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Abstract: This paper investigates the optimization of 3D printing by 1.75 mm filaments of poly-lactic
acid (PLA) materials. The samples are printed separately and glued together to join the tensile device
for the failure load and checking the surface roughness. The printing method in this research is Fused
Deposition Modeling (FDM), in which the parameters of Infill Percentage (IP), Extruder Temperature
(ET), and Layer Thickness (LT) are considered variable parameters for the 3D printer, and according
to the Design of Experiments (DOE), a total of 20 experiments are designed. The parametric range is
considered to be 15–55% for IP, 190–250 ◦C for ET, and 0.15–0.35 mm for LT. The optimization model
is conducted according to the Response Surface Method (RSM), in which the ANOVA and plot tables
are examined. Moreover, the samples’ maximum failure load, weight, fabrication time, and surface
roughness are considered output responses. Statistical modeling shows that by increasing the IP and
setting the ET at 220 ◦C, the failure load of the samples increases, and the maximum failure load
reaches 1218 N. The weight and fabrication time of the specimen are optimized at the same time to
achieve maximum failure load with less surface roughness. By comparing the predicted and actual
output for the optimum samples, the percentage error for all results is less than 5%. The developed
optimization method is revealed to be accurate and reliable for FDM 3D printing of PLAs.

Keywords: 3D printing; fused deposition modeling; design of experiments; response surface method;
poly-lactic acid

1. Introduction

The use of 3D-printed parts has become common in many scientific disciplines due
to the unique properties of this technology [1–5]. High ability and flexibility in printing
samples using this method are high, and 3D printers can make complex geometric models
according to the type of filament and composite used in printing samples relatively faster
than many methods [6]. Moreover, poly-lactic acid (PLA) is used in many applications
because of the ester linkages that connect the monomer units; PLA is classed as an aliphatic
polyester and is used in a variety of biomedical applications: Suture threads, bone fixation
screws, and medication delivery devices are only a few examples [7,8]. Three-dimensional
printers can print different materials, including polymers and various metals, and con-
sidering the CAD model, sampling can be performed with this method in many shapes
and models [9]. So far, multiple materials have been used to make prototypes using the
3D-printer method [10], including the use of these materials in industry, medicine, art,
sports, and fashion [11–15]. Leite et al. [16] investigated the fabrication of 3D-printed
specimens in which the parts were made of PLA, and the mechanical properties were
evaluated. Camargo et al. [17] investigated the 3D printing process by using the Fused
Filament Fabrication (FDM) method. This study aimed to determine the relationship be-
tween printed samples’ time, weight, and mechanical properties. Although many advances
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have been made in 3D printing so far, shortcomings such as defects in the printing of
complex shapes, the use of various materials in the printing of samples, and the study of
the coherence of the making of pieces can be seen [18,19]. Therefore, there is a need for
studies on the effect of different parameters of printers on other materials and to show the
relationship between these parameters more clearly. For this purpose, adhesion properties
were investigated by Sanatgar et al. [20] in the FDM process, using PLA. In this experiment,
the effects of IP and ET significantly impacted the degree of adhesion. The investigation of
properties such as tensile strength, adhesion, wettability, roughness, etc., leads to knowing
the characteristics of this printing process, and this information can be used in various
other applications [21]. Moreover, optimizing the 3D printing process to reduce the number
of experiments and increase the efficiency of this process has been investigated [22]. In the
optimization, the printer’s IP, ET, and other input parameters can be evaluated according to
the output intervals [23], and this is effective in the 3D printing process, helps reduce waste,
and saves the environment [24]. In addition to advances in 3D printing methods, efforts
to increase mechanical properties such as tensile strength are still ongoing; for example,
Xia et al. [25] were able to achieve a 30 MPa design by creating a design model. Heidari
et al. [26] investigated the bending properties in the 3D printing process of composite parts,
using PLA. The effect of viscosity in the 3D printing process was investigated by Beltran
et al. [27]. This study observed that with increasing and decreasing ET, the viscosity in PLA
filament would change significantly, leading to changes in the mechanical properties of
printed samples. Hanon et al. [28] were able to evaluate FDM-printed PLA components
in optimized materials up to 57 MPa strength. Afonso et al. [29] designed a model to
predict the mechanical properties of parts printed by FDM, using PLA filament, which was
significantly consistent with the experimental results. Furthermore, the use of the DOE
method in FDM optimization to produce FDM-integrated components has been evaluated
in which the input parameters of the printer have been optimized by the RSM method
according to the output parameters [30–33].

In AM processes, sometimes desegregated parts are printed, and the examination of
the mechanical properties of assembly parts can provide an overview of the suitability of
the assembled 3D samples. This study investigated the mechanical properties of 3D-printed
parts that were joined together by glue. In this research, dog-bone parts were printed
according to ISO 527-2, using the FDM method, and PLA was used as a filament. IP, LT,
and ET parameters were considered as input parameters, and failure load (FL), surface
roughness (SR), samples’ weight (SW), and building time (BT) were selected for the output
parameters. To optimize and design the experiments, the RSM was applied to evaluate the
ANOVA tables in the quadratic terms.

2. Methodology
2.1. Response Surface Method

One of the main criteria to find the best quality samples by considering saving time
and the cost of manufacturing processes is applying optimization to the parameters. In
this regard, Response Surface Methodology (RSM) can arrange a desirable situation to
optimize 3D printing by sorting the input and output parameters. The RSM is a statistical
technique that can be used to optimize a process or system by examining the relationship
between input variables and output responses. In the case of optimizing conditions for
four target variables, RSM can help determine the best combination of input variables
that will simultaneously optimize all four targets. The RSM approach involves creating a
mathematical model, or regression equation, that describes the relationship between the
input variables and the output responses. Design Expert V13 software is a popular tool
that can be used to build these models and analyze the data. RSM and Design Expert
software can be powerful tools for optimizing conditions for multiple target variables, as
they allow for the exploration of complex relationships between input variables and output
responses [34,35]. The goal of using RSM is to make a mathematical model for the 3D
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printing process with less errors, so the η into Equation (1) is considered as a response, and
k steps are the controlled factors [36]:

η = f(x1, x2, . . . , xk) + ε (1)

where ε is a random 3D-printing error on uncontrollable factors; it is crucial to determine a
proper amount of η response because, if the η finds closer to the actual amount, the function
may be more reliable on variable factors [37]. Next, Equation (2) shows the second equation
to determine the actual response factor of η:

η = β0 +
k

∑
i=1

βixi+
k

∑
i=1

βiix2
i + ∑

i.j=1
∑
i<j

βijxixj (2)

where β0 is considered a constant amount, βi is a linear factor, and βii is an interplay factor.
In this study, the statistical analysis was applied by Design-Expert V13. Moreover, Central
Composite Design (CCD) was considered to fulfill five levels of input parameters into the
three factors (Figure 1).

J. Compos. Sci. 2023, 7, x FOR PEER REVIEW 3 of 14 
 

 

allow for the exploration of complex relationships between input variables and output 
responses [34,35]. The goal of using RSM is to make a mathematical model for the 3D 
printing process with less errors, so the η into Equation (1) is considered as a response, 
and k steps are the controlled factors [36]: η = f ሺ𝑥ଵ, 𝑥ଶ, … , 𝑥௞ሻ + ε (1)

where ε is a random 3D-printing error on uncontrollable factors; it is crucial to determine 
a proper amount of η response because, if the η finds closer to the actual amount, the 
function may be more reliable on variable factors [37]. Next, Equation (2) shows the sec-
ond equation to determine the actual response factor of η: 

η = 𝛽଴ + ෍𝛽௜𝑥௜ +௞
௜ୀଵ ෍𝛽௜௜𝑥௜ଶ + ෍ ෍𝛽௜௝𝑥௜𝑥௝௜ழ௝௜.௝ୀଵ

௞
௜ୀଵ  (2)

where 𝛽଴ is considered a constant amount, 𝛽௜ is a linear factor, and 𝛽௜௜ is an interplay 
factor. In this study, the statistical analysis was applied by Design-Expert V13. Moreover, 
Central Composite Design (CCD) was considered to fulfill five levels of input parameters 
into the three factors (Figure 1). 

 
Figure 1. Levels of Central Composite Design for LT, ET, and IP (−2 to +2). 

A total of 20 initial experiments for printing 40 samples and three optimal samples 
were evaluated by considering three levels of the output response. Table 1 indicates the 
input levels of the printer parameters, and the DOE selects the experiment design based 
on the level of the input parameters. 

Table 1. Independent input parameters. 

Variable Symbol Unit 
Levels 

2 1 0 −1 −2 
Extruder Temper-

ature 
ET C 250 235 220 205 190 

Infill Percentage IP % 50 42 33 24 10 
Layer Thickness LT mm 0.35 0.30 0.25 0.20 0.15 

2.2. Experimental Work 
This research designed a set of experiments using the DOE method. The method used 

in the experiment was the RSM method. Three printer input parameters, i.e., IP, LT, and 
ET, were considered to be the variables, and FL, SR, SW, and BT were considered to be the 
output parameters. Figure 2 shows the schematic of the 3D printing of joint parts of the 
current study. Moreover, Table 2 shows the samples’ input parameters and test results. 

Figure 1. Levels of Central Composite Design for LT, ET, and IP (−2 to +2).

A total of 20 initial experiments for printing 40 samples and three optimal samples
were evaluated by considering three levels of the output response. Table 1 indicates the
input levels of the printer parameters, and the DOE selects the experiment design based on
the level of the input parameters.

Table 1. Independent input parameters.

Variable Symbol Unit
Levels

2 1 0 −1 −2

Extruder Temperature ET C 250 235 220 205 190
Infill Percentage IP % 50 42 33 24 10
Layer Thickness LT mm 0.35 0.30 0.25 0.20 0.15

2.2. Experimental Work

This research designed a set of experiments using the DOE method. The method used
in the experiment was the RSM method. Three printer input parameters, i.e., IP, LT, and
ET, were considered to be the variables, and FL, SR, SW, and BT were considered to be the
output parameters. Figure 2 shows the schematic of the 3D printing of joint parts of the
current study. Moreover, Table 2 shows the samples’ input parameters and test results.
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Table 2. Design of Experiments—input and output parameters.

Input Output

No.
Infill

Percentage
(%)

Extruder
Temperature

(◦C)

Layer
Thickness

(LT)

FL
(N)

SW
(g) BT (min) SR

(µm)

1 45 235 0.15 1210 27.5 47 10.852
2 35 220 0.25 1207 27.3 47 10.605
3 15 220 0.20 650 24.2 42 13.740
4 25 235 0.15 790 25.3 46 12.678
5 50 220 0.30 1218 28 48 10.986
6 45 205 0.25 1180 26.8 45 10.815
7 25 205 0.25 772 25.1 45 12.975
8 25 205 0.15 761 25.4 44 12.354
9 35 250 0.35 876 26.4 46 11.840
10 35 190 0.15 845 26.1 46 11.734
11 50 225 0.25 1150 27.5 46 11.019
12 10 240 0.30 982 26.5 44 11.472
13 15 235 0.25 902 26.2 43 11.649
14 35 220 0.20 1050 26.5 46 10.480
15 50 190 0.30 1215 28.1 48 10.725
16 40 250 0.25 1170 27.8 47 11.112
17 15 245 0.15 898 25.2 43 12.540
18 25 235 0.15 960 26.1 45 11.680
19 30 230 0.25 932 26.7 45 11.806
20 35 210 0.30 940 26.5 45 11.529

3. Results and Discussion

In this research, the CAD file of the samples was designed according to the ISO 527-2
standard by the Solid Work 2022 SP5 program, and the file was extracted based on the 3D
printer CHITUBOX Version 1.9.4 software. Samples were printed with a Monster Hercules
300x machine (Monster, Tehran, Iran) with 0.45 mm of nozzle diameter according to 20 DOE
tests (Table 2). The shape of samples was selected as a dog-bone shape, and PLA filament
with material properties of Table 3 was selected. The IP based on five levels (Figure 3)
was considered for printing honeycomb shapes. The time of generating the samples was
recorded during 3D printing, and the samples were weighed to find the exact amount of
filament consumption. Furthermore, the bed temperature during printing was selected to
be 60 ◦C. Finally, the specimens were glued crosswise with Everbuild CYN20 glue.
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Table 3. PLA material properties.

Feature Value

Material Name Poly-lactic acid (PLA)
Filament Diameter 1.75 mm
Tensile Modulus 3–15 GPa

Chemical Formula (C3H4O2)n
Melting Temperature 147 ◦C

High Hardness 75 Shore D
Crystallinity 35%
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After assembling the samples, the specimens were evaluated for FL by a Santam
STM-20 machine. Figure 4a shows that the clamp of the tensile device fixed the printed
part, and Figure 4b depicts the samples after the tensile test.
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4. Discussion

In this section, the DOE results of the samples are analyzed to find the effect of each
input parameter on the 3D printing process.

4.1. Surface Roughness (SR)

Table 4 investigates the effect of input parameters on the surface roughness. Based
on the p-value amount, the ANOVA table for the surface roughness was defined as a
significant model.
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Table 4. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) model of top edge value.

Source Sum of Squares df Mean Square F-Value p-Value

Model 10,743.68 7 10,743.68 323.12 <0.0001 Significant
A: Infill Percentage 2321.70 1 2321.70 533.14 <0.0001

B: Extruder Temperature 858.00 1 858.00 228.54 <0.0001
C: Layer Thickness 687.00 1 687.00

AB 5.00 1 5.00 0.8717 0.0038
A2 0.0065 1 0.0065 0.0026 0.0286
B2 74.23 1 74.23 17.27 0.0068

Residual 24.12 5 3.64
Lack of Fit 3.48 1 3.48 13.68 0.02543 Significant
Pure Error 24.30 4 5.70
Cor Total 10,751.00 12

Equations (3) and (4) show the estimation of responses for the factor’s levels and the
impact of each parameter mentioned by specific factor coefficients.

Surface roughness = +214.37 + 37.67 Infill Percentage − 12.76 Extruder Temperature
− 1.0000 Infill Percentage × Extruder Temperature − 0.03414 Infill Percentage2

− 5.61 Extruder Temperature2
(3)

Surface roughness = +125.222423 + 0.875326 Infill Percentage + 6.3625874
Extruder Temperature − 0.175234 Infill Percentage × Extruder Temperature −

0.0685326 Infill Percentage2 − 4.752364 Extruder Temperature2
(4)

Figure 5a shows the overview of the normal plot of residuals which depicts the
percentage of design error. The residuals were very close to the line, showing that the
design has less errors for the surface roughness factor. Moreover, by considering Figure 5b,
the predicted with actual outputs were wholly located on the line, and this can mean that
the predicted design is completely aligned with the actual values. Figure 5c,d show the
response surface and contour plots for the surface roughness factor, respectively. Increasing
the surface roughness in the printed samples affected the distance between the honeycomb
diameters. In the FDM process, the trace may remain on the surface when the nozzle prints
the PLA. In this situation, by increasing the IP and ET, the printed surface has a more
uniform structure (Figure 5c). Furthermore, Figure 5d shows the contour plot of IP and ET,
showing that this experiment’s red area is the highest surface roughness.

4.2. Failure Load (FL)

Table 5 investigates the effect of input parameters on the FL. The ANOVA table
shows that the test design model is significant. The impact of the interaction of the input
parameters on each other was examined in the DOE, which shows the effect of the two
input parameters, IP and ET. In this case, the designed model is significant considering that
the parameters’ interactions can effectively influence each other.

Table 5. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) for FL.

Source Sum of Squares df Mean Square F-Value p-Value

Model 3.614 × 105 3 1.205 × 105 7.50 0.0187 Significant
A: Infill Percentage 3.494 × 105 1 3.494 × 105 21.74 0.0035

B: Extruder Temperature 1653.00 1 1653.00 0.1029 0.0593
C: Layer Thickness 1936.00 1 1936.00 0.254 0.0482

AB 66.77 1 66.77 0.0042 0.0507
Residual 96,425.59 6 16,070.93

Lack of Fit 96,365.09 5 19,273.02 318.56 0.0425 Significant
Pure Error 60.50 1 60.50

Cor Total 4.579 × 105 9
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Figure 6a shows the overview of the normal plot of residuals which can understand
the percentage of design error is shallow. Figure 6b shows the predicted with actual output
degree of conformity of the test output results, as was evaluated according to the predicted
and actual values. Since the number of output data in all graphs was close to the mile
line, it can be concluded that the experiments were significantly closer to the actual values.
Figure 6c shows the interaction of the two parameters IP and ET on FL. According to
Figure 6c, by increasing IP and average value in ET, the samples have more resistance in the
tensile test because of the high percentage of IP and the integration of the PLA structure at
a temperature of 210 to 230 ◦C, which leads to a high cohesion, and the structure is formed
in the polymer. Eventually, this effect increases the FL of the samples in these printing
conditions. Moreover, the contour plot in Figure 6d shows a 2D view of the response
surface plot, and it helps to find the proper parameters in the 2D plot (the red area shows
the maximum rate of FL).

4.3. Sample Weight (SW)

Table 6 shows the effect of input parameters on the SW. ANOVA table depicts that the
test design model is significant. Since the impact of the interaction of the input parameters
on each other was evaluated, the impact of the two parameters, IP and ET, on each other
and their square effect due to the quadratic model were investigated.
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Table 6. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) for SW.

Source Sum of Squares df Mean Square F-Value p-Value
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C: Layer Thickness 0.2196 1 0.2196 1.85 0.0034

A2 0.5640 1 0.5640 4.09 0.0990
B2 0.3790 1 0.3790 2.75 0.0582

Residual 0.6893 5 0.1379
Lack of Fit 0.6443 4 0.1611 3.58 0.0049 Significant
Pure Error 0.0450 1 0.0450

Cor Total 13.21 9

Figure 7 shows the DOE diagrams for SW of 3D printing samples. Figure 7a shows
the normal plot of residuals, and the percentage of design error is deficient because all of
the analyzed samples are close to the slope. Moreover, Figure 7b depicts the predicted vs.
actual output for which the degree of conformity of the test output results was evaluated
according to the predicted and actual values. Since the number of output data in all graphs



J. Compos. Sci. 2023, 7, 151 9 of 13

is close to the mile line, it can be concluded that the prediction of the experiments was
significantly closer to the actual values. Figure 7c shows the interaction between IP and ET
on SW. According to Figure 7c, the samples have more weight by increasing IP and average
value in ET because, due to the high percentage of IP and good melting of PLA filament,
the samples are formed with a minimum rate of porosity, which leads to an increase in the
SW. The contour plot is also shown in Figure 7d, which shows a 2D view of the response
surface plot.

J. Compos. Sci. 2023, 7, x FOR PEER REVIEW 10 of 14 
 

 

 

   

(a) (b) 

  
(c) (d) 

Figure 7. Response surface plots for SW: (a) normal plot of residuals, (b) predicted vs. actual output, 
(c) response surface plot, and (d) contour plot of IP and ET. 

4.4. Build Time (BT) 
Table 7 examines the effect of the input parameters on the BT. The model in the re-

gression equation is linear, and the impact of ET in the range of 190 to 250 °C on produc-
tion time is minimal, so the interaction between IP and ET on BT is not too much. 

Table 7. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) for SW. 

Source 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F-Value p-Value  

Model 17.52 2 8.76 6.91 0.0022 Significant 
A: Infill Percentage 15.88 1 15.88 12.52 0.0095  

B: Extruder Temperature 0.9992 1 0.9992 0.7879 0.1042  
C: Layer Thickness 928.00 1 928.00 215.51 <0.0001  

Residual 8.88 7 1.27    
A² 0.4442 1 0.1441 3.29 0.0781  
B² 0.2580 1 0.4591 1.75 0.0432  

Lack of Fit 8.38 6 1.40 2.79 0.0582 Significant 
Pure Error 0.5000 1 0.5000    

Figure 7. Response surface plots for SW: (a) normal plot of residuals, (b) predicted vs. actual output,
(c) response surface plot, and (d) contour plot of IP and ET.

4.4. Build Time (BT)

Table 7 examines the effect of the input parameters on the BT. The model in the regres-
sion equation is linear, and the impact of ET in the range of 190 to 250 ◦C on production
time is minimal, so the interaction between IP and ET on BT is not too much.

Figure 8a shows the overview of the normal plot of residuals which shows the per-
centage of design error. Figure 6b depicts the predicted with the actual output, which
shows that the degree of conformity of the test output results is evaluated according to
the predicted and actual values. A high scatter of predicted and actual data is observed
in Figure 8b. Since the sample design model is honeycomb, the printer nozzle follows the
most optimal design mode according to the algorithm designed in its program. Therefore,
it can be concluded that the amount of ET in the fabrication of samples at 190 to 250 ◦C
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does not significantly affect the fabrication BT (Figure 8c), but the IP directly impacts the
construction BT. By increasing the IP, the coherence of the samples increases, and more
time is needed for the samples to be printed. Figure 8c shows the interaction of the IP and
ET parameters on the BT. Moreover, the contour plot is shown in Figure 8d, which shows a
2D view of the response surface plot, with the red areas showing the most significant effect
of the parameters on the BT of the samples.

Table 7. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) for SW.

Source Sum of Squares df Mean Square F-Value p-Value

Model 17.52 2 8.76 6.91 0.0022 Significant
A: Infill Percentage 15.88 1 15.88 12.52 0.0095

B: Extruder Temperature 0.9992 1 0.9992 0.7879 0.1042
C: Layer Thickness 928.00 1 928.00 215.51 <0.0001

Residual 8.88 7 1.27
A2 0.4442 1 0.1441 3.29 0.0781
B2 0.2580 1 0.4591 1.75 0.0432

Lack of Fit 8.38 6 1.40 2.79 0.0582 Significant
Pure Error 0.5000 1 0.5000

Cor Total 26.40 9
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5. Optimization

This section examines the optimization of the 3D printing process of assembled parts
by using the FDM process. According to the input parameters of the printer, which include
IP, ET and LT, the amounts of FL, SR, SW, and BT of the interconnected parts were optimized.
Table 8 shows the desired constraints for input parameters and output responses concerning
20 DOE experiments. The importance of the parameters was adjusted on three because
each parameter greatly influences the 3D printing processes.

Table 8. Constraints of 3D input and output parameters.

Parameter/Response Goal Lower Limit Upper Limit Importance

Parameters

IP In range 15 55 -

ET In range 190 250 -

LT In range 0.15 0.35 -

Response

FL Max 650 1218 3

SW Min 24.2 28 3

BT Min 42 48 3

SR Max 10.725 13.740 3

Table 9 shows the optimal parameters according to the RSM method. The software
determined the amount of IP, LT, and ET for the 3D printer in this optimum design. The
prediction value for each output response is also considered. Since the percentage difference
between the predicted and actual values is less than 5%, this prediction is reliable [28]. In
these experiments, simultaneously FL, SW, SR, and BT are considered in the most optimal
mode. Figure 9 shows the overlay contour plot of the optimum parameters. The yellow part
of this diagram shows the optimum area in which the FL and SR have the target amount.

Table 9. Predicted and real parameters for optimum samples.

No. IP (%) ET (C) LT (mm) FL
(N)

SW
(g)

BT
(min)

SR
(µm)

1 39 211 25
Predicted 796 27 46 10.783

Real 780 26.8 46 10.797

2 25 205 25
Predicted 785 25.3 44 11.012

Real 798 26.4 45 10.950

3 35 190 15
Predicted 737 25.8 45 10.943

Real 762 26.1 44 10.932
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6. Conclusions

In this study, the mechanical properties of the printed samples were investigated by
the FDM method. IP, ET, and LT values were considered to be input parameters of the
optimization process by the DOE method, in which FL, SW, SR, and BT were evaluated
as output parameters. The specimens separately were printed in a dog-bone shape and
assembled with industrial glue. This study aimed to investigate the mechanical properties
of 3D joined components and what effects they have on the processes of joining together.
Depending on the type of printed parts and comparison with printed parts, it was observed
that some of the FLs of these parts are reduced due to the space created in the adhesive
liquid. Moreover, according to the optimization results and software analysis, a high scatter
of predicted and actual data was observed in the graphs. Since the sample design model is
a honeycomb structure, the printer nozzle follows the most optimal design mode according
to the algorithm designed in its program. Therefore, the amount of ET in generating the
samples at 190 to 250 ºC does not have much effect on the BT. Additionally, the increasing
IP and average value in ET increase the samples’ weight. Due to the high percentage of IP
and proper melting of the PLA filament, the pieces were formed with a minimum rate of
porosity, leading to an increase in the SW.
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