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Abstract: Carbon fiber reinforced polymer (CFRP) matrix composite overwrap repair systems have
been introduced and accepted as an alternative repair system for steel pipeline. This paper aimed to
evaluate the mechanical behavior of damaged steel pipeline with CFRP repair using finite element
(FE) analysis. Two different repair strategies, namely wrap repair and patch repair, were considered.
The mechanical responses of pipeline with the composite repair system under the maximum allowable
operating pressure (MAOP) was analyzed using the validated FE models. The design parameters
of the CFRP repair system were analyzed, including patch/wrap size and thickness, defect size,
interface bonding, and the material properties of the infill material. The results show that both the
stress in the pipe wall and CFRP could be reduced by using a thicker CFRP. With the increase in
patch size in the hoop direction, the maximum von Mises stress in the pipe wall generally decreased
as the maximum hoop stress in the CFRP increased. The reinforcement of the CFRP repair system
could be enhanced by using infill material with a higher elastic modulus. The CFRP patch tended to
cause higher interface shear stress than CFRP wrap, but the shear stress could be reduced by using a
thicker CFRP. Compared with the fully bonded condition, the frictional interface causes a decrease in
hoop stress in the CFRP but an increase in von Mises stress in the steel. The study results indicate the
feasibility of composite repair for damaged steel pipeline.

Keywords: composite repair; CFRP; pipeline; finite element model; burst pressure

1. Introduction

The pipeline system is one of the most capital-intensive infrastructure systems. Recent
investigations of pipeline performance have shown that one of the primary reasons for
pipeline failure is corrosion [1,2]. Common types of corrosion that may occur in practice
include uniform corrosion, pitting corrosion, crevice corrosion, and galvanic corrosion [3].
Numerous studies have been conducted to evaluate the corrosion damage based on physi-
cal, empirical, and numerical models [4–8]. The metal loss caused by corrosion not only
leads to stress concentration in the pipe wall but also causes corrosion fatigue [9–11]. The
corroded segment should either be replaced or repaired if the safe operation of the pipeline
system cannot be maintained. In most cases, the replacement of the pipeline segment is
costly and time-consuming; thus, to repair the damaged pipeline is usually the preferred
option [12].

Conventionally, the in-service corroded pipelines are repaired with the external sleeve-
repair welding technique, in which the damaged segments are cut off and replaced with
new substitution [13,14]. At present, full encirclement steel sleeves, welded leak boxes, and
steel mechanical clamps are widely used. However, there are some concerns associated
with the above repair methods, including pipe wall melting, high residual stresses, and
hydrogen-assisted cracking [15–17]. In order to overcome these defects, an alternative
in-service repair strategy, namely, fiber-reinforced polymer (FRP) composite repair systems,
have been reported in the literatures [18–23]. In the FRP composite repair systems, the
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external defects on the pipe wall are filled with grouts, such as epoxy resins, and then
coiled with layers of FRP sleeves using interlayer adhesive. The FRP repair system offers
various advantages. First, it requires shorter time and lower maintenance cost. Second, the
integrity of the pipeline is ensured during the rehabilitation process so that the pipelines
can continue to operate with no leakage. Third, the potential risk of explosion is eliminated
and, finally, the corrosion process is slowed [24–26].

In order to understand the behavior of the pipelines repaired with the FRP composite
repair systems, several studies have been conducted based on analytical, experimental,
and finite element (FE) methods [27–31]. In some recent developments of standards, the
application of FRP composite repair systems has been gradually accepted [32]. Currently,
most of the FRP composite repair systems are based on the wrap repair strategy. However,
since the defect geometry has significant impact on the remaining strength of corroded
pipeline [33], the full wrap repair strategy could be excessive for some small and shallow
defects. In this case, the application of patch repair could be feasible. Moreover, with a
pre-cured FRP patch, the time consumption for the repair could be further reduced. Theisen
and Keller [34] conducted finite element simulation and experimental tests for both patch
and wrap repairs on through-wall defects. The simulation showed that the max strain of
patch was slightly higher than the one of wrap type. Ayaz et al. studied the composite
patch repair for a small through-wall hole. The results showed that the increment in overlap
length could enhance the failure strength [35]. In general, the FRP patch repair strategy
is mainly used for small-area through-wall defects at present. However, corrosion is a
gradual deterioration process, and the pipe may fail due to internal pressure even when the
defect in the pipe wall is shallow. The load transfer mechanism and mechanical behavior
of the FRP patch repair under this condition remain unclear.

2. Objectives

The primary objective of this study is to develop 3D FE models that can evaluate the
mechanical behavior of the pipeline with carbon fiber reinforced polymer (CFRP) composite
repair systems. Two different repair strategies, namely CFRP wrap repair and CFRP patch
repair, were considered. The mechanical behavior of the pipeline with the CFRP repair
system under both the burst pressure and the maximum allowable operating pressure
(MAOP) was analyzed. The presented model was validated with existing experimental
data of burst pressure. A lap shear test was conducted to evaluate shear bonding strength
between the CFRP and the pipe. With the presented model, various parameters for the
design of CFRP repair system were analyzed, including the CFRP patch/wrap size and
thickness, defect size, interface property, and the material properties of the infill material.

3. Development of FE Model
3.1. Model Dimensions and Meshes

The 3D FE model was developed with commercial software ABAQUS (v6.12). The
dimensions of the pipeline segment model are shown in Figure 1. The outer diameter and
length of the steel pipe were 168.3 and 1520 mm, respectively. The thickness of steel wall
was 7.11 mm. In the symmetrical model, the half-length of the steel pipe was 760 mm,
and the symmetric boundary condition was applied to reduce the computational cost.
Different-sized defects in the steel pipe wall were simulated to represent for the metal loss
due to corrosion, as shown in Figure 1b. The depth in the radial direction and the length
in the axial direction were 3.56 and 152.4 mm, respectively, for all defects. In the hoop
direction, the defect length was either 152.4 mm or equal to the perimeter of the pipe (full
circle). In the symmetrical model, the half-length of the defect in the axial direction was
76.2 mm. Two different repair strategies were evaluated in this study. One was wrap repair,
and the other was patch repair. For the wrap repair shown in Figure 1c, the defect in the
steel pipe wall was filled with repair material (adhesive putty), and then CFRP wraps were
applied along the hoop to cover the defect, while for the patch repair shown in Figure 1d,
the CFRP was not applied along the hoop but was patched over the defect with a specific
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length in the hoop direction. It should be noted that the patch repair was only applied to
the defect with a hoop length of 152.4 mm since the CFRP patches should be larger than
the defect, and different-sized patches were used in the analysis.
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In the FE model, the cap of the pipe was meshed with the free meshing technique. The
element type was a ten-node quadratic tetrahedron 3D stress element. The other sections,
including the pipe wall, infill material, and the CFRP, were meshed with the structured
meshing technique. The element type was an eight-node linear brick, reduced integration
3D stress element. To ensure both the computational accuracy and efficiency, the element
size in the hoop direction was taken as 4 mm for the pipe, infill material, and the CFRP.
The element size in the axial direction was taken as 4 mm for the infill material and the
CFRP. Because the length of the pipe was relatively large, the element size in the length
direction was gradually changing. In detail, for the pipe, the element size near the defect
was smaller, which was taken as 4 mm, while the element size far from the defect was
larger (taken as 10 mm). The meshes were refined around the defect area along the axial
direction. In the radial direction, the pipe wall and infill material were divided into 16 and
10 layers of elements, respectively. The layers of elements in the radial direction for the
CFRP depended on the thickness of the CFRP. In this study, the thickness of the CFRP was
either 3.1 or 6.2 mm. The CFRP was divided into 10 layers for the 3.1 mm thickness and
20 layers for the 6.2 mm thickness. In this case, the total number of elements in the pipe and
infill material were determined as about 150,000 and 7000, respectively. The total number
of elements ranged from about 13,000 to 90,000, depending on the size of the CFRP.

3.2. Material Properties

In this study, ASTM A106 [36] Grade B steel was used for the pipe wall. A linear
elastic model was used to define the material property of the steel before yield, while a
nonlinear plastic model, as shown in Table 1, was used to define the plastic behavior of the
steel. The repair material was the thickened epoxy. The epoxy was modeled with a bilinear
elastic stress–strain model, as shown in Table 1. Two different composite thicknesses were
considered: 3.1 mm for six layers of CRFP and 6.2 mm for 12 layers of CFRP. The CFRP
was modeled as orthotropic linear elastic material, as shown in Table 1.



Coatings 2021, 11, 301 4 of 13

Table 1. Material properties in finite element (FE) model (After Duell et al. 2008 [18]).

Material
Properties

Linear (Below Yield) Nonlinear (Above Yield)

Steel

Young′s Modulus 207 GPa Yield Stress (MPa) Plastic Strain
301 0.0000
317 0.0029
374 0.0138
412 0.0207

Poisson′s Ratio 0.3 482 0.0386
534 0.0575
596 0.0862
648 0.1222

Epoxy Young′s Modulus 1.74 GPa Yield Stress 33 MPa
Poisson′s Ratio 0.45 Tangent Modulus 0.87 GPa

CFRP Young′s Modulus E1 5.5 GPa (radial) Poisson′s Ratio (assumed) ν12 0.1
E2 49 GPa (hoop) ν13 0.4

E3 23.4 GPa (axial) ν23 0.4
Shear Modulus G12 29.6 GPa

G13 0.69 GPa

Ultimate Hoop Strength G23 0.69 GPa
576 MPa

3.3. Model Validation

In order to validate the FE model in this study, the burst pressure calculated with
the FE model in this paper was compared with the experimental data reported in the
literature [18]. In the validation step, the CFRP wrap repair was used, and the thickness
of the CFRP was 3.1 mm. An air-actuated, hydraulic power unit was used to pressurize
the test vessel. The pump forces water into the pressure vessel until rupture occurs. It
was assumed that the pipe wall, infill material, and CFRP were bonded tightly, so that no
slip was allowed at the interfaces between different materials. The internal pressure was
increased from 40 MPa to the burst pressure by 0.1 MPa. The system could be considered
as a burst failure when the von Mises equivalent stress in the steel reached the true ultimate
tensile strength or when the maximum hoop stress in the CFRP exceeded its ultimate hoop
strength. Figure 2 shows the maximum hoop stress in the CFRP and the maximum von
Mises stress in the steel under different internal pressure. The simulation results show that
the hoop stress in the CFRP exceeded its ultimate hoop strength (576 MPa) before the von
Mises equivalent stress in the steel reached the true ultimate tensile strength (648 MPa).
The burst pressure predicted with the FE model in this paper is shown in Figure 3, together
with the experimental and numerical data reported in the literature [18]. The relative
difference between the predicted and experimental value is 0.69% for the pipe with a
152.4 mm defect in the hoop direction, and it is 5.48% for the pipe with a full-circle defect
in the hoop direction. Although the causes of the above relative error may be multiple,
such as complex contact conditions between steel, CFRP and infill materials, in general, the
accuracy of the FE model developed in this paper is acceptable.
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4. Analysis of CFRP Repair on Pipeline Stress
4.1. Determination of MAOP

In most cases, the internal pressure of the pipeline is much lower than the burst pres-
sure of the sound pipeline. Therefore, in the following analysis, the maximum allowable
operating pressure (MAOP) was used instead of the burst pressure. In practice, the MAOP
cannot exceed the lowest value of the design pressure, test pressure, the maximum operat-
ing pressure during the 5 years preceding applicable date, and the maximum safe pressure
determined by the operator. In this study, the design pressure was used to determine the
MAOP, since the design pressure can be simply determined with Barlow’s formula, as
shown in Equation (1):

P =
2St
D
× F× E× T (1)

where P is the design pressure; S is the yield strength of steel; t is the nominal wall
thickness of the pipe; D is the outside diameter of the pipe; F is the design factor, equaling
0.72 for liquid pipeline and Class 1 gas pipeline; E is the longitudinal joint factor; T is the
temperature factor.

For the pipeline used in this study, the design pressure could be calculated as 18.25 MPa
based on Equation (1). As mentioned in the previous section, the CFRP patch repair could
not be applied to the full-circle defect since the CFRP patches should be larger than the
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defect. Therefore, the following discussion was only focused on the defect with a 152.4 mm
hoop length.

4.2. Effect of CFRP Thickness and Size

The effects of CFRP thickness and size on the mechanical behavior of the pipeline re-
pair system under the MAOP were analyzed. CFRP patches with two different thicknesses
(3.1 and 6.2 mm) in the radial direction were used. The CFRP length in the hoop direction
ranged from 161 mm, which was a little larger than the defect, to 264 mm, which equaled
half of the pipe perimeter. Despite the CFRP patches, an additional case of CFRP wrap
was also developed for comparison. The maximum von Mises stress in the pipe wall and
the maximum hoop stress in the CFRP were calculated under the MAOP. Figure 4 shows
the maximum von Mises stress in the pipe wall for different cases. As shown in Figure 4,
the effect of CFRP size on the maximum von Mises stress was very limited for the 3.1 mm
CFRP. A possible reason for this phenomenon is that, for the 3.1 mm CFRP, the maximum
von Mises stress in the pipe exceeded the yield strength. In this condition, a relatively
small change in stress could lead to a relatively large plastic strain, while for the 6.2 mm
CFRP patch, the maximum von Mises stress in the pipe wall generally decreased with the
increase in the patch size. This is reasonable since the larger CFRP could provide a larger
contact area between the CFRP and the pipe, which enhanced the bonding effect of the
repair system. When the 6.2 mm CFRP patch was larger than 235 mm in the hoop direction,
the von Mises stress in the steel pipe repaired with CFRP patch could be smaller than that
repaired with CFRP wrap. This indicates that it is feasible to use CFRP patch instead of
CFRP wrap in proper conditions. Moreover, under the MAOP, the 6.2 mm CFRP patches
provided reliable reinforcement since the maximum von Mises stress in the pipe wall was
controlled below the yield strength. However, for the 3.1 mm CFRP, the maximum von
Mises stress in the pipe wall exceeded the yield strength, indicating there was a risk of
failure when the CFRP was too thin. Therefore, compared with the CFRP length in the
hoop direction, CFRP thickness is more critical for avoiding failure of the repair system.
When the MAOP cannot be reduced, the CFRP thickness should be adequate.
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Figure 5 shows the maximum hoop stress in the CFRP for different cases. As shown
in Figure 5, for the 6.2 mm CFRP, with the increase in patch size in the hoop direction,
the maximum hoop stress in the CFRP increased but was always smaller than that in the
CFRP wrap. This indicates that more stress could be transferred to the CFRP when the
patch size was larger, while for the 3.1 mm CFRP, larger hoop stress could be observed
in the larger CFRP patches. However, the hoop stress in the CFRP wrap could be smaller
than that in the CFRP patch. A possible reason for this phenomenon is that the volume of
CFRP in the wrap was more than that in the patches; therefore, although more stress could
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be transferred to the CFRP wrap, the maximum hoop stress could be reduced since the
stress could be carried by more CFRP. Similarly, it can be seen from Figure 5 that since the
6.2 mm CFRP could provide more volume to carry the stress, the maximum hoop stress in
the 6.2 mm CFRP was always smaller than that in the 3.1 mm CFRP.
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Figure 5. Maximum hoop stress in the pipe wall for different CFRP sizes.

4.3. Effect of Modulus of Infill Material

In the composite repair system, the stress is mainly carried by the pipe wall and
the CFRP, while the infill material is used as barrier between CFRP and pipeline steel to
prevent carbon-induced corrosion of steel while benefiting from the light weight and high
strength of carbon fiber. The infill material is usually a polymer material with relatively
lower elastic modulus, such as epoxy. However, as an intermediate layer between the
pipe wall and CFRP, the modulus of the infill material could have an effect on the load
transfer mechanism in the repair system. An inorganic composite that was previously
developed for protective coating applications was used as an alternative infill material. The
elastic modulus of the inorganic composite can range from 10 to 20 GPa depending on the
chemical composition and polymerization process [37]. The effect of infill material modulus
on the performance of the CFRP composite repair system is analyzed in this section.

The effect of the infill modulus on the mechanical behavior of the pipeline repair
system under the MAOP was analyzed. The CFRP with a thickness of 3.1 mm was not
used in this section since the pipe wall may yield under the MAOP based on the previous
analysis. The CFRP thickness was 6.2 mm. The maximum von Mises stress in the pipe wall
and the maximum hoop stress in the CFRP for repair systems with different infill materials
are shown in Figure 6. It can be observed that for any given CFRP size, the von Mises
stress in the steel pipe repaired with the 10 GPa-inorganic composite was greater than that
repaired with the 20 GPa-inorganic composite but smaller than that repaired with epoxy.
Thus, the von Mises stress in the steel pipe decreased for all patch sizes with the increase in
the elastic modulus of the filling material. Similarly, the hoop stress in the CFRP decreased
for all patch sizes with the increase in the elastic modulus of the filling material. This is
mainly because by using an infill material with a higher elastic modulus, the strain in the
infill material can be reduced under the same stress. As a result, under the same internal
pressure, the deformation of the whole repair system could be reduced. This indicates that
the reinforcement of the CFRP repair system can be enhanced by using an infill with a
higher elastic modulus.
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Figure 6. Effect of infill modulus on (a) von Mises stress in pipe and (b) hoop stress in CFRP.

4.4. Effect of Adhesive Thickness

In the previous FE models, the CFRP patches and wraps were assumed to be bonded
tightly with the infill and the pipe wall by using a thin adhesive layer whose thickness
could be ignored. However, in practice, the thickness of the adhesive layer can vary. It is
also possible that extra infill remains on the pipe wall. In this section, the effect of adhesive
thickness on the mechanical behavior of the pipeline repair system is investigated. The
6.2 mm CFRP patches and wraps were used to repair the pipe. A layer of adhesive was
simulated to bond the CFRP with the infill and the pipe wall. The thickness of the adhesive
was either 2 mm or ignorable (zero). Epoxy (1.74 GPa) and the inorganic composite (10 GPa)
were used as infills. The modulus of the adhesive layer was assumed to be either 1.74 or
10 GPa.

Figure 7 shows the maximum von Mises stress in the pipe wall under the MAOP. It
can be observed that with the extra 2 mm adhesive, the maximum von Mises stress in the
pipe wall increased for all cases. An opposite trend was observed for the maximum hoop
stress in the CFRP, as shown in Figure 8. With the extra 2 mm adhesive, the maximum hoop
stress in the CFRP decreased for all cases. This indicates that with the increase in adhesive
thickness, the pipe wall carries the higher stress, while the CFRP carries the smaller stress.
The main reason for this trend is that the modulus of the adhesive layer is smaller than that
of the CFRP and steel pipe. In this case, this adhesive layer could not bear large stress, so
the stress from the pipe wall could not be effectively transferred to the CFRP with a thicker
adhesive. Therefore, it is not recommended to use more adhesive in the repair system,
especially when the corrosion depth is deep. If the extra adhesive cannot be avoided, the
resulting adverse effect could be alleviated by using adhesives with higher modulus (e.g.,
10 GPa in Figures 7 and 8).
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Figure 7. Effect of adhesive on von Mises stress in pipe with infill material of (a) 1.74 GPa epoxy and
(b) 10 GPa inorganic composite.
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Figure 8. Effect of adhesive on hoop stress in pipe with infill material of (a) 1.74 GPa epoxy and (b)
10 GPa inorganic composite.

5. Analysis of Bonding Condition between CFRP and Pipe

In the CFRP composite repair systems, the stress is mainly carried by the pipe wall
and the CFRP. Therefore, it is important that the bonding strength between pipeline steel
and CFRP is high enough to carry the shear stress induced in composite repair. In this
section, the bonding condition between the CFRP and pipe wall is analyzed through an
experiment and the FE model.

5.1. Shear Bonding Strength Test

Lap shear tests were conducted to measure the shear bonding strength between the
CFRP and steel. The test setup was based on that recommended by ASTM D1002-10 [38],
which was modified to include CFRP laminate as the mediator part overlapped with two
steel sheets. The overlap length (bond length) on one metal sheet was held to be constant,
while the bond length changed on the other steel sheet. This was used to investigate bond
failure behavior with changes in bond length on the steel sheet samples. A displacement
control tensile loading with a rate of 1.27 mm/min was applied to the specimen until
failure occurred. Figure 9 shows the setup for the lap shear test.
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Figure 9. Laboratory setup for the lap shear test.

As shown in Figure 9, The specimen was prepared to have an overlap length of 55 mm
at one end and 20 mm at the other end. Figure 10 shows the measured tensile stress curve
for the steel plates with the CFRP obtained from the lap shear test. It was found that the
ultimate shear strength was in the range of 12−14 MPa based on the assumption of uniform
shear stress at the interface, which is consistent with the data reported in the literature [39].
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Figure 10. Measured stress from the lap shear test.

5.2. Shear Stress between CFRP and Pipe

For the CFRP composite repair system, the maximum allowable shear stress at the
interface between the CFRP and pipe wall should be lower than the shear bond strength,
which is 12−14 Mpa, based on the previous experiment. In this section, the shear stress
between the CFRP and pipe under the MAOP is analyzed by using the FE model presented
in this study. The material properties were taken from Table 1. The maximum shear stress
at the interface between the CFRP and the pipe wall is shown in Figure 11.
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Figure 11. Shear stress between the CFRP and pipe wall.

As shown in Figure 11, compared with CFRP wrap, CFRP patch tended to cause
higher shear stress at the interface, for both 3.1 and 6.2 mm repair thicknesses. With the
increase in the CFRP hoop length, the shear stress at the interface gradually decreased. The
shear stress between the CFRP patches and the pipe wall was generally 3~4 times higher
than that between the CFRP wraps and the pipe wall. Moreover, when the CFRP warps
were used, the shear stress between the CFRP and the pipe wall was much smaller than the
shear bond strength measured in the previous section. However, when the 3.1 mm CFRP
patches were used, the shear stress between the CFRP and the pipe ranged from 12.3 to
13.9 MPa, which was close to the shear bond strength. This indicates that the CFRP patches
with a thickness of 3.1 mm might fail under the MAOP, while for the 6.2 mm CFRP patches,
the maximum shear stress between the CFRP and the pipe wall was always smaller than
the shear bond strength. In general, when the CFRP thickness was higher, the interface
shear stress was lower. This indicates that when the MAOP cannot be reduced, the repair
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system should be enhanced either by increasing the shear bonding strength between CFRP
and steel or by increasing the thickness of the CFRP.

5.3. Effect of Interface Bonding on Pipe Stress

In the ideal condition, if the CFRP is fully bonded with the infill and the pipe wall,
there should be no slip between these layers. However, if the bonds between these layers
are not perfect, the performance of the pipe repair system could be influenced. In this
section, FE models with different interface properties, namely, fully bonded and frictional
conditions, are developed. In the frictional interface, the friction coefficient was set to be 1.
The thickness of the CFRP was 6.2 mm. A CFRP patch with 220-mm length in the hoop
direction and a CFRP wrap were simulated. Figure 12a,b show the maximum von Mises in
the pipe wall and the maximum hoop stress in the CFRP under the MAOP, respectively. As
shown in Figure 12a,b, compared with the fully bonded condition, the frictional interface
caused a decrease in hoop stress in the CFRP but an increase in von Mises stress in the steel.
This is mainly because in the frictional interface, finite slips between different layers were
allowed in the tangential direction. Due to the slips, the deformation of the CFRP with
a frictional interface would be smaller than that fully bonded with the pipe. As a result,
compared with the fully bonded case, the frictional interface caused a decrease in stress
in the CFRP but an increase in von Mises stress in the steel. This indicates the existence
of an interface that might reduce the stress transfer from the steel to the CFRP. Therefore,
effective adhesive should be applied between the CFRP and the infill/pipe wall to ensure
enough bond between these layers.
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Figure 12. Effect of interface property on (a) von Mises stress in pipe and (b) hoop stress in CFRP.

6. Conclusions

This paper conducted finite element analysis to evaluate mechanical behavior of steel
pipeline with CFRP repair systems. Two different repair strategies, namely, wrap repair and
patch repair, were considered. The presented FE model was validated with experimental
results of burst pressure. The following conclusions were concluded from the analysis:

1. Both the von Mises stress in the pipe wall and the hoop stress in the CFRP could be
reduced by using a thicker CFRP patch or CFRP wrap. With the increase in the patch
size in the hoop direction, the maximum von Mises stress in the pipe wall generally
decreased, while the maximum hoop stress in the CFRP increased. In theory, it is
feasible to use CFRP patch instead of CFRP wrap in proper conditions.

2. Both the von Mises stress in the pipe and hoop stress in the CFRP decreased with
the increase in the elastic modulus of the filling material for all patch sizes. The
reinforcement of the CFRP repair system could be enhanced by using infill with a
higher elastic modulus.
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3. With the increase in adhesive thickness, the pipe wall carries the higher stress, while
the CFRP carries the smaller stress. Therefore, excessive adhesive should be avoided,
especially for pipes with large defects. Adhesive with a higher modulus should be
used if the excessive adhesive cannot be avoided.

4. The CFRP patch tended to cause higher interface shear stress than the CFRP wrap.
The interface shear stress could be reduced by using thicker CFRP patches. Compared
with the fully bonded condition, the frictional interface causes a decrease in hoop
stress in the CFRP but an increase in von Mises stress in the steel. Effective adhesive
should be applied between the CFRP and the infill/pipe wall to ensure enough bond
between these layers.

The study findings indicate the feasibility of composite repair for a damaged steel
pipeline. The results of this study provide reference for other types of pipe structures, such
as a pipe-in-pipe system or composite pipeline [40]. Further research should be conducted
to validate the analysis findings using full-scale tests and to optimize composite repair.
The effectiveness of composite repair on pipeline performance under fatigue cyclic loads
should also be studied in future work.
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