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Abstract: Additive manufacturing technologies allow producing a regular three-dimensional mesh
of interconnected struts that form an open-cell porous structure. Regular porous structures have been
used in the orthopedic industry due to outstanding bone anchoring. The aim of the study was to
determine how the postprocessing influences the mechanical properties of porous structures made
of titanium alloy CL 41TI ELI. The effect of hot isostatic pressing (HIP) as a method of increasing
microstructural integrity was investigated here. The influence of surface etching (SE) technique,
which was applied to the porous structure for cleaning unmelted titanium powder particles on the
surface of connectors from the inner surfaces of a porous structure, was examined in this study.
Mechanical properties were investigated by means of compression tests. The results point out that
HIP has a minor effect on the mechanical behavior of considered porous structures. The SE is an
effective method to clean the surface of a porous structure, which is very important in the case of
biomedical applications when loose powder can cause serious health problems. Another effect of
the SE is also the strut thickness reduction. Reducing strut thickness of a porous structure with the
surface etching decreases its stiffness to the same extent as predicted by the relative density theoretical
model but did not result in structural damage.

Keywords: selective laser melting; titanium alloy; additive manufacturing (AM); surface treatment;
hot isostatic pressing (HIP)

1. Introduction

Additive Manufacturing (AM) is an innovative, rapidly developing technology utilized in the
biomedical industry. The AM provides a custom shape freedom with lightweight structure optimization
for replacing injured or diseased joints [1–4]. Additively manufactured joint and bone replacements are
mostly made of biocompatible titanium and its alloys. However, solid titanium alloys are characterized
by significantly higher stiffness than human bones. This mismatch in mechanical properties could
limit bone ingrowth, speed up bone resorption and cause loosening of the orthopedic implant as a
result of stress shielding [5–7]. The phenomenon is a reaction of bone to changing load conditions by
its remodeling. The small porous and open-cell structures are arranged as repeating and connected
unit cells and can be created by AM. This kind of architecture tends to reduce a stress gradient between
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the bone and the implant, and thus, promote a bone in-growth and improve osteointegration [8–12].
The mechanical properties of cellular structures can be further altered by an adjustment of open-cell
architecture features, such as a strut thickness (relative density) and a material choice [13–17].

Three-dimensional porous structures can be prepared by using titanium powder by selective
laser melting (SLM) belonging to powder bed fusion (PBF) technology [18–23]. In this system, the
deposition process is conducted under a protective atmosphere of inert gas. Implants can be fabricated
by melting a powder layer-by-layer using a laser beam as an energy source. After the deposition of a
single material layer, a powder bed goes downwards, and the next powder layer is spread by a roller
or re-coater. The process is continued until a whole structure is formed. The deposited bulk material
could contain internal pores and defects as a result of gas entrapment in the powder particles or SLM
deposition parameters selection [24,25]. These internal defects influence the static and fatigue strength,
considerably acting as stress concentrators [13]. In other studies, it was demonstrated that hot isostatic
pressing (HIP) could be an effective way of porosity reduction in AM-ed metals and their alloys [26–28].
Ahlfors et al. investigated the influence of HIP on the AM-ed titanium alloy [28]. The authors concluded
that the fatigue performance and ductility of deposited parts could be significantly enhanced as a result
of HIP treatment. While the influence of the HIP process is broadly documented for bulk structures,
its potential advantage for open-cell architectures has not been extensively described yet.

The SLM method, as a layered fabrication process, produces not only internal defects but also a
very rough surface. According to the research of Harun et al., a rough and highly porous structure
potentially promotes the bone in-growth and on-growth [29]. Nonetheless, during the deposition
process, some powder particles remain not fully melted and loosely attached to the implant surface.
These particles remarkably increase the risk of contamination after surgery. In other studies, it was
proposed that the released titanium particles can have adverse long-term metabolic, oncogenic and
immunologic effects [30–32]. Mombelli et al. concluded that the reaction of human tissues to the
adjacent titanium implant is very complex, where the presence of titanium particles, the process of
tribo-corrosion and the development of inflammation influence each other [30]. According to the
study of Heringa et al., the accumulation of titanium in a human body can lead to liver damage [33].
The research of Woodman et al. also demonstrates an effect of ion release from titanium-based
implants as damaging to the vital human organs, namely liver and kidney [34]. It was suggested
that the separation of any unmelted powder particle from porous structure could lead to critical
liver failure [32]. Thus, a thorough surface cleanup is highly recommended for any product used for
commercial orthopedic purposes. The removal of loosely connected powder particles can be conducted
by means of machining and polishing (mechanical or chemical).

Due to the increased risk of serious health problems of a patient, the process of implant cleaning is
considered essential for further application. It was proposed that a chemical or electrochemical process
could be used to remove surface powder [35]. Such a process is not specific to powder and also affects
the bulk material, namely strut dimensions and porosity. Therefore, a chemical treatment of porous
structure is a stochastic process that depends on the local surface quality and could considerably
compromise the mechanical properties of porous samples. However, the surface etching slightly
affects surface chemistry and thus corrosion behavior. The corrosion rate is higher than in the case
of a non-etched surface. Nevertheless, cytocompatibility remains at the same level as for untreated
surfaces [36].

In this study, a porous design of cubical testing specimens was derived from the commercially
available acetabulum augments implant, as presented in Figure 1. The surface was cleaned by chemical
etching for as-built, and HIP treated specimens. The aim of this study was to determine if and to
what extend (a) the HIP treatment and (b) the chemical etching affects the mechanical properties in
porous specimens.
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Figure 1. (A) Acetabulum metal augments implant with rhombic dodecahedron porous structure 
surface and (B) rhombic dodecahedron cubical element [37]. 

2. Materials and Methods 

The specimens were fabricated using Concept Laser titanium alloy grade 23 (CL 41TI ELI, 
Concept Laser GmbH, Lichtenfels, Germany) powder [38]. In order to design the computer models 
of cubical specimens, a computer-aided design package SolidWorks (Version 27, Dassault Systemes 
SolidWorks Corp., Waltham, MA, USA) and Materialise/Magics (Magics, version 23, Leuven, 
Belgium) software were employed. The dimensions of a cubical specimen were set up as 6 mm with 
a single rhombic dodecahedron open unit-cell of 2 mm, as can be seen in Figure 2. An individual 
rhombic dodecahedron unit cell is composed of 12 identical rhombic faces with 24 edges and 14 
vertices [17]. The length of the strut (l) was 0.87 mm. The constant angles between connectors were 
designed as 2α = 70.53° and 2θ = 109.47°. The strut was characterized by a thickness of 0.3 mm that 
yielded a relative density of 20%. The connector struts were designed as circular. 

 
Figure 2. Compression specimen dimensions (left), a single unit cell dimensions (middle) and 
rhombic dodecahedron unit-cell (right). 

The deposition process was conducted using a M2 fusing machine (Concept Laser GmbH, 
Lichtenfels, Germany), adopting the SLM method. The SLM process was performed according to the 
manufacturer’s recommendation. The SLM deposition parameters are summarized in Table 1. Prior 
to the deposition process, a building chamber was not preheated. Concept Laser’s ‘island’ scanning 
strategy was applied [39]. 
  

Figure 1. (A) Acetabulum metal augments implant with rhombic dodecahedron porous structure
surface and (B) rhombic dodecahedron cubical element [37].

2. Materials and Methods

The specimens were fabricated using Concept Laser titanium alloy grade 23 (CL 41TI ELI, Concept
Laser GmbH, Lichtenfels, Germany) powder [38]. In order to design the computer models of cubical
specimens, a computer-aided design package SolidWorks (Version 27, Dassault Systemes SolidWorks
Corp., Waltham, MA, USA) and Materialise/Magics (Magics, version 23, Leuven, Belgium) software
were employed. The dimensions of a cubical specimen were set up as 6 mm with a single rhombic
dodecahedron open unit-cell of 2 mm, as can be seen in Figure 2. An individual rhombic dodecahedron
unit cell is composed of 12 identical rhombic faces with 24 edges and 14 vertices [17]. The length of
the strut (l) was 0.87 mm. The constant angles between connectors were designed as 2α = 70.53◦ and
2θ = 109.47◦. The strut was characterized by a thickness of 0.3 mm that yielded a relative density of
20%. The connector struts were designed as circular.
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Figure 2. Compression specimen dimensions (left), a single unit cell dimensions (middle) and rhombic
dodecahedron unit-cell (right).

The deposition process was conducted using a M2 fusing machine (Concept Laser GmbH,
Lichtenfels, Germany), adopting the SLM method. The SLM process was performed according to the
manufacturer’s recommendation. The SLM deposition parameters are summarized in Table 1. Prior to
the deposition process, a building chamber was not preheated. Concept Laser’s ‘island’ scanning
strategy was applied [39].
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Table 1. Summary of applied selective laser melting (SLM) deposition parameters.

Deposition Parameters

Laser beam power 200 W
Scan speed 7 mm/s

Layer thickness 20 µm
Offset distance 75 µm

The HIP treatment was applied in order to reduce the internal defects, increase structural integrity
and potentially improve the mechanical properties of the deposited structures. The HIP was carried
out by Bodycote Bourgogne (Bodycote HIP Ltd., Magny-Cours, France). The process was conducted
under a protective argon gas atmosphere of 1020 bars. The specimens were heated up to 900 ◦C in
5 h and held at 900 ◦C for 4 h in steady isostatic pressure. Subsequently, the specimens were cooled
down to room temperature in 5 h. The specimens were divided into 6 batches according to the applied
posttreatment method, where each batch contained 4 specimens for statistical analysis. The specimen
designation system, the number of specimens and the corresponding postprocessing method are
summarized in Table 2.

Table 2. Experiment plan-specimen designation system, corresponding group definition and number
of specimens per conditions.

Group Designation Postprocessing Parameters Number of Specimens

B No heat (as-built) 4
H HIP treatment 4
B3 Surface treatment 3 min 4
B6 Surface treatment 6 min 4
H3 HIP treatment and surface treatment 3 min 4
H6 HIP treatment and surface treatment 6 min 4

The surface etching was aimed to decrease the surface roughness and to remove partly unmelted
surface powders. The surface treatment started with 5 min degreasing in ethanol in an ultrasonic
bath. Then, the specimens were etched for a defined time (3 min or 6 min) in a solution of 20 mL HF,
200 mL HNO3 and 780 mL demineralized water in the ultrasonic bath. The specimens were etched in
batches of six pieces so that the etching bath volume was high enough to guarantee the success of the
process. The specimens were subsequently washed with demineralized water (in the ultrasonic bath)
and finally dried by air steam.

The etching conditions were selected based on the previous study of authors. Six minutes is
the minimal time to achieve a surface with no partially melted particles [36]. The measurements of
the cross-sectional area of the cubical specimens were performed by means of a digital micrometer
(Mitutoyo, Mitutoyo Corporation, Tokyo, Japan) for all specimens.

In order to determine a geometrical accuracy and thus, identify the effect of applied postprocessing,
a connector strut thickness and cross-sectional area were measured using a scanning electron microscope
(SEM) Tescan VEGA-3 LMU (Tescan, Brno, Czech Republic) with ImageJ software (1.52i, NIH, MD,
USA) [40]. The SEM is based on a secondary electron (SE) signal detection and operates at 20 kV.
The strut thickness was measured on two specimens per batch. Forty-five measurements per specimen
were performed that corresponds to approximately two records per each strut.

The mechanical compression tests were carried out with MTS 858 Mini Bionix testing machine
(MTS, Eden Prairie, MN, USA) with a load cell of capacity 5 kN. The loading speed of a crosshead was
set up as a constant 0.1 mm/min. The elastic gradient was determined in accordance with the standard
ISO 13314 and calculated as the slope of the stress–strain curves between 30% and 70% of the plateau
strength. The compressive proof stress and maximum first strength values were determined from the
diagram using a 0.2% offset method, as is shown in Figure 3.
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stress is designated as “B” and maximum first stress is designated as “A” [37].

Theoretical relative density, elastic modulus and yield strength were calculated based on
A. A. Zadpoor et al., R. Hedayati et al. and S. M. Ahmadi et al. studies [41–43].
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3. Results

Figure 4 presents the surface etching effect on the specimens in as-built and HIP-treated states.
The surface etching caused the removal of partly melted powder particles from the struts and the
creation of a smoother surface. Removing of a covering layer of the surface resulted in a reduction of
the strut thickness up to 14%, as presented in Table 2. The struts subjected to the etching achieved
a clear beam form and homogenous shape. The HIP treatment resulted in a reduction of the strut
diameter slightly. The decrease in the cross-sectional area could be observed not only at the strut level
but also at the porous specimen total cross-sectional area, as summarized in Figure 5. A comparison
of the strut thicknesses with corresponding mechanical characterictics obtained experimentally and
using analytic model for the specimens in as-built, HIP-ed and etched states is presented in Table 3.

The elastic gradient was calculated in accordance with the ISO 13,314 guidelines by elastic loading
and unloading [44]. The observed decrease in the elastic gradient trend may be caused by the reduced
strut thickness, as it was predicted by the analytical model. The specimens after HIP treatment (H)
achieved a 5.88% higher elastic modulus value than as-built specimens (B). The lowest elastic gradient
was recorded for the specimens after 6 min surface treatment (B6) (1.23 ± 0.08 GPa), as presented in
Figure 6.
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specimen after 6 min etching (H6/234 ± 18) [37].
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The strut thinning that was a result of the surface etching led to a decrease of compressive proof
stress as expected by analytic calculation. The compressive proof stress of porous specimens was not
significantly affected by HIP. The specimens after both HIP and 6 min surface treatment (H6) were
distinguished by the lowest level of compressive proof stress that reached 28.49 ± 1.24 MPa, as can be
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Table 3. Comparison of strut thickness and mechanical parameters measured and predicted by the
analytic model for the specimen batches subjected to various postprocessing methods.

Gr.
Strut

Thickness
(×0.001) mm

Relative
Density%

Compressive Proof
Stress Theoretical

MPa (σ)

Compressive Proof
Stress Experiment

MPa (σ)

Elastic Gradient
Theoretical

GPa (E)

Elastic Gradient
Experiment

GPa (E)

B 322 ± 21 27.94 43.86 38.70 ± 0.63 2.62 1.76 ± 0.05
B3 277 ± 21 20.67 27.92 31.66 ± 1.66 1.50 1.31 ± 0.13
B6 243 ± 21 15.91 18.85 30.11 ± 0.43 0.92 1.23 ± 0.08
H 310 ± 23 25.89 39.14 38.13 ± 0.55 2.28 1.87 ± 0.05

H3 287 ± 21 22.19 31.05 31.50 ± 0.94 1.71 1.48 ± 0.11
H6 234 ± 18 14.75 16.83 28.49 ± 1.24 0.79 1.34 ± 0.06

4. Discussion

Strut thickness and cross-sectional area influence the mechanical performance of open-cell porous
structures [45]. In the present study, the surface etching led to a decrease of the strut thickness (Table 2),
and thus, the mechanical response of the porous structure has changed accordingly, as presented in
Figures 6 and 7. The observed trend is in agreement with theoretical predictions. The predicted values
are within the same range as the experimentally measured ones for as-built, HIP and 3 min etched
specimens. However, the mechanical parameters for the specimens after 6 min etching are slightly
higher than the values predicted on the basis of the strut thickness. It indicates that other mechanisms
than a simple reduction of the strut thickness should be considered. For example, it could be assumed
that the joints of the unit cell are not affected by etching proportionally (Figure 4) that is not included
considerably by the analytic calculation.

The etching may be promoted on the surface defects of individual struts that could potentially
lead to local weakening. An inconsistent structure can provide a nonuniform deformation while
compressive loading, which suggests that the equivalent connector struts deal with the different
loading. Such local structural differences would result in various mechanical response observed
between the individual specimens within the same group exhibited as a large variance within the
group. Within the present study, such behavior was not confirmed. Despite rough structure in
as-built specimens (Figure 3), the recorded values exhibited relatively low data scatter. The surface
roughness contributes to the deviation of strut diameter values; nonetheless, the variations between
the mechanical response of the specimens increased only slightly (Figures 6 and 7).

The specimen post-deposition treatment can affect the effectiveness of surface etching.
The specimens in the as-built state, subjected to 3 min etching (B3), were characterized by a reduced
relative density by 7.27% in comparison to the specimens in an initial state (B). In the case of the HIP-ed
specimens (H and H3), the etching led to relative density reduction by 3.70%, as shown in Table 2.
In addition, the total change in relative density after 6 min etching was 12.03% and 11.14% for the
specimens in as-built (B6) and post-treated (H6) states, respectively. A similar trend can be observed in
overall porous specimen dimensions, as illustrated in Figure 5.

According to Song et al. [46] and Oh et al. [47], a reduction in internal defects should considerably
increase the elastic modulus of a solid structure. Furthermore, HIP treatment also decreases internal
defect size and increase the elastic gradient. Although a similar behavior was recorded for porous
structure in the present study, the observed effect was minor. The highest value of the elastic gradient
was noticed for the unetched batch subjected to the HIP treatment (H), and it was only 5% higher
than for the porous specimens in the as-built state (B). On the other hand, the lowest elastic gradient
values were recorded for the as-built 6 min and 3 min etched batches (B6 and B3), reaching 1.23 and
1.31 GPa, respectively.

In this study, the etched porous structures were assessed to be more compliant for medical
applications than those subjected only to the HIP treatment. Obtaining similar values of mechanical
characteristics for a human bone and deposited porous structures is desirable for joint replacements
and result in the reduction of stress shielding, decrease the risk of implant loosening as well as an
extension of the implant lifetime [48]. Surface etching also provides an excellently clean product
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(Figure 4), free of unmelted powder surface particles that could potentially lead to the damage of vital
human organs. Preventing the release of titanium particles from the implant is essential for any future
biomedical application.

5. Conclusions

In the present study, the effect of HIP treatment and surface etching on the mechanical properties
of porous specimens was investigated. It was shown that HIP processing is not considered effective for
porous structures. However, surface etching appears to be an appropriate method as a post-deposition
treatment of the porous structures for biomedical implants. By erosion of loosely attached particles from
the surface, it prevents contamination of the human body by titanium particles. Furthermore, it lowers
the elastic gradient and provides consistent mechanical properties. The material removed by etching
slightly decreases the strength of the whole porous structure due to load-bearing cross-section reduction.

6. Future Works

Reflecting on an application of open-cell structures in biomedicine, many other factors must be
taken into consideration and investigated in detail. The presented examination was performed with
a static compression test in ambient conditions. However, the porous structures being implanted
into the human body are supposed to deal with dynamic loading conditions in blood-like material
and the environment of body fluids. These fluids and cells penetrate the porous structure that can
induce a corrosion process of the implant [36,49]. This effect can lead to disruption of the physiological
ion movement in human nerve cells. In addition, in vivo environment can lead to an increase of the
open-cell structure density and strength as a result of the interpenetrating phase composites effect [50].

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, M.D. and J.D.; methodology, R.S.; investigation, E.P. and J.F.;
writing—original draft preparation, E.P. and S.R.; writing—review and editing, M.D., J.D. and S.R.; supervision,
M.D. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This work was supported by the project of the Czech Technical University in Prague No.
SGS19/155/OHK2/3T/12, Ministry of Health of the Czech Republic, grant nr. NU20-06-00424 and by Ministry of
Education, Youth and Sports No. EF17_048/0007350.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Li, J.; Cui, X.; Hooper, G.J.; Lim, K.S.; Woodfield, T.B.F. Rational design, bio-functionalization and biological
performance of hybrid additive manufactured titanium implants for orthopaedic applications: A review.
J. Mech. Behav. Biomed. Mater. 2020, 105, 1–18. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. Singh, S.; Ramakrishna, S.; Singh, R. Material issues in additive manufacturing: A review. J. Manuf. Process.
2017, 25, 185–200. [CrossRef]

3. Liu, S.; Shin, Y.C. Additive manufacturing of Ti6Al4V alloy: A review. Mater. Des. 2019, 164, 1–23. [CrossRef]
4. Warnke, P.H.; Douglas, T.E.L.; Wollny, P.; Sherry, E. Rapid prototyping: Porous titanium alloy scaffolds

produced by selective laser melting for bone tissue engineering. Tissue Eng. Part C Methods 2009, 15, 115–124.
[CrossRef]

5. Niinomi, M. Mechanical properties of biomedical titanium alloys. Mater. Sci. Eng. A 1998, 243, 231–236.
[CrossRef]

6. Engh, C.A.; Bobyn, J.D.; Glassman, A.H. Porous-coated hip replacement. The factors governing bone
ingrowth, stress shielding, and clinical results. Bone Jt. J. 1987, 69, 45–55. [CrossRef]

7. Nagels, J.; Stokdijk, M.; Rozing, P.M. Stress shielding and bone resorption in shoulder arthroplasty. J. Shouder
Elb. Surg. 2003, 12, 35–39. [CrossRef]

8. Zhang, X.Y.; Fang, G.; Leeflang, S.; Zadpoor, A.A.; Zhou, J. Topological design, permeability and mechanical
behavior of additively manufactured functionally graded porous metallic biomaterials. Acta Biomater. 2019,
84, 437–452. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jmbbm.2020.103671
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32090892
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jmapro.2016.11.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.matdes.2018.107552
http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/ten.tec.2008.0288
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0921-5093(97)00806-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1302/0301-620X.69B1.3818732
http://dx.doi.org/10.1067/mse.2003.22
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2018.12.013


Materials 2020, 13, 5167 10 of 11

9. Murr, L.E. Metallurgy principles applied to powder bed fusion 3D printing/additive manufacturing of
personalized and optimized metal and alloy biomedical implants: An overview. J. Mater. Res. Technol. 2020,
9, 1087–1103. [CrossRef]

10. Majumdar, T.; Eisenstein, N.; Frith, J.E.; Cox, S.C.; Birbils, N. Additive manufacturing of titanium alloys for
orthopedic applications: A materials science viewpoint. Adv. Eng. Mater. 2018, 20, 1–28. [CrossRef]

11. Chamay, A.; Tschantz, P. Mechanical influences in bone remodeling. Experimental research on Wolff’s law.
J. Biomech. 1972, 5, 173–180. [CrossRef]

12. Bigerelle, M.; Anselme, K. A kinetic approach to osteoblast adhesion on biomaterial surface. J. Biomed. Mater.
Res. Part A 2005, 75, 530–540. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Zhang, X.Z.; Leary, M.; Tang, H.P.; Song, T.; Qian, M. Selective electron beam manufactured Ti-6Al-4V lattice
structures for orthopedic implant applications: Current status and outstanding challenges. Curr. Opin. Solid
State Mater. Sci. 2018, 22, 75–99. [CrossRef]

14. Wieding, J.; Jonitz, A.; Bader, R. The effect of structural design on mechanical properties and cellular response
of additive manufactured titanium scaffolds. Materials 2012, 5, 1336–1347. [CrossRef]

15. Do, D.K.; Li, P. The effect of laser energy input on the microstructure, physical and mechanical properties of
Ti-6Al-4V alloys by selective laser melting. Virtual Phys. Prototyp. 2016, 11, 41–47. [CrossRef]

16. Elias, C.N.; Lima, J.H.C.; Valiev, R.; Meyers, M.A. Biomedical applications of titanium and its alloys. JOM
2008, 60, 46–49. [CrossRef]

17. Okazaki, Y.; Ito, Y.; Kyo, K.; Tateishi, T. Corrosion resistance and corrosion fatigue strength of new titanium
alloys for medical implants without V and Al. Mater. Sci. Eng. A 1996, 213, 138–147. [CrossRef]

18. Pehlivan, E.; Roudnicka, M.; Dzugan, J.; Koukolikova, M.; Králík, V.; Seifi, M.; Lewandowski, J.J.; Dalibor, D.;
Daniel, M. Effects of build orientation and sample geometry on the mechanical response of miniature CP-Ti
Grade 2 strut samples manufactured by laser powder bed fusion. Addit. Manuf. 2020, 35, 1–10. [CrossRef]

19. Attar, H.; Calin, M.; Zhang, L.C.; Scudino, S.; Eckert, J. Manufacture by selective laser melting and mechanical
behavior of commercially pure titanium. Mater. Sci. Eng. A 2014, 593, 170–177. [CrossRef]

20. Sercombe, T.B.; Li, X. Selective laser melting of aluminium and aluminium metal matrix composites: Review.
Mater. Technol. 2016, 31, 77–85. [CrossRef]

21. Seede, R.; Mostafa, A.; Brailovski, V.; Jahazi, M.; Medraj, M. Microstructural and microhardness evolution
from homogenization and hot isostatic pressing on selective laser melted inconel 718: Structure, texture, and
phases. J. Manuf. Mater. Process. 2018, 2, 30. [CrossRef]

22. Patel, R.; Hirsch, M.; Dryburgh, P.; Pieris, D.; Achamfuo-Yeboah, S.; Smith, R.; Light, R.; Sharples, S.; Clare, A.;
Clark, M. Imaging material texture of as-deposited selective laser melted parts using spatially resolved
acoustic spectroscopy. Appl. Sci. 2018, 8, 1991. [CrossRef]

23. Khoo, Z.X.; An, J.; Chua, C.K.; Shen, Y.F.; Kuo, C.N.; Liu, Y. Effect of heat treatment on repetitively scanned
SLM NiTi shape memory alloy. Materials 2019, 12, 77. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
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