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Abstract: The current limitations of design for additive manufacturing (DfAM) are the state of
knowledge on materials and the effects of production parameters. As more engineering-grade
polymers become available for fused filament fabrication (FFF), the designs and processes must be
adapted to fully utilize the structural properties of such materials. By studying and comparing the
production parameters of a material test specimen and a component, the effects of layer temperature
on the strength, surface roughness, and dimensional accuracy of PA6-CF were found. As the cross-
section increases in component manufacturing, maintaining the layer temperature becomes a major
challenge. From the findings, the concept of thermal layer design (TLD) was introduced as a way of
increasing strength via temperature in selected regions after presenting the effect of layer temperature.
TLD proved to have a major effect on layer temperature and heat distribution. Depending on the
investigated layer temperature, from 147 ◦C to 193 ◦C the UTS of PA6-CF increased from 42 MPa
to 73 MPa. Implementing TLD in DfAM represents a big leap for designing high-performance
polymer components.

Keywords: high-performance polymers; fused filament fabrication; additive manufacturing; design
for additive manufacturing

1. Introduction

Fused filament fabrication (FFF) is one of the most popular additive manufacturing
(AM) processes, where the material is extruded to build 3D models layer-by-layer from
digital information [1]. AM omits many of the constraints associated with conventional
manufacturing processes, yet most AM technologies have several limitations, such as
anisotropic material properties and the need for support and postprocessing [2]. Whether
the technology is utilized as a tool in the design process or to manufacture end-use parts, it is
necessary to consider both opportunistic and restrictive design for additive manufacturing
(DfAM) aspects [2]. There are still key enabling technologies that must be further developed
to achieve genuine industrial manufacturing via FFF [3]. The behavior of the materials must
be properly understood during both the manufacturing and the use of a component, while
proper metrology methods are key in predicting the quality and properties of a component.

One of the considerations regarding FFF is that the layer-by-layer process defines a
part’s anisotropic material properties, determined by the bonds between and within the
layers [3]. The interface bonding state, affected by the heat transition within a structure,
determines the layer adhesion quality. Process parameters, such as layer thickness, depo-
sition velocity, infill rate, and environment temperature, affect the bonding [4,5]. Thus,
adjusting these parameters changes the mechanical properties of the part manufactured.
The degree of molecular diffusion in a polymer material after deposition depends on the
local temperatures and associated times [6]. Altering the deposition velocity alters the layer
temperature and cooling time, thus also altering the quality of molecular diffusion and heat
transfer between deposited filaments.
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For polylactide (PLA), it has been shown that the deposition of a new layer increases
the temperature of the preceding layer above the glass transition temperature [7].

Low layer temperatures result in less diffusion, meaning strong bonds between adhe-
sives and adherents do not occur [8]. Excessively high temperatures cause a material to
flow, which may lead to dimensional inaccuracy. Maintaining a layer temperature within
the lower and upper bounds is generally not a challenge for low-cost commodity materials
such as PLA. However, for high-performance polymers this may be an issue. As more
high-performance polymers and polymer composites become available as filaments [9],
the design of AM components must be adapted to utilize the properties of these materials.
By combining new engineering-grade polymers with fiber reinforcement, new mechanical
properties can be achieved. While continuous fiber requires specialized equipment, short
fiber composites for use in AM are being rapidly developed as they can be used in any tra-
ditional FFF 3D printer resulting in composite materials becoming commercially available
at an increased rate. Currently, there is a lack of research on high-performance polymers,
as most of the mechanical properties and manufacturing parameters that are tested are of
commodity polymers that are not suitable for load-bearing applications [8,10,11].

This study explores how the temperature between the layers in the weak direction
affects properties such as the ultimate tensile strength (UTS), surface roughness, and geo-
metrical tolerances using an engineering-grade, high-strength, and carbon-fiber-reinforced
polymer composite. Through tensile testing and measuring the layer temperature in differ-
ent designs, differences in the material properties throughout a component can be assumed.
To complement the existing DfAM guidelines, we introduce the concept of thermal layer
design (TLD) and demonstrate the impact that design and geometrical changes have on the
layer temperature of a component.

As more hardware with which to deposit high-performance polymers becomes avail-
able, such as the open-source machine used in this study [12] as well as commercial alter-
natives, TLD will become more relevant for high-end polymer components. By properly
calibrating the manufacturing process, continuous monitoring, and manufacturing con-
trol [12], tensile testing specimens of PA6-CF can even outperform the material datasheet.
The new open-source design also allows for investigating individual parameters with
higher accuracy due to the controlled setup.

2. Materials and Methods

The layer deposition temperature is a crucial factor in the layer adhesion quality of FFF
components and affects properties such as the UTS, surface roughness, and dimensional
tolerances. This effect was investigated by (1) material testing: tensile test specimens
were produced and tested to gather data on material properties and measure their cor-
responding layer temperatures; (2) TLD applied on a component: the layer temperature
within a designed part was measured to estimate the strength based on the material testing.
The component was then modified by adding mass in thinner sections before the layer
temperature was measured and compared to the original component.

In small components, the layer temperature is primarily affected by the volumetric
flow and the layer time. When printing components that increase in size, the volumetric
flow becomes a limitation, and other techniques, such as a heated chamber, are necessary
to maintain temperatures.

The process and environmental effect in additive manufacturing majorly impact mate-
rial properties [12]. Therefore, a high-performance open-source liquid-cooled FFF printer
with additional sensors for carefully monitoring the process was used while manufactur-
ing [12]. The work by Birkelid et al. [12] presents full build instructions in addition to
performance benchmarking and results, including both PA6-CF and PEEK-CF. The printer
used in this study uses a SuperVolcano HotEnd [13], the top modification available, and a
heated chamber that can be adjusted up to 135 ◦C. Multiple sensors monitor the chamber
temperature and important components of the hardware. Monitoring includes stepper mo-
tors, as these may skip and cause artifacts in the print at elevated operating temperatures.
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In addition, essential components, such as the nozzle, are calibrated by external sensors
and continuously measured by double thermistors. The setup is made for scientific use,
and the result presented by Birkelid et al. [12] shows that PA6-CF from Polymaker [14]
samples on an open-source printer outperforms the Prusa Mk3 by 25% and the datasheet
by 15% in the UTS.

The methods for modifying the layer temperature in additive manufacturing affect
both the results and the achievable temperature range. There are several ways to manipulate
the layer temperature, e.g., printing speed, chamber temperature, nozzle temperature, and
applying additional energy. Due to the specimens’ small cross-sections, printing speed
was selected as the variable parameter in this study, as it enabled a wide range of layer
temperatures. By making printing speed the adjustable parameter, the time to complete
each layer will be affected and, in turn, so will the time for heat diffusion to occur before
new hot material is deposited. By adjusting the speed of PA6-CF, the wielding temperature
will change, as will the material’s crystallinity, which affects material bonding, as shown
in similar semicrystalline materials [15]. Alternatively, the chamber temperature can be
adjusted, but the same effect from the crystalline phase will still occur. Adjusting the
chamber temperature also limits the temperature range of the study, as it is challenging
to obtain low-temperature test specimens for component comparison. In addition, some
minor adjustments can be made, e.g., nozzle temperature and constant layer time, or
breaks can be applied that may introduce a warping effect. In this paper, speed is the only
adjusted parameter, and all other settings that affect temperature have been fixed to make
the comparison as accurate as possible.

2.1. Material Testing

The procedure for the manufacturing and testing of material specimens is given in
Figure 1. All of the samples were manufactured and tested using the ISO-527 standard [16]
as a guideline, which was also used in the manufacturer’s technical datasheet [14]. Speci-
mens were printed in the Z-direction to investigate the influence of the layer deposition
temperature on material properties. When investigating the effect of layer temperatures,
more target temperatures are considered a higher priority than the number of samples
at each temperature to create a trendline. Therefore, three samples were considered the
minimum as the process is time-consuming. The printer used to produce test specimens is
a modified Creality CR-10 [12].

Figure 1. Shows steps 1 through 6 for the production, measurement, and testing of specimens, with
symbols representing temperature and time. In step 2: E—extruder; C—chamber; and B—bed.

The filament used was a commercial grade PolyMide PA6-CF from Polymaker [14]
with a diameter of 1.75 mm. The filament contains 20 wt% chopped carbon fibers [14]. The
filament had been stored at room temperature for six months in vacuum bags filled with
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silica. Before the manufacturing of the specimens, the filament was dried at 75.6 ◦C for
24 h and continuously kept at this temperature during printing. The specimen geometry
is based on ISO 527 and was adapted to reduce printing time due to the large number
of samples needed. 3D models of the specimens were created by computer-aided design
(CAD) using Solidworks and exported to STL using the maximum resolution. The thickness
was increased and the width was slightly reduced, as thinner geometries tend to overflow
and create variable geometries. The cross-sectional area of the gauge section is 50 mm2.
Figure 2 shows the nominal dimensions of the test specimen model.

Figure 2. Nominal dimensions of a tensile test specimen, with a section view of the gauge section.

SuperSlicer, a forked open-source version of Prusa Slic3r, was used to modify the
settings for the printing process [16]. The specimens were printed with several fixed
parameters, using the printing speed to manipulate the layer temperatures. The fixed
parameters are listed in Table 1. Table 2 lists the used printing speeds and approximate
values of the effects on volumetric flow and time to complete each layer in the gauge
section, calculated in the slicer.

Table 1. Settings in SuperSlicer for the production of tensile testing specimens.

Fixed Parameters Value

Extruder temperature 300 ◦C
Bed temperature 110 ◦C

Chamber temperature 70 ◦C
Infill pattern Rectilinear
Infill density 100%

Max allowed acceleration 900 mm/s2

The specimens were printed three at a time sequentially, completing individual objects
before starting the next one. Placing the samples with the wide side perpendicular to
the x-axis on the bed allowed for higher print speeds with fewer geometrical defects. To
minimize moisture exposure, the specimens were removed from the heated chamber and
placed in individual zip-lock bags. After organizing all of the finished prints, the lengths,
widths, and thicknesses of the specimens were measured using calipers and micrometers.
Measurements were taken at several places on the specimen, and the most-significant
deviation was documented. As the geometrical details of the specimens change with the
printing speeds, the average centerline roughness of the surface, Ra, was measured using a
Mitutoyo SJ-301 surface roughness profilometer. After all of the geometric measurements
were made, the specimens were annealed at 100 ◦C for 6 h, following the manufacturer’s
recommendations [14]. The specimens were placed on a salt bed in a preheated oven to
ensure an even heat distribution during annealing. After the heat treatment, the specimens
were placed back into individual zip-lock bags. Tensile testing was performed 30 min to
3 h after annealing, as the specimens were annealed in batches. Tests were performed using
MTS Criterion Electromechanical Load Systems, the model of which was C42.503, 5 kN.
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The loading system has a speed accuracy of ±0.5% and complies with ISO 7500-1 [17].
The tensile test speed was set to 2 mm/min, as recommended for ISO 527 [18]. Raw test
data were collected and plotted using Jupyter Lab and Python. The measuring of the layer
temperature was performed using a segment of the specimen.

Table 2. Settings in Superslicer with variations and approximations of affected parameters.

Printing Speed Volumetric Flow Time per Layer *

4 mm/s 0.725 mm3/s 21.9 s
5 mm/s 0.903 mm3/s 17.6 s
6 mm/s 1.096 mm3/s 14.5 s
7 mm/s 1.235 mm3/s 12.9 s
8 mm/s 1.458 mm3/s 10.9 s
9 mm/s 1.568 mm3/s 10.1 s

10 mm/s 1.757 mm3/s 8.9 s
11 mm/s 1.895 mm3/s 8.4 s
12 mm/s 2.035 mm3/s 7.8 s
14 mm/s 2.435 mm3/s 6.5 s
16 mm/s 2.698 mm3/s 5.9 s
18 mm/s 3.064 mm3/s 5.2 s
20 mm/s 3.285 mm3/s 4.8 s
25 mm/s 4.345 mm3/s 3.7 s
30 mm/s 5.602 mm3/s 2.8 s

* For layers in the gauge section of the specimen.

The layer temperature was measured by printing half of a specimen up to the gauge
section and recorded with a FLIR One Pro thermal camera at 8.7 Hz with an accuracy of
5% [19]. The highest temperature was measured by using the software’s automatic hottest
spot detection function with a resolution of 0.1 ◦C.

The hot nozzle moved away from the specimen 1 s after finishing the layer, and the
layer temperature was measured at this point with a tolerance of ±0.115 s; the camera
continuously measured the layer temperature as it cooled down (Figure 1). After measuring
the layer temperature, the half-samples were discarded. Only samples made from continu-
ous printing were tested using identical settings to the temperature-measured samples. A
selection of three thermal recordings at printing speeds of 5, 10, and 30 mm/s were used to
plot the layer temperature over 90 s.

2.2. Application of Thermal Layer Design on a Component

The component is a prototype backrest for rowing [20], designed to be produced by
FFF. The original design and the TLD with added mass are presented with cross-sections in
Figure 3.

Figure 3. Original model of a component (left) and a TLD model with added mass (right), with
respective cross-sections A and D below.

The TLD model of the backrest was redesigned in Autodesk Meshmixer, where mass
was added to the free ends and on the chamber of the grove in the middle, both highly stress-
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concentrated areas. Cutouts were printed with the same filament and settings (Table 1)
but with a printing speed of 50 mm/s. After the first layer, the bed temperature was
reduced from 110 ◦C to 80 ◦C to provide the camera with better thermal contrast. The
cross-section layer temperature was recorded with the thermal camera during the final
layer of the cutout. The thermal recordings were then compared between the two designs
of the backrest. Material data from the test specimens may then be used to estimate the
mechanical properties of the component.

3. Results
3.1. Material Data

Figure 4 shows how the layer temperature in the gauge section of the test specimen
changes with the print speed.

Figure 4. Recorded layer temperature in relation to the set printing speed.

The quality of some specimens of different printing speeds is shown in Figure 5. The
quality clearly changes for higher speeds, giving the gauge section a more curved shape.

Figure 5. Specimen quality at different printing speeds with respective layer temperatures.

Figure 6 shows the test specimens’ average ultimate tensile strength (UTS) and the
layer temperature. The UTS initially increases with the layer temperature from 145 ◦C until
it peaks in the range of 166 ◦C to 175 ◦C. The red lines indicate the standard deviation
for each print speed setting. Note that the deviation is more extensive for 180 ◦C and
higher temperatures.
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Figure 6. Ultimate tensile strength versus layer temperature in specimens, with standard deviation
marked in red vertical lines.

The cross-sections of some specimens are shown in Figure 7. Note how the outer
shape of the cross-sections becomes more rounded for higher speeds. It is also possible
to see more prominent voids between the outer perimeter and the rectilinear infill for
higher speeds.

Figure 7. A selection of cross-sections of tested specimens.

The average surface roughness for the specimens is plotted against the temperature
(Figure 8). The plot only goes up to 182.5 ◦C, as geometrical defects for higher temperatures
were out of range for the measuring equipment. We observe that the roughness ranges
between 28 and 37 µm, with minor deviation between the different layer temperatures.

Figure 8. Average surface roughness in relation to layer temperatures, with standard deviation
marked in red vertical lines.

Figure 9 displays how the geometrical dimensions differ with layer temperature.
While there is a steady decrease in the width for rising layer temperatures, the thickness
similarly steadily increases.
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Figure 9. Average geometrical measurements of test specimens, with standard deviation marked in
red vertical lines.

Thermal images for three different temperatures (Figure 10) show that the layer
temperature as well as the heat retention increases with an increasing printing speed.

Figure 10. Thermal images of the layer temperature of specimens printed at speeds of (a) 5 mm/s,
(b) 10 mm/s, and (c) 30 mm/s.

Figure 11 shows the heat loss over time of the specimens. Samples with higher initial
temperatures cool down at a slower rate than samples with lower initial temperatures. The
time axis in the figure is offset to show a decline in the temperature from the first equivalent
temperature in the closest graph.

Figure 11. Thermal decline over time in the layer temperature for three specimens.

The heat loss was observed by continuous observation within a heated chamber of
70 ◦C with the building plate on. By including both heat sources when monitoring, the
function and time indicated how the speed/time per layer correlates to the layer temperature.
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3.2. Component Results

The thermal distribution of the cross-sections of the two designs is shown in Figure 12.
This figure shows that the thin-walled sections of the original component cool down rapidly
before a new layer is started, while the larger areas of the component with added mass
keep a more evenly distributed temperature.

Figure 12. Thermal distribution mid-printing and as the layer is completed: (a,b) for the original
component, (c,d) for the component with added mass, respectively.

4. Discussion
4.1. Method and Results

The main variable investigated in this study was layer temperature, controlled by
adjusting the printing speed. Here, it is important to point out that the print speed and the
resulting layer temperature are not transferable to other geometries and were only used to
obtain the specimen test data. A print speed of 50 mm/s was used for the component, as
it was the highest speed that could be used with the hardware to produce a component
without any large defects. Due to the larger cross-section of the component, the temperature
in the component with added mass had a temperature range from 71 to 156 ◦C. In future
component studies, the combination of printing speed, chamber temperature, and even
additional energy sources is needed to achieve the optimal layer temperature of PA6-CF.
Due to acceleration and deceleration, the actual speed in certain print areas would be lower
in areas of starts/stops. Using TLD, the mass of the component was increased in the thin
edges and the center profile, which had the lowest temperatures. As seen in Figure 12, the
increased mass led to the layer retaining more heat in the modified areas. By adding mass,
more energy is transferred to the local region, and, depending on the local geometry, the
area affected by TLD will cool down slower.

Although this was the highest reliable printing speed, it did not produce the same
temperatures as within the material test samples. The selected component even had a small
cross-section relative to the printing bed, and to achieve the optimal layer temperature
additional hardware designs need to be explored.

The layer temperature was measured using a thermal camera, where the temperature
reading was found in the first frames of a stable temperature reading. This manual reading
may vary with the person using the camera. The nozzle used 1 s to move away from the
specimen to be completely out of the frame of the thermal camera, necessary to obtain a
correct reading, and the camera provided continuous data at 8.7 Hz. As seen in Figure 11,
the samples disperse heat by approximately 2 degrees per second. Therefore, the measured
temperature 1 s later will provide a temperature of some degrees lower compared to the
produced specimens. There might also be a variation within each layer, as the temperature
is a function of location and time, but we observe in Figure 10 that the temperature is almost
evenly distributed. All of the samples were also manufactured identically, so a potential
deviation would be constant through all of the samples.

Another source of uncertainty is the emissivity of the deposited material changing
with temperature. A study on acrylonitrile butadiene styrene (ABS) found that this effect
led to a misread of 36 ◦C at a 240 ◦C readout temperature [21]. However, this is above
the melting temperature of ABS, and a finished layer of a print will have cooled down
when being measured. Because the increase in the layer temperature is caused by an
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increase in the speed and stays well below the melting temperature for PA6-CF, the trend
should be intact. Although temperature measurements were recreated several times during
testing, improved setups for monitoring the layer temperature of printed specimen should
be investigated, preferably during the production to gather more accurate estimations of
actual in situ temperature.

Figure 5 shows that the peak UTS is reached in the layer temperature range from
167 to 175 ◦C. This range also resulted in the smallest deviation between specimens. The
UTS results reach the higher end of the reported 67.7 ± 4.7 MPa by the manufacturer [14].
The UTS in this study is based on the nominal cross-section, although the true area of the
specimen cross-section does contain voids with an increased printing speed. Due to these
voids, the true area is somewhat smaller, and there may be some differences between the
nominal and true stresses. According to Figure 9, however, the average width decreases,
and the average thickness increases with an increasing layer temperature; the same amount
of filament was being extruded, which supports the use of nominal dimensions.

The change in specimen geometry seen in Figure 7 majorly affected the width/thickness
as seen in Figure 9. However, dimensional accuracy is dependent on component geometry
and size, and an optimal layer temperature can be obtained in components depending
on the design. In our experience, circular-shaped closed geometries can maintain optimal
layer temperatures within a size range, while maintaining excellent surface roughness and
dimensional accuracy. When testing specimens made by FFF, geometrical defects from the
fabrication will affect the results creating a deviation in the data. As seen in Figures 5 and 7,
these defects are highly temperature dependent. In the lower temperature range of 150 ◦C,
the defects are arguably less forgiving as the material rapidly cools down, preventing
material flow after extrusion, creating a stress concentration, and resulting in a deviation in
the dataset. As layer temperature increases, the material starts to melt and flow a small
amount after extrusion, causing the thickness and width to decrease in reverse due to the
lower viscosity. Moreover, as layer temperature increases from 150 to 166–175 ◦C, a more
melted surface of the specimens is observed. The low viscosity allowing the material to
flow a small amount after extrusion, in addition to few internal voids, might cause defects
to be more forgiving, resulting in a low deviation between the specimens. However, when
surpassing 166–175 ◦C, more internal voids (Figure 7) are observed, significantly affecting
both the UTS and deviation in the specimens. An argument can be made that during
manufacturing, the outer perimeter was first extruded before the infill, and due to the
width/thickness flow effect, the infill might not fully connect with the outer parameter
as the temperature increases. Therefore, internal voids may be the cause of the decrease
in UTS at higher layer temperatures. According to the manufacturer’s datasheet [14] the
crystallization temperature of 184 ◦C causes different levels of crystallization that may also
cause the reduction in UTS at higher temperatures. The increased layer temperature did
not affect the outside surface roughness, as the Ra had minor variations, as seen in Figure 8.
Similar Ra values are a positive result and still important to present, as rough surfaces
both affect stress concentrations in addition to reducing postprocessing if smooth surfaces
are required.

The transition between the grip and gauge sections of the specimens had uneven
geometry, which may be further affected by the higher printing speeds. Higher speeds
mean that the filament is extruded on a hot layer, while both the nozzle and bed accelerate
and decelerate rapidly during the infill for such a small area of the specimen, leading to the
melting as well as inaccuracy of the deposited material on the surface of the previous layer.
Melted, uneven geometry causes specimens of higher temperatures to have more deviations
during testing, as they are more prone to cracks initializing in the uneven surface.

Using three specimens for each layer temperature shows the progression displayed
in Figure 5, but more samples would clarify the trend and deviations. Specimens printed
in various locations on the printer bed could influence the print quality, as the bed has
irregularities. The bed mesh had to be manually calibrated twice in the time it took to
produce all of the samples used in this study. Samples had different prerequisites before
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printing, producing minor differences in the printing quality between samples. Using the
sequential production of three samples at a time means that the first samples stayed in
the heated chamber temperature of 70 ◦C for a longer period than the last samples of the
same print. As PA6 is a semicrystalline thermoplastic, this might have had an effect on
the crystallization of the specimens. However, annealing all specimens at 100 ◦C for 6 h is
thought to have a greater, equalizing effect.

Several specimens failed in the transition, caused by the geometry of the tensile tests.
The ISO 527 standard requires injection or compression molding, which is far from optimal
for FFF, and other methods, such as tabs, should be considered. Several samples were
discarded due to unsatisfactory failures in the transition between the grip and gauge
sections before failing in another location, meaning that the transition region did withstand
loads greater than expected. However, these failures were not used in the dataset for this
study but were replaced by new samples.

The layer temperature varied with printing speed and demonstrated differences in
heat distribution. Comparing the slower-printed specimen in Figure 10a–c, the speed
causes a different depth of heat. While the specimen at 5 mm/s only has a shallow hot
area below the top layer, the specimen at 30 mm/s retains heat almost all the way down
through the specimen. The printing speed affects the heat dispersion through the entire
sample as it also reduces the time per layer. This can also be observed in Figure 12, as the
added mass increases the heat retention and causes a more even heat distribution through
the cross-section, but the additional time it takes to produce the larger area allows the layer
more time to cool down.

4.2. Application and Significance of Findings

Using TLD on the component to improve the thermal properties in each layer resulted
in better heat distribution. However, the peak temperatures were lower due to a longer
printing time for the larger layer, providing more even properties through the cross-section
of the TLD component compared to the original design, as seen in Figure 10. As the
thin-walled sections are well below the low-end temperatures of Figure 5, they would
not contribute to the component strength in a way one would expect from an engineering
material such as PA6-CF. The initial thin-walled design allows the layers to cool down to
the extent that the mechanical advantages of PA6-CF over commodity materials are lost.
Although these simple geometry changes did not result in an optimal layer temperature,
they clearly show the effects on layer temperature distribution.

With the increasing availability of both machines and AM-tailored engineering poly-
mers, the prospect of customized or low-volume production with FFF becomes a reality.
However, the design of components must account for aspects that are generally not consid-
ered when using commodity polymers, such as the layer temperature. By implementing
TLD into the DfAM process, uniform properties can be achieved throughout an entire
component or critical areas can be strengthened while allowing for faster print speeds in
noncritical sections.

5. Conclusions

Based on the findings from material testing, it is evident that the layer temperature of
PA6-CF plays a key role in the quality of the bonding during FFF. It affects properties such
as the ultimate tensile strength, surface roughness, and geometrical tolerances. The results
show how the optimal layer temperature range from 166 to 175 ◦C provides the highest
UTS, and how UTS and dimensional tolerances are affected at different layer temperatures
ranging from 147 ◦C to 193 ◦C only with minor changes in surface roughness. A thermal
imaging analysis provided insight into the development of the layer temperature and how
it decreases over time, as well as how the temperature is distributed through multiple
layers of specimens during manufacturing.

The component data reveal the extensiveness of the reduction in the expected material
properties. The thin-walled sections cool down far below the optimal temperature range



Appl. Sci. 2022, 12, 7056 12 of 13

before a new layer is applied. By utilizing thermal layer design when creating components,
the thermal properties of the layers may be significantly improved. The layer temperatures
in the TLD component in this paper are more evenly distributed, leading to more uniform
properties throughout the cross-section.

With the implementation of TLD, significant improvements can be made in DfAM
applied to engineering polymers and polymer composites. More knowledge on and
research into TLD for engineering polymers are needed to realize the market potential for
specialized AM components manufactured with FFF. This will make it possible to tailor a
component design to achieve the best possible material properties and produce predictable,
high-quality components. By simulating the layer temperature in components based on
the input from the process, a future algorithm can implement TLD, increasing both the
strength and quality of components. These are crucial steps if FFF of engineering polymers
and polymer composites are to be employed for end-use parts.

The results from the material testing begin to provide insight into how materials must
be optimized during the manufacturing process to ensure the highest quality and strength
possible while improving the metrology of the process to further improve the process and
application of TLD in the future.
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