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Abstract—In recent years, Fiber Reinforced Plastics (FRP) have been used in different civil engineering applications because of their in-

herent properties, which include high resistance to loads and environmental conditions. These materials are available in variety of forms in-

cluding rebars, which have been already manufactured and used abroad in reinforcing of concrete elements in several projects. Unfortu-

nately, these rebars have not been yet widely produced in Egypt. This research is the second phase of a research began by producing FRP 

rebars locally. In this first phase, short-term tensile properties of locally produced FRP rebars have been investigated. The aim of the current 

research is to assess the creep behavior of the locally produced FRP rebars under sustained load and comparing this behavior with that of 

the imported rebars in order to check the adequacy of the locally produced GFRP rebars for structural purposes. For this purpose, creep 

tests have been conducted on both locally and imported rebars under four levels of sustained service load (nominally 15%, 30%, 45% and 

60% of the average ultimate tensile strength) with a creep test duration of 10000 hours (417 days). At the end of the test duration, the sam-

ples were tested statically to investigate their residual tensile properties. It has been found out that the creep behavior of the locally pro-

duced rebars is comparable to those of the imported ones with the same diameter and approximately the same fiber volume fraction. Creep 

rupture stress limit was found to be less than 60% of average ultimate tensile strength for the locally produced rebar. Locally produced re-

bars were found, however, to be satisfying the creep rupture stress limit state stated in ACI 440.1R-15. The Microstructural analysis indicat-

ed that there is no degradation in the matrix or the fiber-matrix interface within the GFRP bars after the lengthy duration under sustained 

load up to 45% of the average ultimate tensile strength. 
 

Index Terms—Glass fiber-reinforced polymers (GFRP), Reinforcing bars, Creep behavior, Serviceability, Sustained service load 

——————————      —————————— 

1 INTRODUCTION                                                                     

IBER reinforced polymer (FRP) materials are gaining wider 
acceptance for use as primary reinforcement in concrete 
structures. Due to its high strength and non-corrosive na-

ture, FRP provides an alternative to steel reinforcement. The use 
of FRP as structural reinforcement, in turn, provides the poten-
tial advantage of lowered maintenance costs and extended ser-
vice life for several types of structures, including bridge deck 
slabs, abutments, walls and other structures exposed to corro-
sive environments [1],[2]. In the past two decades, a plenty of 
researches have taken place on fiber reinforced polymer rein-
forced concrete (FRP-RC) [3],[4],[5]. A better understanding is 
now available on paramount characteristics such as strength, 
stiffness, bending, and shear and FRP-concrete bond. Existing 
guidelines and specifications provide practitioners with the 
tools they need for the design and construction of FRP-RC 
structures [6],[7],[8]. Guidelines are periodically updated to re-
flect advancements in the state-of-the-art and allow for more 
efficient design where possible. 
 

Under sustained load, FRP bars suffer plastic (perma-
nent) deformation, typically occurring under unfavorable envi-
ronments over a long time. This phenomenon is what is com-

monly referred to as “Creep”. Creep typically increases the long 
term deflection of FRP reinforced concrete elements and may, 
under certain circumstances, cause catastrophic failure [9]. De-
spite its higher tensile strength over conventional steel, FRP 
exhibits less tensile and shear stiffness. As a result of the rela-
tively lower axial stiffness of the FRP bars, FRP reinforced con-
crete members deform more than their steel reinforced counter-
parts. Therefore, when FRP bars and tendons are used as rein-
forcement bars and prestressed tendons, the long-term tensile 
behavior of these materials must be taken into account in addi-
tion to their short-term behavior [10],[11]. Moreover, creep be-
havior of GFRP is also affected with other adverse environmen-
tal conditions yielding a more pronounced effect on GFRP rein-
forced concrete [12]. Consequently the design of FRP reinforced 
concrete members is predominantly governed by serviceability 
requirements.  

Based on the findings of researchers such as Yamaguchi 
et al. [13] and Seki et al. [14] and using the most conservative 
results available in literature, ACI 440.1R-15 [6] design guideline 
has assigned GFRP reinforcement the creep rupture stress limit 
of 20 % of the bar’s tensile strength. Nevertheless, several stud-
ies [15] and [16] indicated that if the sustained stress is less than 
60 % of the average ultimate tensile strength (fu,ave), creep rup-
ture is less likely to occur. They have also suggested that creep 
rupture stress limits is varying between 45% and 60% (fu,ave). 
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TABLE 4
L-BARS CREEP-TEST RESULTS (60 % fu,ave) 

Nominal 

Applied 

Load 

εfrp,0 

εfrp,0 /εu,ave  

ratio 

( %)   

εfrp,0 /ε*fu 

ratio 

( % )   

Creep‐rupture 

Time 

(hour)  

Creep Strain In‐

crease at Rupture 

Time 

(με)a 

Creep 

Strain/Initial 

Strain at Rup‐

ture Time (%) 

60%fu,ave   14030  75.3  87.0  14.6  332  2.4 
 

a Creep strain readings were taken manually; the measurements taken are expected to be less than the actual value at rupture time. 

 
 

TABLE 3
L-BARS CREEP-TEST RESULTS (15 %, 30 %, AND 45 % fu,ave) 

Nominal 

Applied 

Load 

εfrp,0 

εfrp,0 /εu,ave  

ratio 

( %)   

εfrp,0 /ε*fu  

ratio 

( %)   

Creep Strain (Strain In‐

crease) 

(με) after 

Creep Strain/Initial 

Strain ratio (% of actual 

initial strain) after 

1000 

hrs 

3000 

hrs 

10000 

hrs 

1000 

hrs 

3000 

hrs 

10000 

hrs 

15%fu,ave   2105  11.3  13.1  35  34  53  1.7  1.5  2.5 

30%fu,ave   5600  30.0  34.7  206  230  308  3.7  4.1  5.5 

45%fu,ave   8977  48.2  55.7  633  757  843  7.1  8.4  9.4 

 

TABLE 2
I-BARS CREEP-TEST RESULTS (15 %, 30 %, 45 % AND 60 % fu,ave) 

Nominal 

Applied 

Load 

εfrp,0 

εfrp,0 /εu,ave 

ratio 

( %) 

εfrp,0 /ε*fu 

ratio 

( %) 

Creep Strain (Strain In‐

crease) 

(με) after 

Creep Strain/Initial 

Strain ratio (% of actual 

initial strain) after 

1000 

hrs 

3000 

hrs 

10000 

hrs 

1000 

hrs 

3000 

hrs 

10000 

hrs 

15%fu,ave  2631  14.4  16.5  155  145  239  5.9  5.5  9.1 

30%fu,ave  5674  31.1  35.7  74  39  29  1.3  0.7  0.5 

45%fu,ave  8195  45.0  51.5  192  179  339  2.3  2.2  4.1 

60%fu,ave  10416  57.2  65.4  ‐101  179  292  ‐0.9  1.7  2.8 
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GFRP bars rupture in creep at stress level lies clearly 
beyond the stress limits specified by ACI 440.1R-15. 

 No change was detected in residual tensile strength 
and modulus of elasticity for all samples that sur-
vived the 10000 hour duration and all reinforcing bars 
have almost retained their initial full strength.  

 Microstructural analysis illustrated that no mi-
crocracks were found in reinforcing bars of both types 
up to 45 % fu,ave. Under sustained load level of 60 % 
fu,ave, debonding has initiated in L-Bars, whilst, no 
cracks or deboning was noticed in case of I-Bars. Mi-
crostructure analysis emphasized, as mentioned be-
fore, the better quality of I-Bars compared with L-
Bars.  

 Based on the investigations carried out in the current 
research, it has been emphasized that the creep stress 
limits imposed by ACI 440.1R-15 on GFRP reinforce-
ment underestimate the stresses GFRP bars can actu-
ally sustain. 

 Creep test results of the current study in addition to 
the results of first phase of this research carried out in 
2005; refer to the adequacy of the locally produced 
GFRP reinforcing bars to be used as reinforcement for 
concrete structures. 

 As a recommendation for further research, it is rec-
ommended to perform creep test under severe envi-
ronmental conditions, such as alkalinity and high 
temperature, for test durations not less than 10000 
hours to be able to propose new creep rupture stress 
limits which could be higher than those specified in 
ACI 440.1R-15.  
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