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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	As wind power expands into low wind speed regions, construction challenges such as weak ground pressure and limited space make traditional hoisting equipment unsuitable. This has created an urgent need for innovative wind power cranes that are safe, efficient, and adaptable to these conditions. The paper explores a non-attached tower crane design using ADAMS and ANSYS software to simulate the dynamic behaviour of flexible trusses and steel wire ropes. The results confirm the crane’s stability during lifting operations by analysing stress, strain, and load data through rigid-flexible coupling simulations.
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