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Abstract: This paper examines the immature rupture of glass fiber reinforced plastic composite
(GFRP) mitered elbow pipes. The GFRP composite mitered elbow pipe’s lifespan was twenty-five
years; however, the pipes in question experienced immature failures, resulting in the reduction of
their lifetimes to seven, nine, and ten years, respectively. The GFRP cooling water mitered elbow
pipe’s service conditions operate at a pressure of up to 7 bar and temperatures between 15–36 ◦C. The
root cause of failure was determined using visual inspection, analytical, microstructural, mechanical
characterizations, and chemical analysis. The initial visualization inspection revealed an improper
joint between the composite overwrapped and the straight pipe sections. Mechanical properties
along the axial, hoop and 45◦ from the axial direction were obtained. The results from the analytical
analysis indicated that the elbow might withstand the operating pressure depending on the quality
factor, which was confirmed to be low due to the elbow joint’s improper fabrication process. As
evidence of this, the numerical analyses’ results indicated that the safety factor in withstanding the
operating pressure of 5 bar is dropped down in the radial region where the thickness is reduced
to simulate the failure zone. This study’s findings recommend that thickness of less than 15 mm
be reinforced using overwrapped composites. It is recommended for future installations that the
fabrication process be appropriately monitored and controlled and avoids using 45◦/−45◦ fiber
orientation and multiple layers of chopped strand mat glass fiber.

Keywords: mitered elbow; GFRP; failure; water cooling pipeline

1. Introduction

Glass fiber reinforced plastic composite (GFRP) pipeline is a lightweight, corrosion-
resistant, and cost-competitive alternative for concrete, steel, and other plastic pipes,
especially in large-diameter, moderate-pressure applications with good energy absorption
and excellent bending behavior [1–3]. Nowadays, glass fiber pipes are gaining increasing
importance in industry, as they are more durable and highly corrosion resistant. The use
of glass fiber significantly eliminates the cost of cathodic protection needed with steel
and reinforced concrete pipes in corrosive soils. Moreover, the glass fiber pipe weighs
less than other pipe alternatives, which reduces the installation costs and increases the
installation space. A glass fiber composite is a subset of Fiber-Reinforced Plastic (FRP)
and includes a polymer (plastic) matrix and fibers for reinforcement. The fibers provide
tensile strength, while the polymer resin (plastic) matrix provides structural rigidity (shape)
and compressive strength. Several polymeric resins are used commercially in FRP pipes.
Epoxy and polyester resins are commonly used in FRP pipes for domestic and irrigation
water applications. Other resins include vinyl-ester and epoxy, which are more expensive
and commonly used in applications where FRP pipes are exposed to highly corrosive
liquids. Reinforcing fibers include glass fibers, carbon fibers, and aramid fibers, commonly
used in the pipeline industry for oil and gas applications. However, fibers are susceptible
to attack by chlorides and humidity; therefore, they are encapsulated in the polymeric
matrix [4]. FRP is also used in numerous practical applications, such as fibrous porous
media [5,6]. Pipeline designers use composite materials to eliminate the drawbacks of
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pipe welding, where two pipes are joined together [7]. Even though polymer matrix
composites are utilized for weight reduction, their conventional manufacturing techniques,
such as filament-winding and pultrusion, cannot meet the isotropic requirements [8].
Besides, nanomaterials and particles affect the properties and behavior of materials [9,10].
Researchers found a significant effect of fiber orientation on the composite pipes’ pressure
capacity, and they attributed this effect to the composite materials’ anisotropic behavior
under different loading directions. Being highly anisotropic, when loaded in the direction
of the fiber orientation, composite materials are likely to exhibit the best mechanical
properties [11,12]. If the fiber orientation is at ±45◦, the generated strain due to service load
is not principally in the axial and hoop direction. In this case, a maximum strain failure
theory does allow cracks in the matrix before cracks occur in the fiber [13]. They used the
axial and circumferential properties of the GFRP pipes using a set of tensile and compressive
axial and circumferential tests. They found that the properties depend on the constituents
and the volume fraction of each constituent. However, other researchers stated that each
ply’s properties’ determinations are difficult due to the winding, interweaving patterns,
the different chemical compositions of the constituents, and the curvature radius [14].
Researchers computed an excellent efficiency for the internally pressurized pipes based on
the filament-wound glass fiber composite pipe’s mechanical performance. The results also
revealed that using the Continuum Damage Mechanics (CDM) method in finite element
simulations might lead to an internal pressure estimation error of as low as 7.4%. This error
can be attributed to manufacturing inconsistencies. A steel pipe with a wall thickness loss
defect was repaired using composite materials, where a bidirectional glass fibers fabric
was wrapped on the outer surface of the pipe to repair the defect. The composite laminate
was 300 mm wide and 16.2 mm thick. The experimental pressure tests proved that the
composite repair’s efficiency failed at a pressure of 36.3 MPa [15]. Various investigations
into the failure of composite-reinforced pipes have been carried out in the literature.
Engineering failure analysis focuses on how a component or product fails during service
or if a failure occurs due to the manufacturing process [16]. Structural integrity is related
to both the material type and the structural geometry. Microscopically, material failures are
related to crack initiation and crack propagation. Fatigue, environmental exposure, and
aging lead to the failure of composite materials. The major types of fatigue failures are
interlaminar tension and interlaminar shear [17]. Pipes are generally used to transfer fluids,
pressured fluids, or highly corrosive products. Three-dimensional finite element stress and
fracture analyses of a bonded socket joint reinforced with laminated FRP composite were
conducted to study the influence of the internal pressure conditions on the stresses induced
in a composite pipe. The fracture analysis revealed that the free edges of the adhered–
adhesive interfaces are subject to adhesion failure under the influence of pressure [18].
The aging of a Glass-fiber Reinforced Epoxy (GRE) composite pipe used for seawater
transportation was experimentally simulated and studied. The results suggested using
GRE composite pipes for the prolonged flow of seawater for its low degradation rate. The
modes of failure were identified as fiber pull-out, fiber–matrix debonding, pot-holing, and
fiber breaking. Salt penetration reduced the moisture and induced pot-holing and fiber
pull-out [19]. The failure of composite pipes that were subjected to external pressure was
studied to investigate the ply stacking sequence’s effect on the composite pipe failure. The
best stacking sequence under external pressure loading is the sequence that concentrates
helicoidal layers closer to the neutral axis, followed by circumferential layers [20]. It was
found that a sag water pipe took 12 years to finally fail due to the aging of the centrifugally
cast GFRP composite relining. The hoop bending stresses were locally increased in the
composite shell due to aging and the partially incomplete backfilling between the original
pipe and the composite relining [21]. Stochastic failure analysis of a composite pipe
subjected to a random excitation was conducted to study the effect of layup patterns on
the pipes’ vibration and failure. It was concluded that the fiber angle affects the pipe’s
natural frequency and that the pipe becomes weaker as the fiber winding angle increases.
The safest layup patterns were found to be [902/±25]S and [902/±65]S, respectively. The
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notation [902/±25]S means two layers with a fiber orientation of 90 degrees, a layer with
55 degrees, and another layer with a fiber orientation of 115 degrees, given that the fiber
orientation in each ply is measured with reference to the pipe longitudinal axis [22].

Despite the increasing importance of composite elbows (bent pipe), research activities
on composite elbows design and fabrication are still scarce. The stresses and strains in
bends manufactured by fiber-reinforced composites were introduced and analyzed in
1986. The results demonstrated the influence of geometry and fiber orientation on both
the strength and the failure mode [23]. Two pipes connected by an elbow in the middle
were analyzed in Abaqus under inner pressure loading. The study proved the effectiveness
of the Hashin criterion [24]. The influence of the winding angle effect on the strength of
composite materials and composite elbows was carefully studied [25–28] and the results
demonstrated the accuracy of the geodesic method [29]. A double-bent composite elbow
was manufactured and tested, and the results were compared to a finite element model
that was solved using Simcenter software. The two elbow corners were the weakest in
both the inner and the outer layers. The load capacity simulation error was 4.15%, while
the deformation error was 7.75% [8]. In conclusion, the fracture of composite pipes has
been thoroughly investigated in the literature; however, more studies are still needed
to better understand fracture causes and behavior when pipes are utilized in different
applications. It has been observed that the failures in mitered composite elbows have not
been covered enough in the literature, and hence, this paper analyses the immature failure
in an industrial composite mitered elbow and suggests improvements to the design.

2. Background

A GFRP cooling water mitered elbow pipe has experienced a structural failure at a
ninety-degree mitered bend elbow, as shown in Figure 1a. The crack is circumferential on
the elbow’s extrados approximately in the middle of the bend angle. The technical details
are summarized below in Table 1. The pipe was reported to be S-glass fiber/polyester.
Figure 1b shows the crack initiation and propagation, while Figure 1c shows transfer matrix
cracks at the crack tip. Figure 1c shows the typically mitered elbow. The curing process
was reported to follow the gelation stage, hardening stage, and maturation stage. The
curing process took 12 h at a temperature between 32 ◦C and 47 ◦C. Table 1 also lists the
mechanical properties of the polyester resin as provided by the supplier.

Table 1. Summary of technical details for the composite mitered elbow.

General Information
Component Type S Glass reinforced polyester resin matrix

Process Type Cooling water

Location 2.5 m underground

Fabrication Process Hand layup
Service Condition

Operating condition Design Actual

Operating Temperature (◦C) 5–60 15–36

Operating Pressure (Bar) 0.5–7 Up to 5

Service Life (years) 20 6
Mechanical Properties of Polyester resin

Young modulus (GPa) 3.45

Shear modulus (GPa) 1.30

Poisson’s ratio 0.33

Tensile strength (MPa) 76.0

Compressive strength (MPa) 129.0

Density (g/cm3) 2.46
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3. Initial Inspection

Initial inspection of the crack revealed that the fibers in the elbow pipe wall’s center
were dry and very brittle (as seen in Figure 1b), indicating a poor fiber–matrix interface.
When the component was cut in half longitudinally, it was also observed that the wall
thickness varied significantly in the axial, radial, and hoop directions. An internal ridge
was observed at the elbow entrance and exit, where the straight section was joined to
the elbow. A visual analysis of the damaged composite proved that leaking results in
through-thickness cracks within each ply, together with delamination, thereby forming
a convoluted path through the pipe wall. An improper joint throughout the elbow was
observed, as can be shown in Figure 2. Figure 3a–d show very poor bonding between the
composite overwrapped and the straight pipe sections arranged to form the elbow section.Polymers 2021, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 4 of 20 
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Figure 3. Fractured surface of (a) Interlaminar cracks throughout the elbow wall; (b) Interlaminar cracks at different
magnifications; (c) Circumferential crack was observed to be initiated by matrix cracking; (d) Close up of crack revealing,
matrix cracking, poor fiber–matrix interface, fiber debonding, and delamination at tip crack.

4. Chemical Analyses

The objectives of performing chemical analyses are identifying the elbow-joint material
and finding some information about the leakage process. The chemical analyses were
performed at three different locations using the X-Ray Spectrometer JSX-3201M Element
Analyzer. The average of the results from the specimen’s chemical analysis and the elbow
joint’s possible material are shown in Table 2. Chemical analyses of the elbow-joint material
revealed it to be E-glass fiber instead of S-glass fiber.
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Table 2. Chemical analysis results of the composite elbow specimens.

Element

Actual % (by Weight) Composition of Glass Fiber Used for
Water Transportation

Composite
Overwrapped Straight Pipe E-Glass C-Glass S-Glass

SiO2 42.2323 22.4456 52.4 64.4 64.4

P2O5 3.1143 NA NS NS NS

SO3 1.5653 5.49190 NS NS NS

K2O 0.9113 2.63000 0.8 9.6 0.3

CaO 48.4849 62.2219 17.2 13.4 NS

TiO2 1.4292 1.04300 NS NS NS

Fe2O3 1.0174 3.1318 14.4 4.1 25.0

BaO 0.2268 NA NS 0.9 NS
NS: Not specified. NA: Not Available.

5. Sem Examination

The objectives of conducting a scanning electron microscope (SEM) examination on
the elbow-joint were to identify the surface’s condition, examine in more detail the cracks
in the material, and spot defects in the material, if present. Two of the three parts were
scanned at five magnifications (100X, 500X, 1000X, and 2000X) using the scanning electron
microscope. Figures 4–6 show the SEM results. The fractured surface was undulated
with some bundles of loose and broken fibers (fiber bridging). The matrix fracture was
quite brittle, exhibiting only brittle features fracture morphology in the matrix. At higher
magnifications, such as 1000X and 2000X, the delamination between layers is very clear
and indicates an improper fabrication process of the elbow-joint. Note that the matrix crack
initiated the cracks, and with repeated loading, the crack eventually reached the surface
and caused the reported leakage.
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6. Mechanical Testing

The elbow pipe was wound with a fiber orientation of ±45◦ and as the mechanical
properties of the composite are direction-dependent, the generated strain due to service
load was not principally in the axial and hoop direction. To obtain the mechanical properties
along the axial, hoop, and 45◦ from the axial direction, nine specimens were machined
from a different location, as shown in Figure 7. All mechanical testing was performed
using an Instron 250 kN testing machine with a 0.01/min strain rate. The results are shown
in Figures 8–10. The tensile tests on the hoop specimens show an Ultimate Tensile Strength
(UTS) of 60 MPa and a maximum strain of 8.7%. Figure 8a,b show the specimens before
and after the tensile test. Figure 11 demonstrates the increase in the hoop specimens’
delamination area under tension and compression loading state. However, the axial
direction specimen, as can be shown in Figure 9c, shows a critical point on the stress–strain
graphs as highlighted.

A noticeable “knee” occurs in the stress–strain curves at approximately 10 MPa of
stress and 1.7% strain. This irregularity is attributed to the formation of the first microcrack
in the matrix. It is also due to the bond between the matrix and the fibers breakage on a
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microlevel, which is attributed to the resin system’s toughness and adhesive properties.
This finding agrees with the flexure test results by [13]. As the line is located at 2.5 m depth,
the water table is around 1.2 m near a coastal area; the microcracked laminate absorbs
considerably more water than an uncracked laminate. The point labeled on the curve
can be considered the point of failure of the component for two reasons. First, the crack
becomes a weakness in the laminate exaggerated by the water pressure over time. Second,
the microcracks allow the water to ingress into the laminate and allows its absorption by
the matrix. However, in piping design, the pipe is considered to fail when it leaks. This
damage weakens the laminates’ load-bearing capacity and accelerates the failure process.
Since the stress profile is not uniformly distributed throughout the elbow, a failure in the
layers occurs very locally. Therefore, the maximum allowable stress on the material for
the operating conditions prescribed can be taken as 10 MPa (i.e., the point of the first
microcrack occurrence) rather than the ultimate strength of 60 MPa.

Polymers 2021, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 8 of 20 

properties. This finding agrees with the flexure test results by [13]. As the line is located 
at 2.5 m depth, the water table is around 1.2 m near a coastal area; the microcracked lam-
inate absorbs considerably more water than an uncracked laminate. The point labeled on 
the curve can be considered the point of failure of the component for two reasons. First, 
the crack becomes a weakness in the laminate exaggerated by the water pressure over 
time. Second, the microcracks allow the water to ingress into the laminate and allows its 
absorption by the matrix. However, in piping design, the pipe is considered to fail when 
it leaks. This damage weakens the laminates' load-bearing capacity and accelerates the 
failure process. Since the stress profile is not uniformly distributed throughout the elbow, 
a failure in the layers occurs very locally. Therefore, the maximum allowable stress on the 
material for the operating conditions prescribed can be taken as 10 MPa (i.e., the point of 
the first microcrack occurrence) rather than the ultimate strength of 60 MPa.  

 
(a) 

   
(b) (c) (d) 

Figure 7. (a) The pipe section shows the coordinate system (r,θ, z); (b) Hoop specimens (along θ 
direction); (c) Axial specimens (along the z-direction); (d) 45° direction specimens. 

  
(a) (b) 

Figure 7. (a) The pipe section shows the coordinate system (r, θ, z); (b) Hoop specimens (along θ

direction); (c) Axial specimens (along the z-direction); (d) 45◦ direction specimens.

Polymers 2021, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 8 of 20 

properties. This finding agrees with the flexure test results by [13]. As the line is located 
at 2.5 m depth, the water table is around 1.2 m near a coastal area; the microcracked lam-
inate absorbs considerably more water than an uncracked laminate. The point labeled on 
the curve can be considered the point of failure of the component for two reasons. First, 
the crack becomes a weakness in the laminate exaggerated by the water pressure over 
time. Second, the microcracks allow the water to ingress into the laminate and allows its 
absorption by the matrix. However, in piping design, the pipe is considered to fail when 
it leaks. This damage weakens the laminates' load-bearing capacity and accelerates the 
failure process. Since the stress profile is not uniformly distributed throughout the elbow, 
a failure in the layers occurs very locally. Therefore, the maximum allowable stress on the 
material for the operating conditions prescribed can be taken as 10 MPa (i.e., the point of 
the first microcrack occurrence) rather than the ultimate strength of 60 MPa.  

 
(a) 

   
(b) (c) (d) 

Figure 7. (a) The pipe section shows the coordinate system (r,θ, z); (b) Hoop specimens (along θ 
direction); (c) Axial specimens (along the z-direction); (d) 45° direction specimens. 

  
(a) (b) 

Figure 8. Cont.



Polymers 2021, 13, 1478 9 of 20

Polymers 2021, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 9 of 20 

 
(c) 

Figure 8. (a) Prepared specimens machined along the hoop direction; (b) Failed specimen showing 
matrix cracking, fiber debonding, and huge delamination between the straight pipe and the over-
wrapped fiber breakage; (c) Flexural stress–strain curve of hoop specimens. 

   
(a) (b) 

 

0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Fl
ex

ur
al

 S
tr

es
s 

al
on

g 
th

e 
ho

op
 

di
re

ct
io

n 
of

 th
e 

pi
pe

 (M
Pa

)

Flexural Strain along the hoop direction of the pipe (%)

Figure 8. (a) Prepared specimens machined along the hoop direction; (b) Failed specimen showing matrix cracking, fiber
debonding, and huge delamination between the straight pipe and the overwrapped fiber breakage; (c) Flexural stress–strain
curve of hoop specimens.

Polymers 2021, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 9 of 20 

 
(c) 

Figure 8. (a) Prepared specimens machined along the hoop direction; (b) Failed specimen showing 
matrix cracking, fiber debonding, and huge delamination between the straight pipe and the over-
wrapped fiber breakage; (c) Flexural stress–strain curve of hoop specimens. 

   
(a) (b) 

 

0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Fl
ex

ur
al

 S
tr

es
s 

al
on

g 
th

e 
ho

op
 

di
re

ct
io

n 
of

 th
e 

pi
pe

 (M
Pa

)

Flexural Strain along the hoop direction of the pipe (%)

Figure 9. Cont.



Polymers 2021, 13, 1478 10 of 20

Polymers 2021, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 10 of 20 

 
(c) 

Figure 9. (a) Prepared specimens machined along the axial direction; (b) Failed specimen showing 
matrix cracking, fiber debonding, and huge delamination between the straight pipe and the over-
wrapped composite; (c) Stress–strain curve of axial specimens. 

   

(a) (b) 

Matrix 
Cracking

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

St
re

ss
 a

lo
ng

 th
e 

ax
ia

l d
ire

ct
io

n 
of

 th
e 

pi
pe

 (M
Pa

)

Strain along the axial direction of the pipe (%)

Figure 9. (a) Prepared specimens machined along the axial direction; (b) Failed specimen showing matrix cracking, fiber
debonding, and huge delamination between the straight pipe and the overwrapped composite; (c) Stress–strain curve of
axial specimens.

Polymers 2021, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 10 of 20 

 
(c) 

Figure 9. (a) Prepared specimens machined along the axial direction; (b) Failed specimen showing 
matrix cracking, fiber debonding, and huge delamination between the straight pipe and the over-
wrapped composite; (c) Stress–strain curve of axial specimens. 

   

(a) (b) 

Matrix 
Cracking

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

St
re

ss
 a

lo
ng

 th
e 

ax
ia

l d
ire

ct
io

n 
of

 th
e 

pi
pe

 (M
Pa

)

Strain along the axial direction of the pipe (%)

Figure 10. Cont.



Polymers 2021, 13, 1478 11 of 20

Polymers 2021, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 11 of 20 

 

(c) 

Figure 10. (a) Prepared specimens machined along the 45° direction; (b) Failed specimen showing 
matrix cracking and fiber breakage; (c) Stress–strain curve of 45° direction specimens. 

  

Figure 11. A severe delamination between the composite overwrapped and the joined straight 
pipes sections. 

7. Analytical Analysis 
ASME code B31.3-2006 "Process Piping" includes the analytical formulae that can be 

used to determine the maximum operating pressure allowable for a miter bend. Figure 12 
was extracted from ASME B31.3, and details the nomenclature for miter bends recom-
mended by ASME. According to ASME B31.3, the maximum allowable internal pressure 
shall be the lesser value calculated from the following equations. 𝑃௠ = 𝑆𝐸𝑊ሺ𝑇 − 𝑐ሻ𝑟ଶ ቆ 𝑇 − 𝑐ሺ𝑇 − 𝑐ሻ + 0.634 𝑡𝑎𝑛𝜃ඥ𝑟ଶሺ𝑇 − 𝑐ሻቇ (1)

𝑃௠ = 𝑆𝐸𝑊ሺ𝑇 − 𝑐ሻ𝑟ଶ ൬ 𝑅ଵ − 𝑟ଶ𝑅ଵ − 0.5𝑟ଶ൰ (2)

where: 
S: Material strength   
E: Quality factor    
W: Weld factor (N/A)=1. 
T: Wall thickness   
R1: Bend radius    
r2: Pipe radius 
c: Allowance for threads or grooves (N/A)=1 𝜃: miter angle 

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

0 2 4 6 8 10 12

Te
ns

ile
 S

tr
es

s 
al

on
g 

45
 d

eg
re

es
 

di
re

ct
io

n 
of

 th
e 

pi
pe

 (M
pa

)

Tensile Strain along 45 degrees direction of the pipe (%)

Figure 10. (a) Prepared specimens machined along the 45◦ direction; (b) Failed specimen showing matrix cracking and fiber
breakage; (c) Stress–strain curve of 45◦ direction specimens.
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Figure 11. A severe delamination between the composite overwrapped and the joined straight pipes sections.

7. Analytical Analysis

ASME code B31.3-2006 “Process Piping” includes the analytical formulae that can be
used to determine the maximum operating pressure allowable for a miter bend. Figure 12
was extracted from ASME B31.3, and details the nomenclature for miter bends recom-
mended by ASME. According to ASME B31.3, the maximum allowable internal pressure
shall be the lesser value calculated from the following equations.

Pm =
SEW(T − c)

r2

(
T − c

(T − c) + 0.634 tanθ
√

r2(T − c)

)
(1)

Pm =
SEW(T − c)

r2

(
R1 − r2

R1 − 0.5r2

)
(2)

where:
S: Material strength
E: Quality factor
W: Weld factor (N/A) = 1.
T: Wall thickness
R1: Bend radius
r2: Pipe radius
c: Allowance for threads or grooves (N/A) = 1
θ: miter angle
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The value of “S” is taken as the value obtained by experimental testing (60 MPa). All
geometric values were measured from the elbow and its virtual model. The quality factor
“E” is varied, and the results are plotted below in Figure 13.
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For calculations using equation 1a, the miter angle (θ) is idealized as 22.5◦. The results
indicate that the elbow may withstand the operating pressure depending on the quality
factor (E). However, when actual geometric values are input into equation 1b, the allowable
pressure calculated is significantly reduced. The result is that the maximum calculated
allowable internal pressure when the quality factor E is taken as 1 is only 2 bar. These
calculations show that the component’s irregular geometry severely affects the elbow’s
load-carrying capacity. The irregularity appears to have contributed directly to the elbow’s
premature failure. This is because the elbow wall thickness significantly dominates the
axial stress at the center of an elbow. Therefore, it is an inferior design to make the elbow
center the thinnest part, as shown in Figure 14. The analytical analysis conclusion is evident
in the fact that the elbow was not designed correctly.

Moisture fiber content influences the degree of crystalline orientation, crystallinity,
tensile strength, the porosity of fibers, and swelling behavior. It also lowers the matrix’s
glass transition temperature, and in return the composite is degraded due to the softening
of the matrix [30–34]. Therefore, one can observe that the interfacial bonding between the
matrix and the glass fiber is insufficient since the resin does not impregnate the fiber tows
and wet all the fibers. It is well-known that weight gains of 4% are unusual, that those
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generating significant strains in the 2 and 3 directions, and that restraining them leads to
enormous moisture-induced stresses.Polymers 2021, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 13 of 20 
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8. Numerical Analyses

To further investigate the component’s pressure capacity, it was modeled and analyzed
using computational fluid dynamics and finite element analysis techniques. Geometry
drawing was performed using Solid Works, and the CFD and FEA analysis was completed
using Ansys Workbench. The GFRP elbow dimensions and detailed coordinates were
measured using the 3D Computerized Measuring Machine (CMM). Measurements taken
included section lengths, bend angles, inner diameter, and wall thickness. These dimen-
sions were then used to draw the real geometry to model the GFRP elbow for numerical
evaluation using computational fluid dynamics and finite element analysis. The failure
zone was carefully modeled using a fine mesh to accurately compute the pressure profile
and stress–strain contours. The measured outer dimensions showed a significant varia-
tion through all the directions. The dimensions at the inner side of the failure zone were
carefully measured to examine any erosion possibilities. Dimensional analysis eliminated
erosion and proved the presence of tiny matrix cracks. It is also interesting to note that
based on the developed geometrical profile, the GFRP elbow has a poor profile that in-
cludes many internal ridges, as shown in Figure 15. A measured failure zone thickness was
8.3 mm, as highlighted in Figure 14.

The failure analysis includes the effect of fiber–matrix debonding and impact. The
computational fluid dynamics and the finite element indicates the following:

• Variable-flowing water continuously eroded and debonded the matrix from the fibers
at the innermost layer.

• The combined effect of fiber–matrix debonding and impact accelerated matrix removal
at the innermost layer, which initiated the crack.

• As pressure fluctuated inside the elbow pipe, the initial cracks in the weakest location
started to grow until they reached the outer surface, which resulted in the rupture of
the pipeline at the elbow pipe location.

To ensure that the flow is fully developed in the area of interest when analyzed using
CFD, 1-m long straight pipe sections were added at the bend’s inlet and outlet. Finally, the
pipe’s fluid area was modeled as a solid body for meshing purposes. The developed model
is shown in Figure 16a. After the geometric model was completed, it was imported into
ANSYS Workbench. The geometry was checked using the ANSYS design modeling tool to
ensure that it was appropriately imported and that no errors had occurred. The geometry
was then transferred to the meshing tool to mesh. The primary area of interest was the
fluid–solid contact area in the elbow. The aim was to refine the mesh in this area to obtain
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accurate results from the CFD analysis while increasing the mesh size in areas other than
interest. This meshing process gives the best mix of quality and speed of analysis. The
mesh refinement is achieved using the inflation tool, which reduces the element size near
the boundary. The created mesh is shown in Figure 17.
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The final mesh was transferred to FLUENT CFD software for analysis. The realizable
K-Epsilon model was used to solve the model with a pressure drop of 0.1 bar applied (i.e.,
5 bar at the inlet, 4.9 bar at the outlet). The solution was then initialized and iterated until
residual values dropped below 1E-3, when they are considered converged for this analysis.
After the solution converged, the results could be plotted. The main area of interest was
the magnitudes of pressure at the wall. The contours of this pressure were plotted, and
the results at the inside of the bend and the outside of the bend are shown in Figure 18a,b,
respectively. As seen in Figure 18a, a substantial pressure drop occurs at the first change
in direction. This pressure drop causes inefficiency and adds unnecessary head loss in
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the system, and highlights the component’s geometric irregularity. Using the Ansys Fluid
Solid Interaction system, the CFD analysis’s pressure results can be ported into the FEA
analysis to study its effect on the material. The data obtained from mechanical testing
of the specimens was combined with properties common to glass fiber composites, and
was modeled in Ansys. The internal pressure load was imported from FLUENT; fixed
supports were applied at either end of the elbow. After the solution was completed, the
safety factor’s contours were plotted to determine the component’s ability to withstand
the applied pressure load of 5 bar. The results can be seen below in Figure 19. As can
be noted from observing the figure, the safety factor dropped to a minimum of 1.8 in the
radial region, where the thickness was reduced to simulate the failure zone. A static safety
factor of only 1.8 is not enough to give the elbow a lifetime of 20 years under the operating
load applied.
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9. Discussion

When composite materials are loaded in the fiber orientation direction, they will
exhibit the best mechanical properties [12]. The fiber-reinforced composites must be able to
withstand tensile load pull out, fiber bridge, fiber–matrix debonding, and matrix crack [13].
It is visualized that the elbow pipe is wound with the fiber orientation of ±45◦. Based
on this finding, the generated strain due to the service load is not principally in the axial
and hoop direction. In this case, a maximum strain failure theory does allow cracks in the
matrix before cracks in the fiber. The mechanical test indicated that the maximum Ultimate
Tensile Strength (UTS) and maximum strain are on the hoop direction specimen, whereas
the axial direction showed knee at low stress and low strain, which indicates the formation
of the first microcrack in the matrix; the bond between the matrix and the fibers breaks
at a microlevel. These observations agree with the work published by [13]. It is observed
that micromatrix cracking started at the inner surface of the elbow pipes, and the size and
quantity of these microcracks increased with time (see Figure 1c).

The analytical analysis results indicated that the elbow might withstand the operating
pressure depending on the quality factor. The initial inspection findings and SEM results
indicated an elbow-joint improper fabrication process. Hence, the maximum allowable
internal pressure in the elbow is less than the operating pressure due to the component’s
irregular geometry. As evidence of this, the results of the numerical analyses indicated
that the safety factor in withstanding the operating pressure of 5 bar is dropped down
in the radial region where the thickness is reduced to simulate the failure zone. It can be
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deduced that the leakage initiated when the microcracking and crack coalescence reached
the point at which the pressurized water can penetrate through these microcracks to
reach the surface of the pipe as surface wetting. Herein, it is worth mentioning that a
significant environmental factor that affects the lifetime of the pipe is the moisture content.
Moisture content creates swelling stresses—the coefficients of thermal expansion change
with temperature. The environmental effects also change the mechanical properties of the
material. A leakage path is formed due to microcracking and coalescence from the inner
surface towards the outer surface. After many cycles, the pipes reach the point where
microcracks turn into microcracks that allow excessive water leakage. The water penetrates
through the matrix cracks and propagates them at each cycle, and the cracks coalesce
quickly and turn the slight leakage into excessive leakage. At the progressive cycles, it
can be concluded that these have propagated and formed all over the elbow pipe surface.
Moreover, the ultimate failure occurs with fiber pull-out, delamination between the layers,
and fibers’ fracture, as shown in Figure 3. Figure 11 demonstrates the increase in hoop
specimens’ delamination area under tension and compression loading state.

10. Conclusions

After examining the fabrication process and quality of the elbow in correlation with
data obtained from the evaluation techniques, it can be concluded that the following factors
contributed to the failure:

• The elbow-joint was not correctly designed and was carelessly and poorly manufac-
tured.

• The fiber reinforcement was E-glass and S-glass, provided by the material datasheet.
• The fiber–matrix interface was poor.
• Irregular thickness: the joints between the straight pipe sections received a more

significant amount of reinforcement. This increase in thickness caused the areas of
lesser thickness to become inherent weak spots.

• Although the investigated GFRP elbow is not proper, the manufacturer’s specification
indicates a minimum allowable thickness of 5.3 mm on the straight pipe. While this
may be adequate for straight pipe sections, it is not enough to resist the elbow’s stress
intensification.

• It is recommended that sections with a thickness of less than 15 mm be reinforced
using overwrapped composites. During the remedy process, enough tension must
be applied to the overwrapped composites to achieve a better wetting of fibers by
the resin. It is well-known that high fiber tension levels in the fiber-reinforced pipes
increase the load-carrying capacity and the stiffness of composite pipes.

• For future installations, it is recommended that the fabrication process is controlled to
ensure adherence to standards relating to the glass/resin ratio and proper layup pro-
cess. The use of ±45◦ fiber orientation does not provide adequate axial reinforcement.

• The use of multiple layers of chopped strand mat glass fiber would result in a compo-
nent more suitable to withstand the applied loads for the elbow’s design life.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, E.M.S. and S.G.; Formal analysis, E.M.S. and John Cabibi-
han; Methodology, E.M.S.; Writing—original draft, E.M.S. and S.G.; Writing—review & editing, E.M.S.
and J.J.C. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was supported by Qatar National Research Fund under grant no. NPRP11S-
1229-170145. The statements made herein are solely the responsibility of the authors.

Data Availability Statement: Some or all data, models, or codes that support the findings of this
study are available from the corresponding author upon reasonable request.

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



Polymers 2021, 13, 1478 19 of 20

References
1. Al-Abtah, F.; Mahdi, E.; Gowid, S. The use of composite to eliminate the effect of welding on the bending behavior of metallic

pipes. Compos. Struct. 2020, 235, 111793. [CrossRef]
2. Gowid, S.; Mahdi, E.; Al-Abtah, F. Modeling and optimization of the crushing behavior and energy absorption of plain weave

composite hexagonal quadruple ring systems using artificial neural network. Compos. Struct. 2019, 229, 1114793. [CrossRef]
3. Gowid, S.; Mahdi, E.; Renno, J.; Sassi, S.; Kharmanda, G.; Shokry, A. Experimental investigation of the crashworthiness

performance of fiber and fiber steel-reinforced composites tubes. Compos. Struct. 2020, 251, 112655. [CrossRef]
4. Swihart, J.J. Fiberglass Pipe Literature Review; Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, PO Box 25007, Denver CO

80225-0007: Research and Development Office: Denver, CO, USA, 2016.
5. Xiao, B.; Huang, Q.; Chen, H.; Chen, X.; Long, G. A fractal model for capillary flow through a single tortuous capillary with

roughened surfaces in fibrous porous media. Fractals 2021, 29, 2150017. [CrossRef]
6. Xiao, B.; Zhang, Y.; Wang, Y.; Jiang, G.; Liang, M.; Chen, X.; Long, G. A fractal model for kozeny–Carman constant and

dimensionless permeability of fibrous porous media with roughened surfaces. Fractals 2019, 27, 1950116. [CrossRef]
7. Mahdi, E.; Farag, M.H. New approach of pipelines joining using fiber reinforced plastics composites. Compos. Struct. 2019, 228,

111341.
8. Qiao, T.; Zhang, G.; Xu, Y.; Zhang, B. Fabrication and finite element analysis of composite elbows. Materials 2019, 12, 3778.

[CrossRef]
9. Woldemariam, M.H.; Belingardi, G.; Koricho, E.G.; Reda, D.T. Effects of nanomaterials and particles on mechanical properties

and fracture toughness of composite materials: A short review. AIMS Mater. Sci. 2019, 6, 1191–1212. [CrossRef]
10. Vlaskina, S.I.; Kruchinin, S.P.; Kuznetsova, E.Y.; Rodionov, V.E.; Mishinova, G.N.; Svechnikov, G.S. Nanostructures in silicon

carbide crystals and films. Int. J. Mod. Phys. B 2016, 30, 1642019. [CrossRef]
11. Laban, O.; Gowid, S.; Mahdi, E.; Musharavati, F. Experimental investigation and artificial intelligence-based modeling of the

residual impact damage effect on the crashworthiness of braided carbon/kevlar tubes. Compos. Struct. 2020, 243, 112247.
[CrossRef]

12. Reid, S.R.; Zhou, G. Impact Behavior of Fibre-Reinforced Composite Materials and Structures; Woodhead Publishing Ltd. and CRC
Press LLC: Cambridge, UK, 2000.

13. Taktak, R.; Guermazi, N.; Kallel, T.K. Effect of E-Glass fiber and ply orientation on the mechanical behavior of FRP composites
used for pressure pipe. Int. J. Adv. Manuf. Technol. 2017, 92, 1741–1749. [CrossRef]

14. Toh, W.; Tan, L.B.; Tse, K.M.; Giam, A.; Raju, K.; Lee, H.P.; Tan VB, C. Material characterization of filament-wound composite pipe.
Compos. Struct. 2018, 206, 474–483. [CrossRef]

15. Budhe, S.; Banea, M.D.; Rohem NR, F.; Sampaio, E.M.; de Barros, S. Failure pressure analysis of composite repair system for wall
loss defect of metallic pipelines. Compos. Struct. 2017, 176, 1013–1019. [CrossRef]

16. Altenbach, H.; Sadowski, T. Failure and Damage Analysis of Advanced Materials; Springer-Verlag Wien: New York, NY, USA, 2015;
ISBN 978-3-7091-1835-1.

17. Kar, R.J. Composite Failure Analysis Handbook; Department of Transportation: Hawthorne, CA, USA, 1977.
18. Das, R.; Baishya, N. Failure analysis of bonded composite pipe joints subjected to internal pressure and axial loadin. Procedia Eng.

2016, 144, 1047–1054. [CrossRef]
19. Chakraverty, A.P.; Dash, S.; Maharana, H.S.; Beura, S.; Mohanty, U.K. A novel investigation on durability of GRE composite pipe

for prolonged sea water transportation. Compos. Commun. 2020, 17, 42–50. [CrossRef]
20. Silva, N.S.; Netto, T.A.; Bastian, F.L.; Silva RA, F. On the effect of the ply stacking sequence on the failure of composite pipes

under external pressure. Mar. Struct. 2020, 70, 102658. [CrossRef]
21. Affolter, C.; Barbezat, M.; Piskoty, G.; Neuner, O.; Terrasi, G. Failure of a sag water pipe triggered by aging of the GFRP composite

relining. Eng. Fail. Anal. 2018, 84, 358–370. [CrossRef]
22. Rafiee, R.; Sharifi, P. Stochastic failure analysis of composite pipes subjected to random excitation. Constr. Build. Mater. 2019, 224,

950–961. [CrossRef]
23. Chang, F.K.; Springer, G.S. The strengths of fiber-reinforced composite bends. J. Compos. Mater. 1986, 20, 30–45. [CrossRef]
24. Abdelouahed, E.; Mokhtari, M.; Benzaama, H. Finite element analysis of the thermo-mechanical behavior of composite pipe

elbows under bending and pressure loading. Frat. Integrità Strutt. 2019, 13, 698–713. [CrossRef]
25. Sebaey, T.; Mahdi, E. Using thin-plies to improve the damage resistance and tolerance of aeronautical CFRP composites. Compos.

Part A Appl. Sci. Manuf. 2016, 86, 31–38. [CrossRef]
26. Ebrahimi, H.; Mahdi, E.; Hashemi, H.; Vaziri, A. Honeycomb sandwich panels subjected to combined shock and projectile impact.

Int. J. Impact Eng. 2016, 95, 1–11. [CrossRef]
27. Mahdi, E.; Sebaey, T. Crushing behavior of hybrid hexagonal/octagonal cellular composite system: Aramid/carbon hybrid

composite. Mater. Des. 2014, 63, 6–13. [CrossRef]
28. Risby, M.S.; Wong, S.V.; Hamouda AM, S.; Khairul, A.R.; Elsadig, M. Ballistic performance of coconut shell powder/twaron

fabricagainst non-armour piercing projectiles. Def. Sci. J. 2008, 58, 248–255. [CrossRef]
29. Zhang, B.; Xu, H.; Zu, L. Design of filament-wound composite elbows based on non-geodesic trajectories. Compos. Struct. 2018,

189, 635–640. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compstruct.2019.111793
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compstruct.2019.111473
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compstruct.2020.112655
http://doi.org/10.1142/S0218348X21500171
http://doi.org/10.1142/S0218348X19501160
http://doi.org/10.3390/ma12223778
http://doi.org/10.3934/matersci.2019.6.1191
http://doi.org/10.1142/S0217979216420194
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compstruct.2020.112247
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00170-017-0276-3
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compstruct.2018.08.049
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compstruct.2017.06.044
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.proeng.2016.05.055
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.coco.2019.11.008
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.marstruc.2019.102658
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.engfailanal.2017.09.017
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2019.07.107
http://doi.org/10.1177/002199838602000103
http://doi.org/10.3221/IGF-ESIS.49.63
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2016.03.027
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijimpeng.2016.04.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.matdes.2014.06.001
http://doi.org/10.14429/dsj.58.1645
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compstruct.2018.02.008


Polymers 2021, 13, 1478 20 of 20

30. Mahdi, E.; Ochoa DR, H.; Vaziri, A.; Dean, A.; Kucukvar, M. Khalasa date palm leaf fiber as a potential reinforcement for
polymeric composite materials. Compos. Struct. 2021, 256, 11350.

31. Miller, P.H. Effects of Moisture Absorption and Test Method on the Properties of E-glass/Polyester Hull Laminates. J. Compos.
Mater. 2002, 36, 1065. [CrossRef]

32. Mahdi, E.; Hernández, D.R.; Eltai, E.O. Effect of water absorption on the mechanical properties of long date palm leaf fiber
reinforced epoxy composites. J. Biobased Mater. Bioenergy 2015, 9, 173–181. [CrossRef]

33. Chung, D.D.L. Composite Materials, Science and Applications; British Library: London, UK, 2010.
34. Rafiee, R.; Torabi, M.; Maleki, S. Investigating structural failure of a filament-wound composite tube subjected to internal pressure:

Experimental and theoretical evaluation. Polym. Test. 2018, 67, 322–330. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1177/0021998302036009510
http://doi.org/10.1166/jbmb.2015.1508
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.polymertesting.2018.03.020

	Introduction 
	Background 
	Initial Inspection 
	Chemical Analyses 
	Sem Examination 
	Mechanical Testing 
	Analytical Analysis 
	Numerical Analyses 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

