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Deterioration of GFRP rebar in alkaline solution
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ABSTRACT

The corrosion of steel reinforcing bar has been the major cause of the reinforced concrete
deterioration. GFRP{Glass Fiber-Reinforced Polymer) reinforcing bar has emerged as one of
the most promising and affordable solutions to the corrosion problems of steel reinforcement
in structural concrete. However, GFRP rebar is prone to deteriorate due to other degradation
mechanisms than those for steel. The high alkalinity of concrete, for instance, is a possible
degradation source. This paper presents the long-term deterioration of the GFRP rebar under
alkali environmental condition.
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