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Abstract 

Multi-principal element alloys open large composition spaces for alloy development. The 

large compositional space necessitates rapid synthesis and characterization to identify promising 
materials, as well as predictive strategies for alloy design. Additive manufacturing via directed 
energy deposition is demonstrated as a high-throughput technique for synthesizing alloys in the 
Cr-Fe-Mn-Ni quaternary system. More than 100 compositions are synthesized in a week, exploring 

a broad range of compositional space. Uniform compositional control to within ±5 at% is 
achievable. The rapid synthesis is combined with conjoint sample heat treatment (25 samples vs 1 
sample), and automated characterization including X-ray diffraction, energy-dispersive X-ray 
spectroscopy, and nano-hardness measurements. The datasets of measured properties are then used 

for a predictive strengthening model using an active machine learning algorithm that balances 
exploitation and exploration. A learned parameter that represents lattice distortion is trained using 
the alloy compositions. This combination of rapid synthesis, characterization, and active learning 
model results in new alloys that are significantly stronger than previous investigated alloys.  

Keywords: Directed energy deposition, machine learning, high-throughput, alloy development, 
multi-principal element alloys (MPEAs), high entropy alloys (HEAs). 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Material development has historically demonstrated incremental advances in properties 

with modest compositional additions to a base alloy [1]. Examples of primary constituent alloys 

that have evolved with micro-alloy additions focused on specific properties for an optimized 

structural application include Al [2], Ni [3-5], Fe [6,7], and Zr [8,9] alloys. To establish a new 

paradigm for materials discovery and implementation, possibly at higher discovery and 

implementation rates, high entropy alloys (HEAs) or multi-principal element alloys (MPEAs) offer 

the potential for new material properties that capitalize on the exploration of combining multiple 

alloying elements [10,11]. As a specific example, the Cantor alloy [12,13], equimolar Co-Cr-Fe-
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Mn-Ni, and its various derivatives have been evaluated for enhanced properties such as fracture 

toughness [14,15], corrosion resistance [16-18], high-temperature strength [19,20], fatigue 

strength [21,22], and irradiation resistance [23-26]. Most studies have focused on equimolar 

compositions of alloys seeking to take advantage of the proposed high configurational entropy 

[27,28]. However, deviating from equimolar compositions opens a vast unexplored composition 

space that could hold promising properties for a wide range of applications. To explore a potential 

composition space of  nearly a million alloys within a five-component alloy system [10,12,13,29], 

high-throughput strategies are needed to synthesize and evaluate these materials.  

One of the popular, state-of-the-art routes of high-throughput materials synthesis has been 

combinatorial thin film libraries [30-32]. Large compositional spaces can be rapidly explored with 

this technique. However, drawbacks include a lack of bulk samples that can be subjected to 

macroscale testing because the samples are confined to thin films.  Furthermore, with extreme 

cooling rates of up to 1010 K/s, the thin film samples exhibit differing metastable equilibrium 

conditions compared to bulk samples [33,34]. Other promising high-throughput techniques include 

additive manufacturing of compositional gradients [35-38] and diffusion multiples [39-41]. All 

these methods have a common limitation – a lack of bulk samples with a single alloy composition. 

The limited sample size restricts the ability to characterize, test, and evaluate complete sets of 

material properties. To overcome these limitations, we previously proposed a strategy to fabricate 

bulk samples of different compositions using in situ alloying during directed energy deposition 

(DED) [42].  Albeit high-throughput, this prior methodology did not include any method for 

materials design or prediction. 

To fully exploit high-throughput methods of alloy fabrication and characterization of 

HEAs/MPEAs, new design strategies are necessary. For example, machine learning (ML) 

techniques may be employed, which use mathematical methods to predict trends from datasets that 

do not necessarily have the corresponding physics-based models. Currently, most supervised ML 

models use data from previous simulations, experimental results from the literature , or existing 

databases to predict desired responses [43-46]. The researcher then featurizes their material and 

trains a model that uses those features to predict the desired property or properties. The 

generalizability of the model is often confirmed by employing cross-validation so that predictions 

are made on data the trained model has not yet been exposed to. However, the lack of expansive 

datasets can limit the design of multi-component alloy systems. For example, constrained 
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thermodynamic datasets for compositional phase equilibria coupled with incomplete physical 

property assessments hinder a comprehensive ability to computationally design new materials.   

In contrast, this research uses a batch active learning framework – our DED-enabled rapid 

synthesis technique allows the generation of raw data that can be used to train ML models. Initial 

data are used to train an ML model which is used to predict the properties of new alloys. We then 

synthesize those alloys to test and validate the model predictions. There is no reliance on external 

databases for the raw data of alloy compositions or properties, only for the material descriptors of 

the synthesized alloys and locally made measurements. We believe that this type of closed-loop 

prediction is the basis for developing autonomous alloy composition design strategies. 

Specifically, this work demonstrates high-throughput alloy development by combining high-

throughput DED synthesis and high-throughput characterization with an active learning-based ML 

algorithm.  

2. METHODS 

2.1. In situ alloying via DED 

High-throughput alloy synthesis was achieved by DED-based additive manufacturing in 

an Optomec LENS MR-7 system that uses a 1-kW Nd:YAG 1070-nm-wavelength laser with a 

600-μm spot size. The unit is equipped with four powder hoppers that are independently controlled 

by augers located at their base. The rotation of these augers allows the powder from the hoppers 

to enter a line of pressurized Ar gas that carries them into the path of the laser to be melted and 

deposited on a build plate. The quantity of powder coming out of each hopper can be controlled 

by the revolutions per minute (RPM) of the respective auger. A schematic of the process is shown 

in Figure 1. 

Each powder hopper was filled with a single elemental powder: Cr, Fe, Mn, or Ni. Having 

a single elemental powder in each of the four powder hoppers enabled the independent control of  

the amount of an individual element flowing into the laser path and, thereby, the final composition 

of the built sample. The powders were procured from American Elements in gas-atomized form 

with a size distribution of ~45-150 µm (shown in Figure 1). Cr and Ni powder particles were nearly 

completely spherical, although some of the Ni powder exhibited tiny satellite particles sticking to 

larger particles. Fe and Mn powder particles were irregular in shape. Despite the morphology 
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differences, all the powders flowed well and exhibited a linear relationship of increasing mass flow 

rates with increasing auger RPMs. The details of the powder mass flow calibrations are provided 

in the Supplementary section. 

 

Figure 1: Elemental powders used in this work (left). Schematic of the in situ alloying process (right) 

reproduced from [42]. 

The printing was carried out maintaining an inert Ar atmosphere inside the main chamber 

at a slight positive pressure (+0.003 atm) above the ambient atmospheric pressure and keeping the 

oxygen level below 5 ppm. Prior to printing actual alloys, it was necessary to optimize the laser 

parameters for print and remelt layers, as well as calibrate the mass flow rates of the powders to 

obtain target compositions in the final alloys. 

First, the ideal printing parameters were determined by building 25 samples in a 5×5 array 

on a build plate, varying the laser parameters but maintaining the predicted composition constant 

at an equimolar ratio. The laser powers were varied from 300 to 500 W in increments of 50 W, 

and the laser scan speeds were varied from 10 to 30 in/min (4.2 to 12.7 mm/s) in increments of 5 
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in/min (2.1 mm/s). A single remelt pass was performed after each print layer with a laser power of 

400 W and scan speed of 50 in/min (21.2 mm/s). The hatch spacing was 0.381 mm for the print 

layers and 0.19 mm for the remelting layers. A laser power of 350 W and scan speed of 25 in/min 

(10.6 mm/s) were selected as the optimum print parameters based on which sample built closest 

to the target dimensions – 6.35×6.35 mm and height 5 mm.  

Next, the remelt parameters were optimized by similarly building 25 equimolar samples 

on a build plate. The laser powers varied from 200 to 600 W in increments of 100 W, and the 

number of remelt passes between each print layer was varied from 1 to 5 . The laser scan speed was 

maintained at 50 in/min (21.2 mm/s). The printing parameters for each print layer were 350 W at 

25 in/min (10.6 mm/s), based on the previous plate. The hatch spacing was 0.381 mm for the print 

layers and 0.19 mm for the remelting layers. The samples were then leveled to the same height, 

polished, and large-area EDS scans were performed to quantify the area fraction of the unmelted 

powders. The results are shown in Figure 2 which plots the area fraction of unmelted Cr against 

the laser power for one, three, and five remelt passes. A clear trend emerged – the area fraction of 

the unmelted Cr decreased rapidly with increasing laser power, dropping to 0.1% or less at 600 W. 

The number of remelt passes had a lower effect on the melting of the powders, but in general, the 

area fraction of unmelted powders decreased with increasing number of passes. Three remelt 

passes at a laser power of 500 W were selected as the optimum parameters that exhibited the least 

fraction of unmelted powders while still maintaining close-to-target dimensions.  

 

Figure 2: Plot of the area fraction of unmelted Cr powders as a function of remelting parameters.  Also 

shown are example EDS area maps at high and low unmelted Cr volume fractions.  



6 

 

After optimization of the laser parameters to obtain good builds with minimum unmelted 

powders, it was necessary to calibrate the powder mass flow rates to achieve the right compositions 

in the alloys. The calibration process, first introduced in [42], was based on the relation between 

the elemental composition and the RPMs of the hopper augers:  

𝑥𝑖 =
𝑅𝑖∗𝑀𝑖∗[𝛼𝑖∗(𝑅𝑃𝑀)𝑖+𝛽𝑖]

∑ 𝑅𝑖∗𝑀𝑖∗[𝛼𝑖∗(𝑅𝑃𝑀)𝑖+𝛽𝑖]
𝑛
𝑖=1

                                                                                                             (1) 

where, 𝑥𝑖 is the atomic fraction of element i in the final build, Mi is the molar mass of element i, 

𝛼𝑖  and 𝛽𝑖  are coefficients that relate the powder mass flow rates to the hopper RPM, and Ri is the 

retention factor for each element i.   

Multiple iterations of alloy printing were performed. After each iteration of 25 alloys, the 

samples were leveled, their compositions were measured via automated EDS and compared to the 

predicted compositions from equation (1). Any deviations from the predicted compositions were 

then corrected by varying Ri, i, and i as fitting parameters to obtain the least value for the sum 

of the residuals between the predicted and actual compositions. New auger RPMs were calculated 

based on the updated values of Ri, i, and i, and were used to build the next iteration of alloys. 

This process was repeated over two more iterations until the deviation between the actual and 

predicted compositions reduced to less than 5 at%.  

Going forward, all samples were built with the optimized print and remelt parameters 

(shown in Table 1). The alloy samples for indentation testing were printed in 5×5 arrays (25 

samples) on 316L stainless steel build plates (100 × 100 × 6.35 mm). The nominal dimensions of 

each alloy sample were 10 × 10 × 5 mm, with a spacing of 6.35 mm between samples. During 

printing, the laser hatch pattern was rotated 90 ° for every subsequent layer, regardless of whether 

it was the print or remelt layer.  

Table 1: The optimized laser parameters for the print and remelt layers. Note: All samples were 

manufactured using three remelt layers between every print layer. 

 Power (W) Scan speed 
(mm/s) 

Hatch spacing 
(mm) 

Layer thickness 
(mm) 

Print layer 350 10.6 0.381 0.19 

Remelt layer 500 21.2 0.381 0.19 
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2.2. Post-processing 

After fabrication, the samples were heat treated in an ultra-high vacuum furnace with 

tungsten heating elements (manufactured by Materials Research Furnaces, LLC), that was able to 

achieve a vacuum of ~ 6.9×10 -2 Pa (~10-5 psi). The heat treatment involved homogenization at 

1000 °C for 24 hours. Two plates with the samples still attached were heat treated in a single run, 

allowing the simultaneous homogenization of 50 alloys. 

After heat treatment, the samples were leveled to the same height via wire electrical 

discharge machining (EDM). After this, metallographic preparation involved grinding and 

polishing the samples while they were still attached to the plate, enabling simultaneous sample 

preparation of multiple samples. Grinding was performed on sequentially finer grit-papers, starting 

with 320-grit and ending on 1200-grit paper. The samples were then polished with diamond 

suspension in a glycol-based solvent, starting with 6-micron and ending on 1-micron. Final 

polishing was performed using 0.05-micron colloidal silica.  

2.3. Characterization 

All samples were characterized by energy-dispersive X-ray spectroscopy (EDS) on a JEOL 

JSM-6610 scanning electron microscope (SEM). EDS line scans were used to measure the 

chemical compositions of the samples, while EDS area maps were used to quantify the unmelted 

powder area fraction.  

X-ray diffraction (XRD) was performed on a Bruker D8 Discover system to identify the 

phases and their crystal structures. Each sample on the build plate was assigned unique (x, y) 

positions. The sample stage was then programmed to move to the (x, y) location of each sample 

and perform the X-ray scan, before moving on to the next sample. This automated XRD acquisition 

eliminated the need to load and focus individual samples as is done conventionally. A single plate 

of 25 samples was completed in 100 minutes, without the need for user presence during the 

acquisition. Each sample was scanned at eight 2Ɵ positions – 20°, 32°, 44°, 56°  ̧68°, 80°, 92°, 

and 104° – for 30 s each.  

The calculated phase diagrams (CALPHAD) method was utilized to predict the equilibrium 

phases at 1000 °C in the Cr-Fe-Mn-Ni alloy system. The calculations were performed using Pandat 

software (developed by Computherm, LLC) equipped with the PanHEA thermodynamic database.  
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Vickers hardness of all samples was measured on a Buehler Micromet II digital 

microhardness tester, with a pyramidal diamond indenter. High-throughput nanoindentation 

experiments were carried out on a Hysitron TI 950 TriboIndenter with a Berkovich tip. Each alloy 

sample was indented 15 times in the load-controlled mode with a loading rate of 1600 μN/s. The 

peak load was increased linearly, from 3000 μN for the first indent to 4000 μN for the fifteenth 

indent. The indents were performed in a 5x3 array with 15  μN spacing between the rows and 

columns to avoid interactions between their strain fields. Elastic modulus and hardness were 

determined from the indentation load-displacement curves using the Oliver-Pharr method [47]. 

Heat treatment, SEM analysis, XRD analysis, Vickers hardness measurements, and 

nanoindentation experiments were performed while the samples were still attached to the build 

plate, enabling high-throughput characterization.  

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

3.1. High-throughput synthesis and characterization 

Initially, a total of 115 alloy samples were synthesized via DED-based additive 

manufacturing. An example 10 cm x 10 cm build plate demonstrating 25 of the samples is shown 

in Figure 3. Each hopper contained an elemental powder, and composition targets for each sample 

were achieved by calibrating the flow and capture of each element during in situ alloying.  

Calibration and sample processing were completed within one week.  The nominal composition 

range encompassed Ni-rich, Fe-rich, and near-equimolar (center) regions of the Cr-Fe-Mn-Ni 

quaternary composition space. The set of alloys also included unary (elemental Cr, Fe, and Ni), 

binary (CrFe, CrMn, CrNi, FeMn, FeNi, and MnNi), and ternary (CrFeMn, CrFeNi, CrMnNi and 

FeMnNi) compositions. The bulk printed samples exhibited structural integrity and reasonable 

dimensional control. For all subsequent results, the samples remained affixed to the base plate and 

all data collected from the polished surface normal to the build direction.  
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Figure 3: A sample plate showing good dimensional consistency of the 3D printed samples printed 

approximately 5 mm in the build direction. 

All samples exhibited good chemical homogeneity and minimal porosity, comparable to 

that of traditional wrought or cast materials. The as-built microstructures of three example alloys 

exhibiting different phase distributions are compared in Figure 4. The SEM images of a single-

phase face-centered cubic (FCC) alloy at magnifications of 100X and 1000X are shown in Figure 

4a and 4b, respectively. The grain boundaries are clearly visible, and within the grains there are 

no other discernible features. The SEM images of a multi-phase alloy with face-centered- and 

body-centered-cubic phases (FCC+BCC) at magnifications of 100X and 5000X are shown in 

Figure 4c and 4d, respectively. The dendritic microstructure exhibited a fine primary dendrite 

arm spacing of ~1-2 µm. The SEM images of a multi-phase alloy with BCC and sigma phases 

(BCC+σ) at magnifications of 500X and 50000X are shown in Figure 4e and 4f, respectively. 

The grains in this alloy were equiaxed and finer compared to those in the single-phase FCC and 

FCC+BCC microstructures. In both multi-phase alloys, the secondary phases precipitated as 

particles in the size range 200-500 nm. These particles were pulled out from the microstructure 

during polishing, as evidenced by the pit-like features surrounded by wavy scratch patterns in 

Figure 4d and 4f.  
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Figure 4: Example microstructures in the as-built condition of (a) and (b) single-phase FCC alloy, (c) and 

(d) FCC+BCC alloy, and (e) and (f) BCC+σ alloy.  

After synthesis, all 115 alloys underwent a homogenization heat treatment at 1000 °C in a 

vacuum environment of ~ 6.9×10-2 Pa (~10-5 psi) for 24 hours followed by furnace cooling. The 

thermal cycle reduced elemental micro-segregation and alleviated residual stresses. Post-heat 

treatment, the alloys were characterized for composition via EDS line scans and phases present via 

XRD. An example of rapidly measured XRD patterns of 25 alloys additively manufactured on a 

single build plate is shown in Figure 5b. Having an array of discrete bulk alloys on a single build 

plate eliminated the SEM venting-evacuation cycle times between samples, which is typical for 

conventional samples. The compositions and phases of the additively manufactured and heat-

treated alloys are summarized in Figure 5a, which shows the tetrahedron of the Cr-Fe-Mn-Ni 

MPEA composition-space. The different colored polyhedra within the composition space 

represent the expected phase regimes at 1000 °C based on CALPHAD predictions using Pandat 



11 

 

software and PanHEA thermodynamic database. FCC, BCC, σ, FCC+BCC, FCC+σ, BCC+σ, and 

cubic A13 (β-Mn) phases are clearly visible. The synthesized alloys are represented by the blue, 

green, red, and yellow circles representing FCC, FCC+BCC, BCC, and BCC+ alloys, 

respectively. Most of the synthesized exhibited phases in agreement with the CALPHAD-based 

predictions, validating the PanHEA thermodynamic database. However, a few alloys differed from 

predictions, as evidenced by the red circles in the blue regime. These would provide valuable input 

to improve the respective thermodynamic databases and solidification models.  

 

Figure 5: a) The 4-element composition space. The alloys synthesized in this work are denoted by the 

different colored circles. The different colored polyhedra represent different phase regimes at 1000 °C as 

predicted by CALPHAD; b) Example XRD patterns of 25 3D-printed alloys obtained from automated 

analysis of a sample-plate; c) Plot showing actual vs. predicted compositions for the additively 

manufactured MPEA samples. 

The calibrated DED process allowed reasonable agreement between the predicted and 

actual compositions, shown graphically in Figure 5c.  All actual element compositions were within 

an error of ±5 at% of the nominal (intended) composition, as indicated by the dotted lines in Figure 
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5c. The introduction of remelt laser passes after every print layer and strict calibration of the mass 

flow rates enabled tighter compositional control in the final alloys.  

3.2. Mechanical properties 

Going forward, it was decided to focus only on FCC alloys because of their potential for 

diverse applications that require ductility, toughness, and creep resistance. FCC alloys also offered 

a superior training set to develop a solid solution strengthening model without the complexities of 

secondary phases. Of the 115 additively manufactured and heat-treated alloys, 83 were single-

phase FCC with unique compositions. To evaluate the mechanical properties of the homogenized 

alloys, Vickers hardness tests were performed on all samples without separating them from the 

build plate, allowing for quick evaluation of their mechanical strength. Nanoindentation 

experiments were also performed on these alloys in an automated fashion to enable rapid 

measurement of nanohardness and Young’s modulus. The micro- and nanohardness trends were 

the same, with the microhardness representing a larger volume of tested material. The 

microhardness and Young’s modulus values measured for single phase FCC alloys are depicted in 

Figure 6a and 6b, respectively. The alloys exhibited a wide range of hardness values, from ~ 140 

HV0.05 to 280 HV0.05. The Young’s modulus values ranged from ~190 GPa to 250 GPa.   

 

Figure 6: 3-D composition tetrahedra representing the (a) microhardness and (b) Young’s modulus values 

of all FCC alloys. 

The high-throughput synthesis and characterization techniques developed in this work 

enabled visualization of a broad, quaternary composition-space and allowed a comparison of 

sample properties. The Fe-rich alloys exhibited the highest microhardness values, but low modulus 
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values. On the other hand, Ni-rich alloys exhibited low microhardness but high modulus values. 

Alloys in the center of the composition-space (medium- and high-entropy alloys) exhibited a 

combination of increased microhardness and Young’s modulus.  

3.3. Machine learning 

The ability to rapidly produce alloys of varying compositions and measure their hardness 

enabled the building of predictive computational models. However, when exploring new materials 

and synthesis techniques, the data generated in materials science can of ten be noisy due to the 

inherent complexity of the process. This can result in recorded features and measured properties 

that may not accurately represent the true behavior of the material. Furthermore, human bias can 

lead to false positives being pursued during the iterative process of materials development and 

optimization, which can prevent the discovery of true global maxima.  

One advantage of machine learning models is that, with proper training, they can 

effectively distinguish between signal and noise in the data, average out outliers, and provide 

unbiased recommendations for which experiments to run next. By leveraging the power of 

machine learning, researchers can avoid wasting resources on false leads and focus on identifying 

the most promising avenues for materials development. In addition, using a multi-lens approach, 

where different model architectures are trained on the same dataset, can serve two purposes. 

Firstly, it can provide greater confidence that the underlying signal is present desp ite the noise in 

the data. Secondly, it can reveal any untracked run-to-run variance that may exist in the dataset. 

To demonstrate this approach, we applied Random Forest Regression (RFR) and Gaussian 

Process Regression (GPR) models to predict the micro-hardness of new Cr-Fe-Mn-Ni alloys to be 

synthesized via DED. We then used a novel acquisition policy that combined several criteria to 

choose which alloys to prioritize for testing. Specifically, we prioritized alloys that (1) maximized 

the model’s upper confidence bound, (2) were in regions where the predicted average micro -

hardness had the maximum variance, and (3) were located some minimum distance away from a 

previously observed alloy. By using this multi-lens approach and acquisition policy, we were able 

to more effectively identify promising new alloys and accelerate the materials discovery process.  

3.3.1. Building the machine learning model for single-phase alloys 

The initial dataset of 83 single-phase FCC alloys with unique compositions and their 

measured mechanical properties formed the training set to build the models. For each composition, 
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an additional feature, deltaLP, was defined as the difference between experimentally measured and 

theoretical lattice parameters. The experimental lattice parameters were calculated from the XRD 

patterns by applying the Nelson-Riley regression on the lattice parameters calculated from each 

reflection within a pattern [48]. Theoretical lattice parameters were calculated using Vegard’s law 

which is a rule-of-mixtures approximation based on the weighted average of the individual 

constituent elements in the solid solution.  

The GPR model for micro-hardness used a kernel consisting of equally weighted Radial 

Basis Function and White Noise. The GPR model was trained on only the alloy compositions and 

had an R2 of 0.607 across random 5-fold cross validation (CV).  

For the RFR model, the alloy compositions were featurized using the standard Materials 

Agnostic Platform for Informatics and Exploration (Magpie) [43] feature set. Matminer, an open-

source tool for materials data [49], was used to extract the compositional features from Magpie 

into a form suitable for machine learning. As a result, each composition was transformed into the 

default 132 Matminer composition-based features. Additionally, a GPR model was trained on the 

composition of the alloys to predict the deltaLP (described above). The predicted deltaLP was then 

used as an additional feature for the micro-hardness model. A baseline RFR model with all the 

Magpie features was hyperparameter tuned across 5-fold CV and yielded an R2 of 0.607, nearly 

identical to that of the GPR model. Feature reduction was accomplished by dropping highly 

correlated features (Pearson coefficient > 0.9), resulting in a drop in the number of features from 

132 to 14. The RFR model hyperparameters were re-tuned using 5-fold CV resulting in slightly 

degraded overall R2 of 0.554. 

The standard Scikit Learn Random Forest feature importance ranker was used [50] and 

deltaLP was on average among the top 50% of the features, along with a set of features related to 

magnetic moment, which are likely proxies for the proportion of Fe and Ni in the alloy.   The term, 

deltaLP, represents the deviation of the lattice parameter from the ideal value and can be thought 

of as a measure of lattice distortion. The lattice distortion due to the atomic size mismatch of the 

different elements (and the resulting improvement in mechanical properties) has been proposed as 

one of the benefits of the high entropy of mixing in HEAs [51-53]. Mishra et al. [54] have 

distinguished between two types of lattice strain: one is caused by displacement of the atoms from 

their ideal FCC positions due to a size mismatch with their neighbors, and the other is distortion 
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of the lattice around a dislocation core due to its strain field. In this work, the homogenized 

microstructures of the quaternary alloys exhibited distortions of the first type. Elements of different 

atomic radii were randomly distributed in the disordered FCC solid solution and resulted in local 

energy variations that dampened the free motion of dislocations, thus increasing the solid solution 

strength of MPEAs/HEAs [54]. 

The 5-fold CV scores for both the RFR and GPR models were nearly equivalent, but not 

very high. For instance, the variation of deltaLP as a function of composition is shown in Figure 

7. The experimental data (black) showed substantially more scatter while the GPR predictions 

(blue) seemed to average out the experimental noise. Given the presence of experimental noise, 

the fact that RFR and GPR performed similarly in 5-fold CV, and that the 5-fold CV predictions 

of the RFR and GPR had an R2 of 0.754 with one another, it stands to reason that both model 

architectures were identifying some signal from the data which could be used for model refinement 

and identifying new potentially interesting alloys. 

 

Figure 7: Variation of delta lattice parameter as a function of Ni composition for the original experimental 

values (black) and the 5-fold CV predicted values (blue). 

For all subsequent predictions, an RFR model was trained on the full dataset and used to 

predict the micro-hardness values for 788 potential alloys in the Cr-Fe-Mn-Ni system. These alloys 

were calculated via CALPHAD methods to be FCC forming. The new alloys were featurized as 

described above and the RFR micro-hardness model was used to generate predictions for every 

alloy. The 95% confidence intervals for the predicted hardness values were calculated using 

quantile random forests [55] which queried the predicted values for each composition from each 
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tree in the random forest. The predicted hardness values for the 788 alloys along with their 95% 

confidence bounds are shown in Figure 8a, ordered by their predicted mean hardness. The 95% 

confidence intervals ranged between -27.5 and 37.4 HV 0.05, and varied widely across the 

potential alloy composition space. For instance, hardness predictions exhibit substantially higher 

uncertainty for alloy numbers between 400 and 500, and for alloy numbers higher than ~720.  

 

Figure 8: a) Parity plots comparing model predictions with experimentally determined values of Vickers 

hardness. The solid line denotes a 1:1 parity, the dashed lines denote ±10% deviation from predictions, 

and the dotted lines denote ±20% deviation from predictions; b) Plot of the RFR model-predicted hardness 

values (blue) along with the 95% confidence intervals (dark grey) vs. sample number for the 788 

hypothetical alloys. 

The 5-fold CV model output for the micro-hardness predictions is also displayed in the 

form of a parity plot of experimentally measured vs. predicted properties in Figure 8b. Mean 

absolute percentage error (MAPE) was 12.1%, which is reasonable for a model built to be 

generalizable.  

3.3.2. Acquisition Policy and Material Selection 

To narrow down the number of alloy compositions recommended for the second AM 

iteration from 788 to 42, a novel acquisition policy was developed. First, the 788 potential alloys 

were clustered by their features into 40 clusters using k-means clustering [56]. The variability of 

each cluster, defined as the mean divided by the standard deviation, was calculated. The 20 clusters 

with the highest variability were kept, as these were places of either materials science interest or 

where the model is behaving poorly. Next the upper confidence bound was used to isolate the 

subset of alloys with the highest probability of having extraordinary properties or improving the 
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overall model uncertainty. Finally, the Euclidean distance between the predicted and training 

points was calculated and all points within half of the average minimum distance between the 

datasets were dropped. Note that if the reader is rerunning the code, random seeds have explicitly 

not been set and run-to-run results may vary. 

The resulting set of 42 new alloy compositions was additively manufactured, homogenized, 

leveled, and polished. Vickers hardness tests were performed to measure microhardness values. 

The results are plotted in Figure 9 which compares the microhardness values of alloys from the 

first iteration (Figure 9a) and the second iteration (Figure 9b).  

 

Figure 9: The microhardness values of alloys from a) iteration-1 and b) iteration-2. 

Quantitative comparison of the results from the second LENS iteration and their predicted 

values showed an R2 of -0.3, which was expected considering the new data points were selected 

to balance attacking overall model uncertainty and maximum expected improvement. The RFR 

and GPR model predictions showed strong correlation with each other (0.713), which indicated 

again that they picked up on similar signal. Incorporating the values from the second iteration of 

model training saw a 4.7% overall reduction in the prediction uncertainty across the entire 788 

search space, indicating that the acquisition of about 5% of the predicted datapoints resulted in a 

proportionate reduction in the model uncertainty. Note that the entire test set was included here, 

as the experimental variation meant that none of these alloys was precisely present in the original 

test set. 
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In the first iteration of 83 FCC alloys, the hardness values ranged from 138.3 to 281.7 HV 

0.05. The calculated average hardness was 207.7 ± 32.7 HV 0.05. In the second iteration of 

experiments of the 42 new FCC alloys, the hardness values ranged from 173.7 to 310.7 HV 0.05. 

The calculated average hardness was 239.4 ± 33.0 HV 0.05. Thus, it was evident that the active 

learning model successfully targeted new alloys that sampled from composition-spaces that were 

statistically harder. This is significant, as the most substantial errors from iteration-1 were in the 

region of high predicted hardness values, and as such, the active learning model sought to populate 

this region with additional data points to improve the model predictability. Based on this, four new 

alloys were identified that were harder than the hardest alloy from iteration-1. Their compositions 

and microhardness values are shown in Table 2. 

Table 2: Compositions (in at%) and micro-hardness values of four alloys from iteration-2 that exhibited 

the highest hardness.  

 Cr Fe Mn Ni Hardness (HV 0.05) 

Alloy 1 33 23 1 43 310.7 

Alloy 2 5 10 10 75 300.2 

Alloy 3 20 15 0 65 295.9 

Alloy 4 21 33 2 44 284.1 

The four alloys are also shown pictorially in the 3D composition tetrahedron in Figure 10a. 

XRD scans performed on these alloys (shown in Figure 10b) confirmed that the new “superhard” 

alloys were in fact single-phase FCC. Thus, the approach of balancing exploration and exploitation 

by targeting the upper confidence bounds in model predictions worked well in guiding us toward 

new materials that were harder than previously synthesized FCC alloys in this quaternary system. 
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Figure 10: a) 3D composition tetrahedron showing the four new alloys identified for their hardness, b) 

XRD patterns from these four alloys showing that they are all single-phase FCC.    

4. CONCLUSION 

DED-based additive manufacturing proved to be an effective high-throughput technique 

for synthesizing bulk discrete alloys, with orders of magnitude improvements in time savings 

compared to standard techniques such as arc melting. The current DED-based technique was able 

to produce 25 discrete bulk alloys (with sample dimensions ~ 10 mm × 10 mm × 5mm) in four 

hours. This translated to more than 100 alloys in a week (or 20 hours of equipment run time). The 

advantage of DED-based in situ alloying lies in the fact that it is inherently a parallel process. 

High-throughput synthesis is achieved by fabricating and evaluating multiple alloy samples 

simultaneously. On the other hand, conventional techniques like arc melting or induction melting 

are akin to series processes. Individual alloys of a single composition are synthesized, then 

characterized, and evaluated, before moving to a different alloy.  

From a reduced-order model perspective, the emergence of the parameter, deltaLP, was the 

prime predicter of microhardness and elastic modulus in these alloys, overshadowing all other 

features. The 5-fold LOCO CV method was more robust and conducive to 

extrapolation/generalization, albeit with higher errors. Combining this with an active learning 

approach is powerful because high-error regions can be selectively targeted in each successive 

iteration of experiments and continuously improve the model while maintaining generalizability.  
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Combining the experimental techniques with machine learning formed the basis for an 

iterative, closed-loop active learning framework that did not require additional datasets that could 

limit or misinform potential alloy design and selection strategies. In fact, the limitations of solely 

computation-based design strategies are their heavy reliance on accurate thermodynamic or 

property databases, as well as the ability to capture and represent all physical behavior in the 

computational models. The current self -contained active learning loop is not constrained in this 

manner.  Moreover, with automation of the synthesis and characterization combined with in situ 

incorporation of the active learning models, autonomous systems can be envisioned.    
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Supplementary material 

1. PROCESS CALIBRATION AND OPTIMIZATION 

In situ alloying in the directed energy deposition (DED) process required three preliminary steps 

– measurement of the individual powder mass flow rates, optimization of the laser parameters for 

print and remelt layers, and composition calibration based on  the previous two steps.  

1.1. Powder mass flow rate calibration 

In-situ alloying requires a known relationship between the RPM and the powder flow, 

and the first step was to measure the mass flow rates of each individual powder. For each hopper, 

the mass of the powder blown in one minute for a given RPM was measured. This was repeated 

for different RPM values for all the hoppers. The results are plotted in Figure 11. The linear 

equations generated from these measurements were the first step to predict the amount of powder 

required to achieve a target composition. 

 

Figure 11: Mass flow rate measurements of Cr, Fe, Mn, and Ni elemental powders. 
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1.2. Laser parameter optimization 

1.2.1. Print parameter optimization: 

The laser parameters were optimized by building samples on two stainless steel build 

plates. 25 samples were built in a 5×5 matrix on each build plate, by varying the laser parameters 

while maintaining the predicted composition at an equimolar ratio. The first build plate, 

henceforth called the print plate (see Figure 12), was used to optimize the laser parameters of 

each print layer during the 3D printing process. The samples were printed by varying the laser 

power from 300 to 500 W in increments of 50 W for each row. The laser scan speed was varied 

from 10 to 30 in/min (4.2 to 12.7 mm/s) in increments of 5 in/min (2.1 mm/s) for each column 

(see Figure 12a). A single remelt pass was performed after each print layer with a laser power of 

400 W and scan speed of 50 in/min (21.2 mm/s). The hatch spacing was 0.381 mm for the print 

layers and 0.19 mm for the remelting layers. 

The heights of the sample increased steadily from the bottom-left to the top-right (as seen 

in Figure 12b), which also happened to be how the energy density increased. Samples built with 

the highest energy densities displayed excessive build and deformed shape. Laser power of 350 W 

and scan speed of 25 in/min (10.6 mm/s) were selected as the optimum print parameters based on 

which sample built closest to the target dimensions – 6.35×6.35 mm and height 5 mm (indicated 

by the yellow circle in Figure 12a). It is important to note that the “best” sample was chosen solely 

for its dimensional stability, and not based on microstructural analysis.  

 

Figure 12. a) Top-view of the print plate showing how the process parameters were varied during the 

building of the samples; b) side-view of the plate showing the variation of the dimensions of the samples. 
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The melting point of Cr, the highest melting element in this alloy, is 1907 °C. The boiling 

point of Mn, the lowest melting element in the alloy, is 2061 °C. Because these two temperatures 

are close to each other, there is always an uncertainty of either boiling away the Mn due to the 

energy density being too high or retaining unmelted Cr powders in the built samples due to the 

energy density being too low.  

To check for unmelted powders in the samples on the print plate, they were sliced via 

EDM so that all samples would be the same height. This enabled the simultaneous polishing of 

all the samples on the plate. Then, large-area EDS scans were performed, mapping for Cr, Fe, 

Mn, and Ni. On each alloy sample, six EDS area-scans were done with ~15-20% overlap. These 

six scans were then stitched together so that they represented a large area of ~3×4 mm of the 

sample surface (see Figure 13). 

 

Figure 13. a) schematic of additively manufactured build plate with a 5×5 array of samples, (b) 

schematic of a single sample with the dotted rectangles depicting the 6 EDS map areas with 15-20% 

overlap. 

All the samples exhibited unmelted powders, with Cr and Fe being the most problematic. 

As expected, there was a general trend of higher amount of unmelted elemental powders at the 

lower energy densities, and more complete melting at higher energy densities. 
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1.2.2. Remelt parameter optimization: 

Since all the samples on the print plate exhibit unmelted elemental powders, there was a 

need to perform remelting passes between each printed layer of a sample. A remelt pass involved 

passing the laser over a layer that has just been printed, without any powder flowing. This would 

help in melting any powder that has remained unmelted in the current layer before printing the 

next layer. The use of remelt passes to eliminate unmelted powders has been previously reported 

by [1], however, they only used a single remelt pass on the top surface of a built sample.  

The second build plate, henceforth called the remelt plate (Figure 14), was used to 

optimize the laser parameters for the remelting passes. The samples were printed by varying the 

laser power from 200 to 600 W in increments of 100 W for each row. The number of remelt 

passes between each print layer was varied from 1 to 5 for each column (see Figure 14). The 

laser scan speed was maintained at 50 in/min (21.2 mm/s). The printing parameters for each print 

layer were 350 W at 25 in/min (10.6 mm/s), based on the previous plate. The hatch spacing was 

0.381 mm for the print layers and 0.19 mm for the remelting layers. 

 

Figure 14. Top-view of the remelt plate showing how the remelting parameters were varied. 

Like the previous plate, the samples were sliced via EDM and large-area EDS scans were 

performed to quantify the area fraction of the unmelted powders. The results are plotted in Figure 

15 based on the EDS maps for Cr. A clear trend emerged where the area fraction of the unmelted 

Cr decreased rapidly with increasing laser power, almost dropping to zero at 500 and 600 W. On 

the other hand, the number of remelt passes had a lower effect on the melting of the powders. 
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There was only a slight decrease in the area fraction with increasing number of passes, at any 

given power. The single red data point represents the sample that was chosen as the best in terms 

of both, the least amount of unmelted powders as well as dimensional stability. This sample is 

also shown in the yellow circle in Figure 14.   

 

 

Figure 15. Plot of the area fraction of unmelted Cr powders as a function of remelting parameters. Also 

shown are example EDS area maps at high and low unmelted Cr volume fractions. 

1.3. Composition calibration 

In the previous stage, the composition of the samples was not varied, but kept constant at 

a predicted equimolar ratio. In this stage, the best laser parameters from both the print and remelt 

plates were used to fabricate multiple plates where the compositions of each sample were varied. 

The composition calibration technique outlined previously by [1] was followed. 

Alloy samples of different compositions were built in a 5×5 matrix on a build plate. The 

compositions for this plate were centered around the equimolar composition, targeting the center 

of the HEA-composition space. The composition predictions were based on the linear equations 

obtained from the powder mass flow measurements described previously (see Figure 11 and 

related text). The linear equations were of the form [1]: 

 𝑚̇𝑖 = 𝛼𝑖 ∗ (𝑅𝑃𝑀)𝑖 +𝛽𝑖                               (1) 

where, 𝑚̇𝑖 is the mass flow rate of element i, and 𝛼𝑖 and 𝛽𝑖  are coefficients that relate 𝑚̇𝑖 to the 

hopper RPM. If Mi is the molar mass of element i, then (1) can be rewritten to reflect the atomic 

fraction of element i as: 



31 

 

𝑥𝑖 =
𝑀𝑖∗𝑚̇𝑖

∑ 𝑀𝑖∗𝑚̇𝑖
𝑛
𝑖=1

=
𝑀𝑖∗[𝛼𝑖∗(𝑅𝑃𝑀)𝑖+𝛽𝑖]

∑ 𝑀𝑖∗[𝛼𝑖∗(𝑅𝑃𝑀)𝑖+𝛽𝑖]
𝑛
𝑖=1

                                                                                              (2) 

The compositions of the samples were measured via EDS line scans and compared to the 

predicted compositions based on equation (2). The was slight deviation between the actual and 

predicted compositions. To correct for this deviation a retention factor, Ri (introduced in [1]) for 

each element i, was incorporated into equation (2), giving: 

𝑥𝑖 =
𝑅𝑖∗𝑀𝑖∗𝑚̇𝑖

∑ 𝑅𝑖∗𝑀𝑖∗𝑚̇𝑖
𝑛
𝑖=1

=
𝑅𝑖∗𝑀𝑖∗[𝛼𝑖∗(𝑅𝑃𝑀)𝑖+𝛽𝑖]

∑ 𝑅𝑖∗𝑀𝑖∗[𝛼𝑖∗(𝑅𝑃𝑀)𝑖+𝛽𝑖]
𝑛
𝑖=1

                                                                                      (3) 

Ri, αi, and βi were varied as fitting parameters to obtain the least value for the sum of the 

residuals between the predicted and actual compositions.  New auger RPMs were calculated 

based on the updated values of  Ri, αi, and βi, and were used to build the next iteration of alloys. 

This process was repeated over two more iterations until the deviation between the actual and 

predicted compositions reduced to less than 5 at%.  

2. ALLOY COMPOSITIONS AND PROPERTIES USED FOR THE TRAINING SET 

Cr 
(at%) 

Fe 
(at%) 

Mn 
(at%) 

Ni 
(at%) 

deltaLP 
(Å) 

Std. 
dev 

Average hardness 
(HV 0.05) 

Std. 
dev 

6.6 71.1 18.3 4.0 -0.0035 0.0013 254.7 9.7 

11.4 70.0 14.5 4.1 -0.0048 0.0015 280.6 11.6 

5.7 69.4 14.2 10.7 0.0006 0.0017 281.7 13.3 

11.9 66.9 9.8 11.4 0.0030 0.0014 154.1 5.6 

16.5 75.8 3.0 4.7 0.0052 0.0010 229.2 7.7 

14.0 71.7 1.5 12.8 0.0176 0.0012 181.1 8.0 

7.0 55.1 21.1 16.8 0.0091 0.0055 151.6 8.7 

14.7 55.5 17.8 12.0 0.0084 0.0049 180.0 6.2 

5.9 53.8 18.0 22.2 0.0102 0.0039 169.0 7.2 

13.1 54.0 15.2 17.6 0.0108 0.0025 142.3 3.8 

6.5 55.6 9.6 28.3 0.0203 0.0023 155.3 11.7 

11.3 55.7 9.7 23.4 0.0157 0.0019 153.9 5.7 

8.0 53.2 20.8 18.0 0.0138 0.0034 147.3 7.4 

8.5 51.0 17.4 23.0 0.0172 0.0048 170.8 2.6 

7.9 51.1 12.6 28.4 0.0195 0.0027 168.9 10.3 

8.4 45.5 21.9 24.2 0.0139 0.0033 237.3 6.9 

7.3 44.5 19.0 29.3 0.0173 0.0026 169.1 4.7 

9.8 44.3 11.5 34.4 0.0218 0.0013 171.9 8.0 

15.1 44.7 7.7 32.5 0.0205 0.0031 156.0 25.3 
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8.9 39.5 21.7 29.8 0.0206 0.0036 204.3 15.2 

0.7 3.2 0.5 95.6 0.0037 0.0008 141.3 3.6 

0.5 9.8 0.6 89.1 0.0087 0.0012 184.5 11.2 

1.1 10.5 9.9 78.5 0.0125 0.0020 210.3 6.9 

0.9 11.0 5.3 82.8 0.0119 0.0014 203.6 9.4 

0.8 15.1 5.6 78.5 0.0159 0.0017 234.2 6.1 

1.1 16.8 1.6 80.5 0.0142 0.0011 210.3 6.2 

4.2 12.1 0.8 83.0 0.0099 0.0013 181.8 5.6 

4.4 16.1 0.6 78.8 0.0141 0.0014 187.9 9.4 

1.6 9.8 15.4 73.2 0.0120 0.0014 201.3 7.2 

1.0 16.5 10.6 72.0 0.0217 0.0018 210.9 2.1 

0.9 11.7 12.0 75.3 0.0108 0.0022 217.8 3.2 

0.5 20.2 9.5 69.8 0.0166 0.0017 209.6 3.0 

0.9 17.0 8.4 73.7 0.0165 0.0025 204.7 4.8 

0.4 26.0 4.7 68.8 0.0213 0.0020 210.8 14.5 

0.6 21.9 5.1 72.4 0.0208 0.0026 220.1 9.1 

0.8 31.6 0.9 66.7 0.0238 0.0019 210.6 5.7 

0.4 28.0 0.7 70.9 0.0229 0.0022 214.5 9.3 

0.7 21.1 10.8 67.5 0.0145 0.0024 203.2 6.2 

0.6 26.6 8.7 64.1 0.0214 0.0013 204.0 11.0 

0.9 31.6 5.4 62.2 0.0248 0.0019 198.1 6.6 

1.7 26.7 10.8 60.8 0.0174 0.0021 217.8 3.0 

0.5 32.7 8.2 58.5 0.0266 0.0023 189.4 4.5 

0.8 36.1 4.4 58.7 0.0263 0.0019 182.0 5.5 

0.6 38.6 1.5 59.4 0.0277 0.0023 193.0 3.1 

0.8 31.2 12.3 55.7 0.0270 0.0018 187.0 3.5 

6.7 4.0 9.2 80.1 0.0119 0.0024 212.1 8.4 

9.3 4.7 2.4 83.6 0.0099 0.0005 189.6 6.4 

5.0 4.0 16.6 74.4 0.0215 0.0021 215.4 4.8 

10.5 4.3 13.5 71.6 0.0173 0.0018 209.6 5.4 

5.5 8.5 13.1 72.9 0.0202 0.0016 221.9 10.0 

9.1 9.0 9.2 72.7 0.0154 0.0019 225.4 2.3 

17.2 5.8 1.8 75.2 0.0267 0.0009 233.0 4.2 

15.8 11.6 1.1 71.5 0.0223 0.0010 211.2 3.7 

9.6 3.2 23.1 64.2 0.0300 0.0033 240.4 11.8 

7.5 9.1 21.6 61.9 0.0276 0.0026 251.6 8.6 

16.5 4.2 18.6 60.7 0.0248 0.0021 249.5 17.3 

6.8 13.5 19.3 60.3 0.0224 0.0018 237.3 6.1 

12.5 8.2 17.7 61.6 0.0236 0.0025 253.4 10.1 

8.8 17.7 12.4 61.1 0.0223 0.0022 241.0 6.0 

13.5 12.1 12.9 61.6 0.0184 0.0028 269.9 3.0 

7.0 21.8 9.0 62.2 0.0237 0.0014 218.1 3.3 

11.4 18.4 8.1 62.1 0.0214 0.0013 225.4 4.7 
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7.5 14.4 20.3 57.9 0.0262 0.0018 240.5 4.9 

7.8 18.1 17.0 57.1 0.0219 0.0010 233.5 10.0 

7.6 22.0 12.9 57.5 0.0235 0.0019 232.6 4.1 

6.0 18.5 20.7 54.8 0.0266 0.0018 210.6 3.3 

8.5 23.3 16.2 52.0 0.0239 0.0017 203.5 7.4 

8.2 26.4 12.9 52.5 0.0235 0.0014 222.1 3.5 

12.1 27.4 8.6 51.9 0.0203 0.0017 184.2 2.6 

7.1 23.4 20.2 49.4 0.0250 0.0020 193.9 6.4 

27.0 3.0 18.7 51.2 0.0329 0.0025 240.1 5.3 

23.7 32.9 4.3 39.2 0.0213 0.0018 209.6 4.0 

20.6 32.2 9.3 37.8 0.0221 0.0030 204.7 11.6 

15.7 32.6 12.4 39.3 0.0231 0.0029 184.8 5.1 

13.8 32.0 15.2 39.0 0.0240 0.0028 173.7 3.8 

6.7 32.5 21.3 39.4 0.0294 0.0017 199.6 2.4 

35.1 29.1 0.6 35.2 0.0146 0.0024 244.8 4.4 

1.6 28.0 31.4 39.0 0.0229 0.0024 211.3 5.4 

19.4 36.6 22.9 21.1 0.0092 0.0018 247.6 3.4 

13.9 32.9 9.8 43.3 0.0184 0.0011 230.3 7.0 

20.8 14.3 21.4 43.5 0.0226 0.0029 240.6 6.1 

20.3 26.4 20.1 33.2 0.0123 0.0019 262.7 17.2 

26.5 26.5 12.9 34.1 0.0163 0.0019 237.4 8.5 
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