fig. 8 are also well within the allowable limit for steel
material according to Euro, and ACI codes which allow deflections due to life loads after construction to be limited to
Span/500 and Span/360 respectively [9]. Using the 1700mm-longest member of the agitator frame, this translates into
allowable deflections of 3.4mm by the Euro code [9].

Fig. 11 shows the deflection in the agitator frame components with the three selected SHSS profiles when the load of 305kg
(2992.1N) was applied on it and driven by a torque of 1800N-m at the speed of 12.57rad/s. From Fig 11, it can be observed
that the highest deflection on the agitator components occurred here. The 40x40mm profile indicated highest deflection of
1.414mm followed by the 50x50 SHSS profile with the deflection of 0.375mm, while the 60x60 profile deflected least with a
value of 0.1lmm. Although there was slight difference between the manually calculated deflection and the SolidWorks
simulation results, the 40x40 SHSS still indicated the greatest deflection in complete agreement with the manually calculated
results. The recorded simulation deflection was however below the manually calculated value of 3.14mm [4]. The reason for
this difference is that while the manually calculated deflection was done based on one component, the SolidWorks simulation
was done based on assembled components of the agitator where the applied load was shared by all components in the
assembly. This standard is also in agreement with the first conclusion that the designed agitator deflections are all within
acceptable limit..

Fig. 12 shows operative strains on the simulated agitator components with the three selected SHSS profiles when the load of
305kg (2992.1N) was applied on it and driven by a torque of 1800N-m at the speed of 12.57rad/s. The highest strain in the
agitator components with the three SHSS profiles occurred under this condition of simulation. The maximum strain recorded
was 2.567x10* from the 40 x 40mm profile but is seen to be negligibly small as earlier explained using the Euro deflection
limit code of 3.4mm for the agitator frame.

Fig. 13 shows the stresses in the agitator components with the three selected SHSS profiles when the load of 305kg (2992.1N)
was applied on it and driven by a torque of 1800N-m at the speed of 12.57rad/s. The highest stress on the agitator
components from all the three selected profiles occurred under this condition of simulation. The maximum Von Mises stress
recorded was 68,430, 192N/m?2 with the 40x40 profile. Thus, the stresses in the agitator components with application of the
combined loads were far below the yield strength of steel material used. From the simulation results, the agitator was also
seen here to be soundly designed in terms of operational structural strength.

Finally, the foregoing analyses explicitly show that the levels of structural integrity of the agitator components differed with
the three SHSS profiles under the same loading conditions. The 40 x 40mm profile was seen to be barely satisfactory because
of much higher response to loading conditions. The 50 x 50mm profile is considered better for the integrity compared to the
40 x 40mm profile and components of economical size compared to the 60 x 60mm. The 60 x 60mm profile is seen to be the
best in terms of reliability for structural integrity of the agitator frame as can be seen by higher band of its test information
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relative to the practical integrity limiting values coupled with small difference in its sizes and the 50 x 50mm profile so
possibility of equally affording components of its size at economical rate..

4. CONCLUDING REMARKS

A mechanical agitator to do away with the much human labor where required for mixing paints in massive tanks before mixing
with other blends in standard facilities to avoid any mixing shortcomings thereafter with attendant paintwork costs had
previously been conceptually and analytically designed. The working principle of the agitator had been elucidated and its
detailed design and itemized component structures and their material makes presented by [1]. A simulation test of the
designed agitator frame structures with the intention of crosschecking their overall designed integrity in service when the
agitator is developed for use has been conducted and presented. Three design-selected SHSS profiles of 60x60mm, 50x50xmm,
and 40x40mm and 3mm-wall thickness for the agitator frame components were tested in the simulation using SolidWorks
version 2014 to know the best. Both static and dynamic strength, deflection, bending limitations of the powering shaft and
frame components were duly taken into consideration and tested in the simulation according to the design to understand
implications of their levels on the designed static and operational integrity of the agitator. The obtained tests information
indicated that the agitator was well designed for static and operational integrity with respect to strength, minimal deflections
and strains, safety, and serviceability in practice with components of 60x60mm SHSS profile as the best in terms of safety and
reliability. The design with components of the 60 x 60mm profile is thus recommended to be used to develop the agitator by
arc-welding the structural components in place.
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