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1. Introduction 
 

The environmental issues associated with the production 

of ordinary Portland cement (OPC) are well known 

(Hardjito and Rangan 2005). One tonne of carbon dioxide 

gets released is for every tonne of OPC produced, because 

of calcination of limestone and combustion of fossil fuel 

during the manufacturing process. Over the past 20 years, a 

family of new materials called geopolymer also known as 

mineral or inorganic polymer glass, received attention as a 

promising new form of inorganic polymer material that 

could replace OPC, plastics and many mineral based 

products. However, currently, the precise mechanisms 

governing geopolymerization are still not fully understood 

(Hardjito and Rangan 2005). A geopolymeric reaction is a 

geosynthetic reaction of aluminosilicate minerals in the 

presence of an alkali solution .The reaction depends on the 

ability of the aluminium ion (sixfold or fourfold 

coordination) to induce crystallographical and chemical 

changes in a silica backbone under alkali activation 

(Davidovits 2005).  

Materials rich in silicon (Si), such as fly ash (FA) or 

slag, and aluminium (Al), such as kaolin clay, are the 

primary requirement for geopolymerization (Khale and 

Chaudhary 2007).  

Geopolymerization involves a heterogeneous chemical 

reaction between solid aluminosilicate oxides and alkali 

metal silicate solutions at highly alkaline condition and mild 

temperatures yielding amorphous to semi crystalline 

polymeric structure, which consists of Si-O-Al and Si-O-Si 
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bonds (Davidovits 1994). For geopolymerization 

technology, source materials rich in Si and Al, should be in 

amorphous form to undergo the alkaline activation process 

(Hardjito et al. 2004). The similarity of some fly ashes, due 

to the presence of silica (SiO2) and alumina (Al2O3), has 

brightened the chances of using geopolymerization as a 

possible technology solution in preparing special cement 

(Silverstrim et al. 1997, 1999). At ambient temperature, the 

geopolymerization reaction rate of the raw FA is extremely 

low (Puertas et al. 2000). Temuujin et al. (2009) obtained 

increased compressive strength for geopolymer with 

mechanically activated FA cured at ambient temperature. 

The compressive strength of ambient-cured FA-GGBS 

based geopolymer mortar increases with an increase in 

ground-granulated blast furnace slag (GGBS) content and 

molarity of alkaline solution (Manjunath et al. 2011). The 

minimum compressive strength of concrete required for 

construction can also be achieved even at room temperature 

by using alccofine as a replacement material to fly ash in 

geopolymer concrete (Jindal et al. 2017, Parveen et al. 

2017) 

Paper sludge ash (PSA) is an another pozzolanic 

material that has not been extensively used in geopolymer 

application. It is generated from the incineration process of 

paper sludge, which is the largest by-product of the paper 

and pulp industry and is a major concern for the industry in 

terms of solid waste management (Geng et al. 2006, 

Battaglia et al. 2003). With incineration, the sludge can be 

converted into a pozzolanic product that is usable in the 

cement and concrete industries. The PSA comprises 

approximately 70-80% amorphous silica and alumina (Mun 

and Ahn 2001). Waste PSA and alkaline liquids were used 

to produce geopolymer concrete (GPC) by Ridzuan et al. 

(2013). In their work, the authors concluded that the 

compressive strength of partial PSA-based GPC incorporated  
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with recycled concrete aggregates increases with an 

increase in the molarity of sodium hydroxide. In this 

research work, PSA was used as a partial replacement 

material for FA to produce the GPC under three curing 

conditions. 

Only a few studies are available on flexural behaviour of 

GPC beams. For replacement materials, the structural 

performance studies are limited. In the flexural strength 

studies on reinforced GPC beams, Wallah and Rangan 

(2006) reported that the behaviour and failure pattern of 

GPC beams were similar to those observed in the case of a 

reinforced Portland cement concrete (PCC) beam. Both 

experimental and analytical investigations on the shear 

behaviour of reinforced PCC and GPC beams were carried 

out and found that their behaviours are similar, but depends 

upon the FA content in GPC beams (Ambily et al. 2011). 

To determine the flexural behaviour of reinforced GPC 

beams, both numerical studies using ABAQUS tool and 

experimental studies were carried out by Nguyen et al. 

(2016). The authors found that the flexural behaviour is 

good agreement in the finite element simulation using 

ABAQUS but its behaviour is quite different from the 

results provided by elastic theory designed for OPC. In the 

shear behaviour study of thin-walled T-beams, 

Madheswaran et al. (2014) established that the performance 

of reinforced GPC is similar to that of reinforced PCC beam 

and the loads are of the same order. Kannapiran et al. 

(2013) conducted a comparative study and concluded that 

the reinforced GPC shows high ultimate moment resistance 

compared to reinforced cement concrete beam. Dattatreya et 

al. (2011) conducted an experimental study on the flexural 

behaviour of room temperature cured reinforced GPC 

containing FA and GGBS and showed that conventional RC 

theory could be used for designing reinforced GPC beams. 

On conducting flexural behaviour test, Anuradha et al. 

(2012) found that GPC made with sand and manufactured 

sand had better structural integrity. Pires et al. (2014) 

investigated the fracture properties of reinforced GPC 

precast beams in which main precursors used were FA and 

rice husk ash. Their study results demonstrated that the 

reinforced GPC beams possess 20% higher toughness than 

OPC beams. 

In this study, we investigated and compared the flexural 

behaviour of reinforced FA-GPC beams and reinforced FA-

PSA GPC beams of M35 grade after 28 days of casting, for 

three different curing regimes namely, oven curing (OC), 

external exposure curing (EEC), and ambient curing (AC). 

The experimental results were verified numerically by using 

a finite element analysis (FEA) tool, ANSYS, version 13.0. 

 
 
2. Materials 

 
2.1 Fly ash 

 

 

 
Fig. 1 SEM and EDX images of fly ash 

 

 

In this investigation, class F fly ash, obtained from 

Mettur Thermal Power Station, Tamil Nadu, India was used 

as primary source material. The specific gravity of the FA 

was 2.29. The chemical properties of the FA was shown in 

Table 1. The scanning electron microscope (SEM) and 

energy-dispersive X-ray analysis (EDX) images of the FA 

are shown in Fig. 1. FA consists of spherical particles of 

different sizes. 

 

2.2 Paper sludge ash 
 

Paper sludge ash was obtained by incinerating 

separately the paper sludge obtained from Seshasayee Paper 

Mill (Pallipalayam, Erode, Tamil Nadu, India) at 700°C for 

2 h. The specific gravity of the PSA was 2.3. The chemical 

property of the PSA was shown in Table 1. The SEM and 

EDX images of the PSA are shown Fig. 2. It can be seen 

that the PSA particles are dominantly hexagonal, platy, and 

less bulky. 

 
2.3 Fine aggregate 
 

River sand conforming to grading zone II as per BIS 

383-1970 was used as a fine aggregate.Its specific gravity 

was 2.6 and fineness modulus was 2.72. 

Table 1 Chemical composition of the fly ash and paper sludge ash (mass %) 

Composition SiO2 Al2O3 Fe2O3 CaO MgO Na2O SO3 K2O TiO2 LOI 

Fly ash 53.97 34.66 5.3 1.96 1.28 0.13 0.25 0.93 1.52 2.6 

Paper sludge ash 35.25 7.09 2.83 37.42 14.39 0.81 0.69 0.85 0.67 0.63 
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Fig. 2 SEM and EDX images of paper sludge ash 

 
Table 2 Physical and chemical properties of sodium 

hydroxide 

Appearance Liquid (gel) 

Colour Light yellow liquid (gel) 

Boiling point 100°C 

Molecular weight 122.0632 g/mol 

Specific gravity 1.53 

Assay Na2O 8.5% 

Assay SiO2 28% 

H2O 63.5% 

 

 
2.4 Coarse aggregate 
 

Crushed blue granite stones of maximum 20 mm size 

were used as a coarse aggregate. The specific gravity of 

coarse aggregate was 2.86 and fineness modulus was 

approximately 7.27. 

 

2.5 Alkaline activators 
 

A mixture of sodium silicate and sodium hydroxide 

solutions was used as the alkaline liquid activator. Sodium 

hydroxide solution of 12 M was prepared by dissolving 

NaOH pellets of 99% purity in water. The ratio of sodium 

silicate to sodium hydroxide solutions by weight was kept 

as 2.5. The properties of NaOH and Na2SiO3 are shown in 

Tables 2 and 3, respectively. 

 

 
3. Specimen details 

Table 3 Physical and chemical properties of sodium silicate 

Appearance White crystalline substance 

Colour White 

Molecular weight 39.997 g/mol 

Specific gravity 1.52 

Assay 99% 

Carbonate (Na2CO3) 1% 

Chloride (Cl) 0.01% 

Sulphate (SO2) 0.01% 

Lead (Pb) 0.002% 

Iron (Fe) 0.002% 

Aluminium 0.002% 

 

Table 4 Mix proportion (kg/m
3
) 

Mix 

code 
Fly ash PSA 

Coarse 

aggregate 

Fine 

aggregate 

NaOH 

solution 

Na2SiO3 

solution 

Curing 

condition 

FA-

GPC 

OC 

425.73 0.00 1212.60 642.50 54.74 136.84 

Oven FA-

PSA 

GPC 

OC 

383.16 42.57 1212.60 642.50 54.74 136.84 

FA-

GPC 

EEC 

425.73 0.00 1212.60 642.50 54.74 136.84 

External 

exposure 
FA-

PSA 

GPC 

EEC 

383.16 42.57 1212.60 642.50 54.74 136.84 

FA-

GPC 

AC 

425.73 0.00 1212.60 642.50 54.74 136.84 

Ambient 

temperature 
FA-

PSA 

GPC 

AC 

383.16 42.57 1212.60 642.50 54.74 136.84 

 

 

Twelve reinforced GPC beams were casted, among 

which six were of FA-GPC beams and the remaining were 

FA-PSA GPC beams. The grade of concrete was M35, and 

all the rods used for reinforcement were high yield strength 

deformed (HYSD) bars of Fe 500 grade were used for 

reinforcement. The detailed mix proportions for 

manufacturing GPC as per guidelines given in IS 10262-

2009 are shown in Table 4. All the beams were designed for 

an under-reinforced section with the size of 125×250×2000 

mm using two 12-mm diameter HYSD bars at the bottom 

and two 10-mm HYSD bars at the top as reinforcement. 

Two-legged stirrups of 8-mm diameter bars at a spacing of 

150 mm c/c were provided as shear reinforcement along the 

span of the beam. Each beam was designated using FA-

GPC and FA-PSA GPC for100% FA-based GPC and for 

optimum mix of 90% FA and 10% PSA-based GPC. The 

reinforcement details of the beam are shown in Fig. 3. 

 
 
4. Manufacture of M35 grade geopolymer concrete 
beams 
 

Sodium hydroxide in pellet form was weighed to suit 12  
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Fig. 3 Reinforcement details of the beam 

 

 

M and dissolved in water. The solution was well-stirred for 

better dissolution and added to sodium silicate solution. 

Both solutions were mixed and kept in a container for 24 h 

before use. Dry materials were mixed in a pan mixer for 3-4 

min and then the alkaline solution was added and allowed to 

get mixed for 4-5 min in order to make a uniform mix of 

concrete. Cover blocks were placed inside the mould before 

the placement of steel reinforcement. The steel 

reinforcement cage was placed above the cover blocks kept 

inside the steel mould and fresh concrete was poured in 

layers and was vibrated on a table vibrator for better 

compaction. As per the code IS 516-1959, the compressive 

strength was tested for the companion specimens using 

150×150×150 mm mould.  

 
 
5. Curing of geopolymer concrete beams 
 

In this study, three curing regimes were used to observe 

the effect of temperature on the flexural behaviour of FA-

GPC with and without PSA. The GPC specimens were 

exposed to three curing conditions: hot-air OC at 60C, 

EEC, and AC. In the AC, the concrete specimens were 

placed in a shaded area with a maximum temperature of 

28°C. These specimens were constantly protected from 

direct sunlight and rainfall until the testing. Meanwhile, in 

EEC the concrete specimens were placed in a non-protected 

area, exposed to direct sunlight yet protected from rainfall. 

The maximum temperature in externally exposed method 

reached to 41°C. For comparison, OC at 60°C exposure 

condition was also carried out for the specimens. Freshly 

cast specimens were given 1-day delay time before they 

were placed into the oven. After demoulding, the specimens 

were placed in an electrical oven at 60°C for 24 h. Then, the 

samples were shifted to ambient condition. 

 
 
6. Test setup and instrumentation 
 

The flexural test setup is shown in Fig. 4. All specimens 

were white-painted to facilitate crack marking. The capacity 

of the testing frame was approximately 1000 kN. The 

beams were simply supported over a span of 1700 mm and 

subjected to symmetrical two-point loads placed 

symmetrically over the span with about 566 mm distance 

between the loads. Dial gauges of 0.001 mm least count 

were used for measuring the deflections under the load 

points and at mid span. The dial gauge readings were 

recorded at different load intervals. Through visual 

observation, first crack loads (FCL) values were recorded. 

 

Fig. 4 Experimental setup 

 
Table 5 Compressive strength values of GPC. 

Specimen ID 

FA- 

GPC 

OC 

FA- 

GPC 

EEC 

FA- 

GPC 

AC 

FA- 

PSA  

GPC OC 

FA- 

PSA GPC 

EEC 

FA- 

PSA 

GPC AC 

Compressive 

strength 

(N/mm2) 

53 32 17 40 39 38 

 
 
7. Test results and discussion 
 

7.1 Compressive strength 
 

The compressive strength values of GPC specimens, 

which were obtained as per Indian standards, are shown in 

Table 5. 

The improvement in the compressive strength of FA-

PSA-based GPC was 21.88% and 123.53% higher than that 

of the non-PSA-based specimens under EEC and AC 

conditions, respectively. But under OC condition, the 

inclusion of PSA adversely affected the strength 

performance of FA-based GPC. Because of PSA, the 

calcium compounds in the geopolymer mix improved the 

mechanical strength of the samples cured at ambient 

temperature but reduced the strength of the samples cured at 

higher temperature. The increase in the compressive 

strength of GPC with PSA at AC condition may be due to 

the pozzolanic reaction, which gets more pronounced at low 

temperature than at elevated temperature when PSA 

containing calcium compounds was used. The same was 

observed by Fernández et al. (2015) in their study, they 

found that the solubility of Al and Si increases significantly 

with the increase in temperature but it is not so with Ca 

compounds. This may be due to the possibility of the 

existence of different hardening mechanisms Shi et al 

(2006). 

However, at day 28, it was observed that the PSA-added 

GPC did exceed the characteristic strength of 35 MPa and 

did attain the substantial strength of approximately 38 MPa 

for the 10% addition under EEC and AC conditions. 

Beyond 10% replacement of FA by PSA there is reduction 

in compressive strength of FA-PSA GPC under EEC and 

AC conditions. 

 

7.2 Load carrying capacity 
 

The specimens were tested by monotonically increasing 

the load until failure. Flexural cracks were developed with 
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Fig. 5 Load vs mid span deflection curves of FA-GPC 

beams 

 

 

the increase of the load throughout the span of the beam. 

The progressive increase of deflection at mid span is shown 

as a function of increasing load. All beams behaved in a 

similar manner as they were designed as under-reinforced 

beams; that is, the tensile steel must have reached its yield 

strength before the concrete reaches its maximum capacity. 

The load carrying capacity (LCC) of the reinforced GPC 

beams at different stages is given in Table 6. Figs. 5 and 6 

show the load deflection behaviour at mid span for the 

reinforced GPCspecimens. 

 
7.3 Crack pattern and failure mode 
 

Flexural cracks got initiated in the pure bending zone of 

beam on the tension side. They propagated as the load 

increased and new cracks started developed throughout the 

span. 

Nearer to maximum load, the beams deflected 

significantly, indicating that the tensile steel must have 

yielded at failure. 

The failure modes of all the beams are typical of the 

failure mode of an under reinforced concrete beam. The 

failure of the beams took place with crushing of the 

 

 

Fig. 6 Load vs mid span deflection curves of FA-PSA 

GPC beams 

 

 

Fig. 7 Crack pattern and failure mode of the reinforced GPC 

specimen 

 

 

concrete in the compression zone along with the buckling of 

the compressive steel bars and hanger bars. The crack 

pattern and the failure mode of the beam are shown in Fig. 7.  

 
7.4 Moment carrying capacity 
 

The ultimate moment carrying capacities (MCC) of the 

beams were theoretically calculated conforming to IS 456-

2000 and were compared with those of the experimental 

results. The experimental and theoretical results are shown 

in Table 7. The moment-curvature relationship is shown in 

Figs. 8 and 9. The Table 7 shows that the observed tested 

Table 6 Experimental test result of beam 

Beam ID 
First crack load 

(kN) 
Service load (kN) Yield load (kN) Ultimate load (kN) 

Ultimate mid span 

deflection (mm) 

FA-GPC OC 28.56 61.88 80 92.82 19.34 

FA-GPC EEC 17.85 45.22 60 67.83 13.32 

FA-GPC AC 7.14 33.32 42 49.98 10.84 

FA-PSA GPC OC 24.99 59.5 78 89.25 15.2 

FA-PSA GPC EEC 21.42 57.12 74 85.68 14.2 

FA-PSA GPC AC 21.42 54.74 68 82.11 13.32 

 

Table 7 Correlation of experimental and predicted ultimate moment of beams 

Beam ID 
Experimental ultimate 

moment (kN m) 

Predicted ultimate 

moment (kN m) 

Ratio of ultimate moment 

(experimental/predicted) 

FA-GPC OC 26.299 20.603 1.276 

FA-GPC EEC 19.21 19.702 0.975 

FA-GPC AC 14.161 17.419 0.812 

FA-PSA GPC OC 25.28 20.1126 1.256 

FA-PSA GPC EEC 24.276 20.048 1.210 

FA-PSA GPC AC 23.2645 19.993 1.163 
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Fig 10 Solid 65 and Link 8 geometry 

 

 

flexural capacity of the FA-GPC OC beams is higher than 

the predicted ultimate MCC values. For FA-GPC EEC and 

FA-GPC AC beams, the observed flexural strengths are 

lower than the predicted strength. 

 

 

 

 

Whereas in the case of FA-PSA GPC beams, the tested 

flexural capacity was higher than that of their predicted 

values under all the three curing conditions. The similar 

behaviour in LCC and moment capacity was observed 

under ambient conditions by using FA and GGBS as the 

source materials in the reinforced GPC beams in the 

experiment conducted by Dattatreya et al. (2011). 

 

 

8. Finite element modelling 
 

The experimental results of the FA-GPC and FA-PSA 

GPC beams were numerically validated by ANSYS. 

Element type used for analysis was Solid 65 for concrete 

and Link 8 for steel bars and stirrups (Fig. 10). In Solid65 

elements, each element is defined by eight nodes. Each 

node has three degrees of freedom (translations in the nodal 

x, y and z directions). Link 8 is a uniaxial tension-

compression element with three degrees of freedom at each 

node (translations in the nodal x, y and z directions). Input 

data for ANSYS such as material properties of concrete and 

steel are shown in Tables 8 and 9.The shear transfer 

coefficient β, which shows the conditions of crack face, 

normally ranges between 0 and 1.0. A value of 0.9 was 

adopted in this study for open shear coefficient and 0.5 for  

Table 8 Material properties of GPCs for ANSYS 13.0 

Material property 
FA-GPC under FA PSA-GPC under 

OC EEC AC OC EEC AC 

Young’s modulus (E),105 N/mm2 0.29 0.234 0.22 0.25 0.25 0.24 

Poisson’s ratio 0.15 0.135 0.13 0.147 0.145 0.14 

Density, kg/m3 2447 2345 2100 2431 2401 2378 

 
Fig. 8 Load moment-curvature relationship for FA-GPC beams 

 

Fig. 9 Load moment-curvature relationship for FA-PSA GPC beams 
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Table 9 Material properties of steel for ANSYS 13.0 

Material property ɸ12 mm ɸ10 mm ɸ8 mm 

Young’s modulus (E), GPa 206 223 221 

Yield strength, N/mm2 560 550 595 

Poisson’s ratio 0.278 0.284 0.25 

 

 

Fig 11 Finite element model of beam in ANSYS 

 

 

Fig. 12 Loads and supports of beam 

 

 

Fig. 13 Typical deflected shape of GPC beam in ANSYS 

 

 

the closed shear coefficient. 

As same nodes are used for concrete and reinforcement, 

hence it is assumed that there is a perfect bond between 

these two materials (Kachlakev et al. 2001, Fanning 2001, 

Santhakumaret al. 2007). The stress strain curves measured 

from the experiments were used for analysis. Figs. 11 and 

12 show the model of the beam and loading pattern of the 

beam in ANSYS 13.0. 

 
 
9. Comparison of experimental and numerical 
results of FA-GPC and FA-PSA GPC beams 
 

9.1 Load-deflection characteristics 
 

The load deflection curves predicted using ANSYS were 

compared with those obtained from experimental results. 

Fig. 13 shows a typical deflected shape of the GPC beam in 

ANSYS. The ultimate loads and midspan deflections from 

experimental (PU )E and (δU )E and analytical (PU) A and(δU) A 

results are shown in Table 10. From Figs. 14(a)-(c) and  

 

Fig. 14(a) Experimental vs. FEM load deflection response 

of FA-GPC OC beams 

 

 

Fig. 14(b) Experimental vs. FEM load deflection response 

of FA-GPC EEC beams 

 

 

Fig. 14 (c) Experimental vs. FEM load deflection response 

of FA-GPC AC beams 

 

 

15(a)-(c), it is clear that in general the load deflection plots 

for the GPC beams from finite element analysis agree well 

with the experimental data. But there is a slight difference 

in the finite element load deflection curve with the 

experimental curve. This small deviation may be caused 

due to several effects such as the assumption that made in 

the FEA that a perfect bond exists between the concrete and 

steel reinforcement, which in reality would not be possible 

as slip of the reinforcement may occur. FEA model of a 

reinforced concrete beam in general predicts that the beam 

is stiffer than it actually is, because the materials in the FE 

model are perfectly homogenous, unlike those in the actual 

structure. Moreover, the boundary conditions strictly 

defined in the FE model are more rigid than the actual 

structure. Additionally, micro-cracks in the concrete as well 

as other imperfections in construction may lessen the 

stiffness of the actual beam. 
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Fig. 15(a) Experimental vs. FEM load deflection response 

of FA-PSA GPC OC beams 

 

 

Fig. 15(b) Experimental vs FEM load deflection response of 

FA-PSA GPC EEC beams 

 

 

Fig. 15 (c) Experimental vs FEM load deflection response 

of FA-PSA GPC AC beams 

 

 

9.2 Crack pattern and failure mode 
 

A comparison of the crack patterns from the numerical 

findings with the crack patterns from experimental test is 

shown in Fig. 16(a)-(f). Crack patterns obtained from the 

finite element analysis at the last converged load steps and 

the failure photographs from the tested beam are similar. 

 

 

 

 
Fig. 16 Crack pattern of experimental and ANSYS 

modelled beams 

 

 

Flexural cracks occurred in the midspan and were followed 

by diagonal shear cracks near the support. The failuremodes 

of the FEA models show good agreement with those 

obtained from experiments. 
 

 
10. Conclusions 
 

1. The load deflection characteristics obtained for the 

FA-GPC beams and FA-PSA-based GPC beams from 

experimental testing were having almost similar 

curvature. 

2. The crack patterns observed and the modes of failure 

for FA-PSA GPC beams were found to be similar to 

those of the FA-GPC beams. The beams failed initially 

by yielding of the tensile reinforcement followed by the 

crushing of concrete in the compressive face. 

3. The FA-GPC OC beams show increase in FCL values 

to about 37.5% and 75% compared to FCL of FA-GPC 

beams under EEC and AC conditions, respectively. 

There is an improvement in both LCC and MCCby 

about 26.95% and 46.15% under FA-GPC OC when 

compared to those of the FA-GPC beams under EEC 

and AC conditions, respectively, due to increase in the 

rate of geopolymerization because of higher 

temperature. 

Table 10 Comparison of ultimate loads and deflections obtained from experimental and analytical studies 

Beam ID 

Ultimate load (kN) Mid span deflection(mm) 

Experimental 

(PU )E 

Analytical 

(PU)A 

Ratio 

(PU)A/(PU)E 

Experimental 

(δU)E 

Analytical 

(δU)A 

Ratio 

(δU)A/(δU)E 

FA-GPC OC 92.82 93.176 1.004 19.34 20.815 1.076 

FA-GPC EEC 67.3 68.8 1.022 13.32 14.434 1.084 

FA-GPC AC 49.98 53.89 1.078 10.84 11.789 1.088 

FA-PSA GPC OC 89.25 90.89 1.018 15.2 16.958 1.116 

FA-PSA GPC EEC 85.68 87.6 1.022 14.2 15.809 1.113 

FA-PSA GPC AC 82.11 83.4 1.016 13.32 15.405 1.157 
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4. The inclusion of PSA into the GPC for the 

replacement of FA for about 10% increases the FCL by 

about 16.67% and 66.67% under EEC and AC 

conditions respectively .The inclusion of PSA also 

improves the both average LCC and MCC by about 

20.866% and 39.13% under EEC and AC conditions, 

respectively, compare to FA-GPC under the same curing 

conditions.It is because of its chemical composition 

(CaO) that improves the geopolymerization reaction 

under the low-temperature curing. 

5. The finite element model was slightly stiffer than the 

actual beam. 

6. The measured deflection of beam and the predicted 

deflection using ANSYS agree quite well. 

7. Flexural behaviour of FA-GPC and FA-PSA GPC 

beams was almost similar but there were some 

differences between both the beam depending on the 

inclusion of PSA and the curing conditions of the 

concrete. 

8. The GPC containing PSA was found to perform 

adequately as a structural component and could be 

considered as a potential candidate material for 

replacing FA in GPC. 

9. GPC can be developed for structural application from 

low-calcium fly ash and PSA under all the three curing 

condition viz., OC, EEC, and AC. 
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