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Highlights
What are the main findings?

• A new approach for strengthening RC slabs was developed, employing an exterior
UHPFRC jacket with a mechanical anchorage system (MAS).

What is the implication of the main finding?

• The suggested retrofitting system improved resistance to initial cracks of the slabs.
• The addition of mechanical anchorage system enhanced the bond between UHPFRC

and NSC.
• The proposed strengthening technique effectively prevented early debonding.
• The finite element (FE) and analytical model outcomes exhibited a high degree of

alignment with the experimental findings.

Abstract: The aim of this experimental study was to develop and evaluate the effectiveness
of a new strengthening system for reinforced concrete slabs employing external jackets
consisting of ultra-high-performance fiber-reinforced-concrete (UHPFRC) and mechanical
anchor systems. The issue of debonding between old and fresh concrete layers, as well as the
efficiency of utilizing CFRP rods, is the primary challenge of applying the UHPFRC jackets
with embedded CFRP rods. In this study, we propose a novel retrofitting technique for
implementing a mechanical anchor system to improve the binding of fresh UHPFRC jackets
with old RC slabs. An experimental test was conducted by subjecting three slabs to cyclic
loads by utilizing a dynamic actuator: a reference slab, a retrofitted slab with an external
UHPFRC layer, and a retrofitted slab with an external UHPFRC layer incorporating CFRP
bars. Furthermore, finite element models (FEMs) were utilized to investigate the responses
of the retrofitted slabs and compare the novel method with traditional strengthening
techniques, including near-surface-mounted (NSM) CFRP rods, externally bonded CFRP
strips, and epoxy-bonded UHPFRC jackets, as well as two models that were the same
as the experimental strengthened slab specimens except for the fact that they did not
have a mechanical anchor system. Additionally, analytical mechanistic models were
employed to determine the flexural moment capacity of the RC slabs. The experimental
findings demonstrated that the proposed strengthening strategy considerably prevented
premature debonding and enhanced the maximum load of retrofitted RC slabs by over
82%. Also, the FEM and analytical results are significantly consistent with the experimental
outcomes. In conclusion, the newly suggested strengthening technique is a reliable system
for enhancing the efficacy of slabs, effectively preventing early debonding between existing
and new components.
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1. Introduction
As a result of increased loads and environmental deterioration, the bearing capacity

of reinforced concrete structures has reduced and may no longer meet service demands.
Retrofitting is a commonly employed strategy for improving the structural resistance of RC
elements [1]. The methods used to strengthen RC members typically involve a process of
repairing and reinforcing existing structures to enhance their strength and durability and
extend their service lives [2]. One often-used method of enhancing structural strength is
to apply a layer of fresh reinforced or non-reinforced concrete in areas where the highest
levels of stress occur. Nevertheless, the strength of structures fortified with normal-strength
concrete (NSC) reduces over time [3]. This issue has provoked investigations into the use
of advanced cementitious compounds to enhance structural concrete components. Ultra-
high-performance fiber-reinforced concrete (UHPFRC) is a recently developed construction
material that possesses exceptional compressive and tensile strength along with remarkable
durability. This makes it highly desirable for many strengthening purposes [3–10]. The lim-
ited quantity of coarse aggregates, combined with a significant proportion of fibers (often 2
or 3% by volume), results in enhanced stiffness, strength, and flexibility [11]. In addition,
UHPFRC has compressive and tensile strengths above 150 MPa and 7 MPa, respectively,
surpassing those of normal strength concrete (NSC) [12]. Over the past few decades, there
has been a great deal of research undertaken to examine the responses of RC elements that
have been strengthened using UHPFRC, either through experimental work or numerical
simulation studies [12–17]. Nevertheless, in most of these investigations, UHPFRC was uti-
lized as a means of reinforcing existing RC structures. This was achieved either by pouring
fresh UHPFRC layers or by attaching precast UHPFRC layers using epoxy glue [18–21].
Ahmed et al. [22] studied the flexural responses of reinforced concrete beams reinforced in
the tension zone with a fresh UHPFRC jacket. Additionally, the researchers constructed a
3D model using finite element simulation. Before the pouring of the fresh UHPFRC layer,
the bottom sides of the beams were roughened to a depth of around 2.5–5.0 mm. The FE
model employed the surface-to-surface contact technique to facilitate interaction between
the beam and UHPFRC layer. The outcomes demonstrated that the strengthened beams
showed notable enhancements in stiffness, maximum load, and energy absorption. Yang
et al. [23] investigated the use of a steel-reinforced UHPFRC jacket, a GFRP-reinforced
UHPFRC layer, and a CFRP mesh to enhance the strength of pre-damaged full-scale hollow
RC slab beams. The findings were derived by using a numerical analysis employing an
implicit solution. A concrete-damaged-plasticity model (CDPM) was employed for sim-
ulating the UHPFRC. The tie approach was employed to depict the interaction between
the CFRP mesh and the preexisting concrete. It was found that the finite element model
neglected to account for the bond-slip that occurred between the individual components.
The findings indicated a significant improvement in the maximum flexural capacity of the
hollow slab beam when reinforced with a GFRP-reinforced UHPFRC layer and CFRP mesh,
with increases of 47.1% and 41.2%, respectively. Zhang et al. [24] used a UHPC jacket to
strengthen damaged RC beams. After subjection to pre�damage, the bottom faces of RC
beams were cut to expose the coarse aggregate, which was then drilled to a 12 mm diameter
and a 90 mm depth. High-strength bolts were then installed, and the holes were cleaned
and filled with epoxy adhesive. The results showed the reinforced beam substantially
increased crack resistance and maximum bearing capacity. Yoo et al. [25] examined the
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impact ratio of reinforced steel and steel fibers with respect to UHPC beams, indicating
that rebar steel and steel fibers effectively enhanced crack-widening resistance and ductility.
Based on the results obtained by Lampropoulos et al. [26], strengthening RC beams by
placing UHPFRC layers at different places significantly improves both the ultimate moment
capacity and yielding force for each of the reinforced beams. The corresponding investiga-
tions revealed that UHPC jacket thickness and the kind of retrofitting method employed
have a substantial influence on stiffness, failure mode, ductility, and beam capacity [27]. RC
slabs were strengthened with UHPFRC layers and reinforcing steel embedded within the
UHPFRC. Testing was conducted, employing three-point loading. The findings indicated
the generation of diagonal cracks in the RC slabs, observed as de-bonding in the interface
contact between the UHPFRC and NSC layers, as documented by Yin et al. [28]. According
to the conclusions of one study [20], slipping in the interaction between UHPFRC and
NSC layers appeared during the loading process. Paschalis and Lampropoulos [29] used
dowel connectors between the NSC and UHPFRC to prevent early debonding. Their study
evaluated the effectiveness of employing a UHPFRC jacket on three sides. They found
that employing UHPC jackets without the connectors (dowels) was efficient up to the limit
of serviceability, at which point excessive slip values resulted in debonding and reduced
beam capacity. Applying dowels increased the bond between the two concrete layers.
Additionally, dowels inhibited the expansion of cracks in the tension zone of the beams.
Said et al. [30] studied the impact of the strengthening technique, the ratio of fiber, and the
thickness of the jacket on the strength shear of RC beams strengthened with a UHPFRC
jacket. Direct pouring of UHPFRC (cast in situ) on the beam substrate enhanced the beam’s
ductility, load capacity, and toughness to a greater extent than the anchoring approach.
It increased the thickness of the strengthening layer of UHPFRC and the steel fiber ratio
and enhanced beam ductility and strength. Qsymah et al. [31] examined two-way RC
slabs strengthened with FRP subjected to flexural loading using FE analysis. The outcomes
demonstrated that CFRP provided the greatest strength improvement in the maximum
load, with 34.5%. Nevertheless, the different methods of reinforcement are even subject
to challenges associated with the debonding of the existing components and the attached
reinforcement system [26–28]. Premature debonding between the components of strength-
ening systems and existing RC members poses a significant hazard to their effectiveness,
particularly when subjected to periodic loads and vibrations. In addition, as mentioned
in the above literature, there is a great deal of research on the rehabilitation of reinforced
concrete members using various strengthening techniques, but there is a lack of research
comparing various traditional and recent techniques. The newly proposed strengthening
method is designed to efficiently and permanently overcome the challenges and constraints
affecting earlier strengthening methods, especially the problem of premature debonding.
This study proposes a novel retrofitting technique for implementing a mechanical anchor
system to improve the binding of fresh UHPFRC jackets with old RC slabs. The objectives
of this study were to assess the structural performance of slabs strengthened with the newly
proposed system and evaluate the influence of CFRP rods on the behavior of the strengthen-
ing slab when the proposed system is under cyclic load. The strengthening system consists
of CFRP rods, a UHPFRC layer, and mechanical anchor systems. The system’s effectiveness
was assessed using experimental testing under half-cyclic load conditions. The proposed
strengthening technique was compared with different traditional reinforced techniques
through developing finite element models (FEMs), namely, near-surface-mounted (NSM)
CFRP rebars, externally attached CFRP strips, and UHPFRC jacket bonding with epoxy
adhesive, as well as two models that were the same as the experimental strengthened
slab specimens except for the fact that they did not have a mechanical anchor in order to
evaluate the influence of a mechanical anchor system on the behavior of the strengthening
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slabs. Additionally, analytical models were designed to demonstrate the behavior of the
slabs and then compared with the results from experimental and finite element (FE) studies.

2. Developing a New Strengthening Technique for Slabs
The proposed retrofitting approach relies primarily on three components: CFRP rods

for augmenting the flexural capacity; UHPFRC jacketing for establishing a robust connec-
tion with the RC slabs, minimizing the risk of delamination or early debonding due to its
superior bonding characteristics and protecting the CFRP bars from external adverse effects;
and a mechanical anchor system for attaching the fresh UHPFRC jacket to the RC slab.
Figure 1 illustrates all the details and components of the suggested strengthening system.
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system components.

CFRP rods were used in this study due to their higher elasticity modulus, which
allows them to generate fewer distortions under cyclic loading than steel bars. In this
study, the UHPFRC jacket was reinforced with CFRP bars to increase the slab’s flexural
capacity. Furthermore, CFRP rods’ lightness, strength, and corrosion resistance make them
an adaptable and useful option for enhancing the efficiency and durability of RC elements.
The CFRP bars measured 1440 mm in length and 8 mm in diameter. They extended
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roughly 30 mm from the edge of the mold in each direction, as depicted in Figure 1. The
positioning of the CFRP bars was meticulously coordinated to avoid any interference with
the arrangement of the bolts. Steel nails were employed to affix the CFRP rods to the
underside of the slab.

Ultra-high-performance fiber-reinforced concrete (UHPFRC) is a highly advanced
cement-based material that was developed to improve the strength of flexural RC structures.
The basic materials used in UHPFRC include cement, quartz powder, silica fume, quartz
sand, steel fibers, and superplasticizers.

Figure 2 shows the proposed steel fiber used in the experimental work. Due to their
high compressive and tensile strengths, in the currently proposed system, the external
UHPFRC jackets are utilized to transfer stress (load) from the NSC layer to the CFRP
rods, with a reduced environmental impact on the CFRP rods. Choosing and applying the
appropriate thickness of UHPFRC are important factors pertaining to the proposed system.
Increasing the thickness of the UHPFRC jacket in the strengthening system enhances the
system’s ability to resist punching shear [32] and reduces shear stress in critical areas of the
RC slab. Figure 3 demonstrates the main specifications of geometric slabs.
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Therefore, the suggested jacket thickness for UHPFRC is 50 mm, which effectively
enhances the load-bearing capacity and performance of the RC slab. Additionally, this
thickness ensures there is enough protection for the CFRP mesh, as depicted in Figure 3.

The mechanical anchor systems in this study have two main components: expansion
anchorage bolts and a high-steel plate. The interface contact that occurs between the slabs
and the UHPFRC jackets depends on the anchor system and the distance between the slabs
and jackets, so these factors should be selected appropriately. Therefore, to ensure secure
binding and fulfil the necessary resistance requirements, we used a 160 mm long mechanical
expansion anchor bolt that was 12 mm in diameter, with a distance from the mechanical
anchorage system of 400 × 300 mm in the two opposite directions, as demonstrated in
Figure 1. Twenty 40 mm deep expansion bolts were implanted into the undersurface of each
specimen. Furthermore, the presence of a high-steel plate in the mechanical anchor system
allowed for an even distribution of applied forces across the RC slab surface and prevents
localizing stress concentrations, reducing the possibility of early failure and deformation of
the slab. The steel plates were designed according to ASTM A29 [33]. The steel plates had
dimensions of 80 × 80 mm and were 10 mm thick, with a 12 mm circular hole in the center.
Figure 4 provides a workflow of the steps of the newly proposed strengthening technique.



Fibers 2025, 13, 33 6 of 38

Fibers 2025, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 5 of 35 
 

system’s ability to resist punching shear [32] and reduces shear stress in critical areas of 

the RC slab. Figure 3 demonstrates the main specifications of geometric slabs. 

 

Figure 2. Steel fiber used in this study. 

Therefore, the suggested jacket thickness for UHPFRC is 50 mm, which effectively 

enhances the load-bearing capacity and performance of the RC slab. Additionally, this 

thickness ensures there is enough protection for the CFRP mesh, as depicted in Figure 3. 

 
(a) 

 
(b) 

 
(c) 

Figure 3. Main details of slab specimens (dimensions are given in mm): (a) control slab (SB1); (b) 

strengthened slab (SB2); and (c) strengthened slab (SB3). 
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(b) strengthened slab (SB2); and (c) strengthened slab (SB3).

3. Experimental Program
3.1. Slab Specimen Design

The experimental research included one control slab (SB1) and two RC slabs (SB2 and
SB3) strengthened by the UHPFRC layer in the tension zone. The external UHPFRC jacket
of the strengthened SB3 slab was reinforced using CFRP rods. As plotted in Figure 3, the
dimensions of the slabs were 1500 × 1500 × 100 mm, with an effective length of 1300 mm.
The reinforced concrete slabs are designed according to EC2 and ACI-318-08. SB2 and
SB3 were jacketed with a 50 mm thick exterior UHPFRC layer. A 12 mm monolithic steel
reinforcing mesh was used, with an effective depth of 75 mm. The effective depth of the
expandable anchor bolts was 90 mm, with 40 mm implanted inside the NSC layer and
50 mm in the UHPFRC jacket, as shown in Figure 3. The mechanical anchorage system was
placed a distance of 400 × 300 mm away in the two opposite directions. The slabs were
built and subjected to incremental periodic (half-cycle) loads.
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3.2. Properties of Materials

A local manufacturer provided us with single-patch ready-mix concrete (C30/37) for
casting all the pre-existing slabs in this investigation. The maximum aggregate diameter
was 14 mm, with a w/c ratio of 0.44. The RC slabs were reinforced with 12 mm diameter
steel bars (B500B) that had a 600 MPa yield strength and a 210 GPa elastic modulus. We
employed steel fibers of 20 mm in length that possessed a tensile strength above 2500 MPa,
as seen in Figure 2. A fully automatic mixer with a compressive strength of 144 MPa
under ACI 239R-18 was used to manufacture the UHPFRC. Table 1 displays the mixing
proportion of Dura UHPFRC. Furthermore, 8 mm diameter CFRP bars (Carbo Dur ® BC8)
were employed in the jacket of the SB3 slab. They had a 2500 MPa tensile strength, 153 GPa
Young’s modulus, and a 0.2 Poisson’s ratio [34]. The CFRP bars (CarboDur® BC8) consist of
a carbon-fiber-reinforced polymer (CFRP) with a high-performance epoxy matrix, while the
mechanical anchor system was assembled from a steel plate produced in a local workshop
using S50C steel and HAS-BW M12 expansion anchoring bolts [35]. Table 2 illustrates all
the properties of the materials used in this study.
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Table 1. Mixing proportions of UHPFRC.

Item Quantity (kg/m3)

Dura UHPC premix 560
Admixture for reduction of water 6.833

Steel fiber (0.2 mm diameter, 20 mm length) 42.1 ((2%) by vol.)
Water 48

3.3. Slabs Casting

The RC slab specimens were fabricated in the Material and Structural Laboratory of
the Engineering Faculty of the University of Putra Malaysia. After the reinforcing rods
were placed in the mold and the strain gauges were attached to the middle of the steel
reinforcement, the specimens were prepared for pouring. Figure 5 shows the entire process
of pouring the RC slab specimens. A 5 mm strain gauge was utilized for the reinforcing steel
and CFRP bars. To safeguard the strain-gauge from damage during the casting operation,
an extra coating of silicone material was used as a protective layer. The expansion anchor
bolts were employed with the determined size to provide suitable bonding strength. Once
the concrete slabs’ cure time had elapsed (after 28 days), the expansion anchor bolts were
securely attached at a depth of 40 mm to the underside of the slabs by drilling holes and
then embedding the bolts using a hammer [36], as shown in Figure 5. The casting of the
UHPFRC jackets was performed manually using a fully automatic mixer, following the
attachment of the expansion bolt on the underside of the RC slabs. Once the UHPFRC
had hardened (after 28 days), the square steel plates were attached to the underside of the
UHPFRC layer, as illustrated in Figure 5.

Table 2. Properties of materials used in this study.

Item Characteristics

NSC Mean compression strength (MPa) 34.8

UHPFRC Mean compression strength (MPa) 144.2

Reinforcing steel Yield strength (MPa) 600
Elasticity modulus (GPa) 210

Poisson’s ratio 0.25
Density (kg/m3) 7850

CFRP [34] Fiber content (%) >68%
Tensile strength (MPa) 2500

Elasticity modulus (GPa) 153
Poison’s ratio 0.2

Expansion bolt [35] Tensile strength (MPa) 700
Yield strength (MPa) 560

Elasticity modulus (GPa) 206
Poison’s ratio 0.28

Steel plate Yield strength (MPa) 425
Elasticity modulus (GPa) 207

Poisson’s ratio 0.29
Density (kg/m3) 7860

Adhesive mortar [37] Compressive strength (MPa) 63
Tensile strength (MPa) 39

Elasticity modulus (GPa) 4.48
Poisson’s Ratio 0.37
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3.4. Experimental Testing

Figure 5 depicts the setup and instruments pertaining to the testing specimens. As
shown in Figure 6, we used three electronic linear variable differential transducers (LVDTs)
at the center to estimate the deflections of the slab at each quarter. The slabs were supported
by square steel plates measuring 200 × 200 mm on all four edges. The distance between
each support was 1300 mm, measured from center to center. A hydraulic actuator jack
(MTS) equipped with a valve servo capable of withstanding loads exceeding 1000 KN
was utilized to apply a periodic load (half-cyclic load). The actuator jack was actuated
using a Shimadzu-4830 servo smart controller. Furthermore, cyclic loads were applied
on a square steel plate in the upper middle of the RC slabs, as depicted in Figure 6. The
load was generated through the application of pushing and releasing phases, enabling
the loading cell to revert back to its original position at an equivalent loading rate. The
loading methodology for the slab was determined based on the guidelines set by the ACI
Committee 374.1-05 (ATC-1996). To achieve a consistent response, the displacement was
iteratively repeated three times, and a loading rate of 2 mm/s was applied. Figure 7
illustrates the half-cyclic loading protocol.
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4. Finite Element Modeling Program
Abaqus software [38] was employed to create 3D finite element models capable of

simulating the cyclic responses of the strengthened concrete slabs, employing the exterior
UHPFRC layer and mechanical anchor systems. We also investigated the effectiveness of
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the suggested strengthening strategy versus the traditional strengthening techniques under
cyclic loading conditions. The application of non-conventional transverse reinforcement,
such as fiber-reinforced polymer (FRP) sheets, strips, bars, and ropes, to enhance the struc-
tural performance of reinforced concrete (RC) slabs and shear-critical components has been
prevalent in recent decades [39–42]. Techniques for strengthening RC members by using
FRP sheets or strips have been extensively utilized for the flexural and shear strengthening
of reinforced concrete elements (slabs, beams, and columns), significantly improving load-
bearing capacity and ductility [43,44]. In addition, FRP ropes made from twisted or braided
fibers have attracted interest lately for their capacity to offer enhanced anchoring and con-
finement, making them especially beneficial in retrofitting applications [45,46]. Therefore,
different strengthening technique models were developed using finite element (FE) models.
The proposed strengthening technique was compared to the near-surface-mounted (NSM)
CFRP rebar method, the externally attached CFRP strip technique, the use of a UHPFRC
jacket with CFRP rod bonding using an epoxy adhesive, and external jacketing of the
UHPFRC without a mechanical anchor system. The strengthened slabs modified using
these different strengthening techniques were designed based on the experimental study
in terms of the geometric details and the materials’ mechanical properties. A nonlinear
analysis of materials was employed in this study [38]. The details of the strengthening
techniques are displayed in Figure 8. The NSM method involved the placement of 5Ø8 mm
NSM CFRP rebars in grooves within the slab, which were then filled with adhesive mortar
according to ACI 440.2R-17 [47]. The adhesive mortar filling serves as the conduit for
transmitting stress (loads) between the CFRP rod and the NSC layer. The grooves in the
concrete cover of the slab had dimensions of 25 × 25 mm [37]. For the approach involving
externally attached CFRP strips, five CFRP strips measuring 100 mm and 3 mm in width
and thickness, respectively, were utilized [34]. The strips were affixed to the tension zone
of the RC slab, with 200 mm of space between the two strips. The third strengthening
strategy involved the utilization of CFRP rods embedded within the UHPFRC jacket using
epoxy adhesive bonding. The jacket had a thickness of 50 mm, and the thickness of the
epoxy adhesive was assumed to be 1.5 mm. Lastly, two models that were the same as
the SB2 and SB3 experimental slab specimens except for the fact that they did not have a
mechanical anchor system were developed to assess the impact of the mechanical anchor
on the performance of the strengthened slabs. In addition, the adhesive mortar properties
used in the FEMs for specimens SB-N and SB-E are shown in Table 2. Table 2 shows the
mechanical characteristics of all the materials employed in the numerical investigation, and
Table 3 provides the main details of the strengthened slabs.

Table 3. Details of slab specimens.

Study Specimen Dimension UHPFRC Thickness (mm) Bonding Technique

Exp.
SB1 100 × 1500 × 1500 - Control slab
SB2 150 × 1500 × 1500 50 Mechanical anchor system
SB3 150 × 1500 × 1500 50 Mechanical anchor system

FE SB1-F 100 × 1500 × 1500 - Same as the experimental slab
SB2-F 150 × 1500 × 1500 50 Same as the experimental slab
SB3-F 150 × 1500 × 1500 50 Same as the experimental slab
SB-N 100 × 1500 × 1500 - NSM
SB-C 100 × 1500 × 1500 - CFRP strip
SB-E 150 × 1500 × 1500 50 Epoxy adhesive

SB-U2 150 × 1500 × 1500 50 Without mechanical anchor system
SB-U3 150 × 1500 × 1500 50 Without mechanical anchor system
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4.1. Concrete Constitutive Model

In this research, we utilized the concrete damage plasticity model (CDPM) to as-
sess the non-linear characteristics of NSC and UHPFRC under both tension and com-
pression. Figure 9 illustrates the relationship between the stress and strain of the NSC-
UHPFRC materials when subjected to compression and tension. The elasticity modu-
lus and tensile strength for the NSC and UHPFRC were determined according to ACI
318-19 [48], employing Equations (1) and (2). Based on the Design Concrete Structures
Code (GB 50010-2010) [49], the constitutive stress–strain relationships of NSC under uni-
axial tension and compression were calculated using Equations (3)–(6). Furthermore, the
approach used by Jia et al. [50] was employed to calculate the compression and tensile
stress–strain of the UHPFRC using Equations (7) and (8). Based on the ABAQUS user
manual [38], NSC and UHPFRC stress–strain relationships should be converted to stress–
inelastic strain using Equations (9) and (10) in order to determine the inelastic strain.
Equations (11) and (12) were utilized to calculate the damage parameters of concrete in
terms of the compressive and tensile strengths for the NSC and UHPFRC [51]. Table 4
demonstrates the mechanical characteristics of the NC and UHPFRC that were used in this
study. In addition, in the concrete-damaged plasticity models for the NC and UHPFRC
layers, the following parameters were assumed: the viscosity value is 0.0001, the dilation
degree is 36◦, the possibility of flow eccentricities is 0.1, the ratio of the stress of the integral
on the tension to the compressive diagonal is 0.667, and the force-at-yield proportion with
a similar axial compressive force to the initial yield force under unilateral compression
is 1.16 [22,51].
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Table 4. Mechanical characteristics of NSC and UHPFRC.

Element Model Characterization Values

NSC

Compressive strength (MPa) 34
Elasticity modulus (GPa) 27.4

Tensile strength (MPa) 3.6
Poisson’s ratio 0.2

Density (kg/m3) 2200

UHPFRC

Compressive strength (MPa) 144
Elasticity modulus (GPa) 56.4

Tensile strength (MPa) 7.44
Poisson’s ratio 0.2

Density (kg/m3) 2300
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The elasticity modulus and tensile strength for the NSC and UHPFRC can be deter-
mined using the following equations [48]:

Ec = 4700
√

f ′c, (1)

ft = 0.62
√

f ′c (2)

Accordingly, the constitutive stress–strain properties of NSC under uniaxial tension
and compression can be obtained through the following equations [49]:

σ = (1 − dt)Ecε (3)

dt =

{
1 − ρt

[
1.2 − 0.2x5] x ≤ 1

1 − ρt

αt(x−1)1.7+x
x > 1 x = ε

εt,r
; ρt =

ft,r
Ecεt,r

(4)

σ = (1 − dc)Ecε (5)

dc =

{
1 − ρcn

n−1+xn x ≤ 1
1 − ρc

αc(x−1)2+x x > 1
ρc =

fc,r
Ecεc,r

; n = Ecεc,r
Ecεc,r− fc,r

; x = ε
εc,r

(6)

The compression and tensile stress–strain properties of UHPFRC can be calculated
using the equations below [50]:

σc,c =


fc

nξ−ξ2

1+(n−2)ξ 0 < ε ≤ ε0

fc ε0 ≤ εc,c ≤ εcu

n =
Ec
Es

; ξ =
εcu

ε0
(7)

σc,t =


ft

εt
εt0

0 < εc,t ≤ εt0

ft εt0 < εc,t ≤ εtu

εt0 =
ft

Ec
; εtu =

30 f t
Ec

(8)

Consequently, the stress–inelastic strain relationship can be determined using the
following equations [38]:

εin
c = εc − σc/E0 (9)

εin
t = εt − σt/E0 (10)

Lastly, the damage parameters of concrete under compressive and tensile force can be
calculated using the equations provided below [51]:

Dt = 1 − σtE−1
c

ε
pl
t

(
1
bt
− 1

)
+ σtE−1

c

ε
pl
t = bt εin

t (11)

Dc = 1 − σcE−1
c

ε
pl
c

(
1
bc
− 1

)
+ σcE−1

c

ε
pl
c = bc εin

c (12)

ft,r and fc,r denote the tensile and compressive strength of NC; εt,r indicates the NC
tensile strain corresponding to ft,r; εc,r denotes the NC compressive strain at fc,r; Ec indicates
the elastic modulus; dt and dc indicate the tensile and compressive factors of NC; fc and
ft denote the strength of UHPFRC (compressive and tensile); Es denotes the equal secant
modulus in the maximum state; εcu and εtu denote the ultimate compressive and tensile
strain of UHPFRC; ε0 and εt0 denote the peak compression tension and strain; Dt and Dc

indicate the NC parameters of damage under tension and compression, respectively; σc and
σt indicate the stress under compression and tension; ε

pl
t and ε

pl
c denote the plastic strain
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linked with the tensile and compressive stress, respectively; and bcand bt are invariant with
ranges (0 < bc and bt < 1).

4.2. Steel, CFRP, and Epoxy Adhesive Mortar Models

Figure 10 displays the stress–strain relationship regarding the reinforcing steel and
CFRP (bars and strips). In this investigation, the reinforcing steel bars, steel plate loading,
and steel supports were modelled using linear–elastic–plastic models and strain harden-
ing. However, the CFRP (rods and strips) material was simulated utilizing an isotropic
linear–elastic model [52]. The compressive strength of CFRP was not taken into account
in the modelling. The epoxy adhesive model was designed with a bilinear traction sepa-
ration law for cohesive behavior and a specific interface element thickness to depict the
transitional region between NSC and UHPFRC layers. Figure 11 illustrates the traction
separation constitutive properties, and Table 5 shows the cohesive interface element prop-
erties for the epoxy layer utilized in the SB-E specimen. The parameters of the cohesive
interface (K n, K s, and K t) are the standard and tangential stiffness elements that relate
to shear detachment across the interaction face before the beginning of damage. tn, ts,
and tt illustrate the maximum traction peak stresses in the normal shear and tangential
orientations. Table 2 depicts the mechanical characteristics of the rebar steel, adhesive
mortar, and CFRP that were used in the FE models.
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Table 5. Mechanical properties of cohesive interface element for epoxy layer in SB-E specimen [54].

Properties Rough

K n (N/mm3) 1358
K s and K t (N/mm3) 20.358
t n, t s and t t (MPa) 5.63

Total plastic displacement (mm) 0.241
Stabilization 0.001

Friction coefficient 1.44

4.3. Element Type, Interface, Boundary Condition, and Mesh

The RC slab (NSC), UHPFRC, CFRP strips, mechanical anchor system parts, steel
plate support, and repair adhesive mortar were simulated using a 3D homogeneous stress
eight�node linear brick element (C3D8R) and reduced integration. In contrast, a two-
node linear 3D truss solid element (T3D2) was employed to represent the reinforcing steel
and CFRP rods [38]. To accurately represent the behavior of the epoxy adhesive layer
with the NSC layer and UHPFRC jacket, a cohesive element (COH3D8) including the
traction separation law was used. The initiation of damage to the epoxy adhesive was
determined using a maximum insignificant stress standard reported by Smith et al. [55].
Figure 12 shows the layout and details of all the strengthening technique models. Various
kinds of interaction in the FE study were identified, confirming that the responses of those
components in the FE model accurately mirror the actual responses seen in the experimental
investigation. Surface to surface interaction contact and hard-contact responses in the
normal direction with a defined friction coefficient in the tangential orientation were used
between the NC layer and UHPFRC jacket, expansion bolts and NC, expansion bolts
and UHPFRC jacket, and anchor bolt and high-steel plate [22]. On the other hand, the
interaction contact models between each of the (a) NSM adhesive mortar and NC layer,
(b) steel plates and bottom face of the UHPFRC, and (c) CFRP strips and NC layer were
assumed to be subject to a “tie constraint” [56]. The perfect bonding “embedded region”
contact procedure represented the interface contact between the reinforcing steel and
NC layer, CFRP bars and UHPFRC jacket, and CFRP rods and adhesive mortar. The
friction coefficients between the NSC and UHPFRC layers and the mechanical expansion
anchor bolt and NC-UHPFRC layers were determined to be 0.6 and 0.7, respectively [21,57].
In terms of boundary conditions, the support steel plates were modelled as a separate
rigid/deformable element with restricted rotations and translations in three directions
on the underside only in order to avoid convergence during the analysis. In addition,
the top face of the support steel plate was modeled as being subject to surface-to-surface
contact with NSC, as shown in Figure 12. The half-cyclic loads were evenly distributed
across the entire upper face of the square steel plate. We used the dynamic explicit solver to
analyze the cyclic loading. The half-cyclic loads were established using the amplitude cyclic
frequency, as displayed in Figure 7. Three different FEM mesh sizes (20, 25, and 30) mm
were analyzed for the RC slab elements to evaluate the accuracy of the numerical results.
Comparisons were made between the findings for each FEM mesh size and the practical
data, emphasizing the load–displacement curves. Based on these comparisons, a 20 mm
mesh size was selected to provide a balance of accuracy in outcomes and computational
competence. Therefore, all elements were specified as having a 20 mm sensitivity analysis
mesh size for all strengthening techniques, as illustrated in Figure 12.
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Figure 12. Layout and details of all the strengthening technique models (dimensions are given in
mm): (a) near-surface-mounted (NSM) CFRP rebars; (b) externally attached CFRP strips; (c) UHPFRC
jacket with CFRP rods bonded via epoxy adhesive; and (d,e) externally attached jacket of UHPFRC
without a mechanical anchor.

5. Discussion of Results
5.1. Experimental Slabs

Table 6 summarizes the outcomes for the tested slabs. It is worth noting here that
the ductility indexes are based on the displacement values at the yielding and ultimate
points and were calculated using Equation (13) [58]. Also, the energy absorption (E) ability
of the slabs was calculated by specifying the deflection zone areas of the ultimate loads.
Figure 13 shows the hysteretic half-cyclic load–deflection plots for the test slab specimens.
Likewise, the crack patterns and failure behaviors observed in the slab specimens are
shown in Figure 14.

µ∆u = ∆u/∆y (13)

Table 6. Summary results for tested slabs.

Slab
ID

Pc
(kN)

Py
(kN)

Pu
(kN)

∆c
(mm)

∆y
(mm)

∆u
(mm)

Increase
Pu (%)

µ∆u
(%)

Stiffness
(kN/mm)

E
(kN.mm)

Failure
Modes

SB1 79 152 164 6.14 16 18 - 1.1 9.1 4316 F&C
SB2 130 221 264 4.1 15 27 61 1.8 9.7 7993 S
SB3 156 244 298 3.4 11 22.4 82 2.03 13.3 8428 F

Pc, Py, Pu, ∆c, ∆y, and ∆u represent the loads and deflections in stages of cracking, yielding, and ultimate failure,
respectively; µ∆u represents the deflection ductility index; E represents the energy absorption of slabs; F&C
represents the flexure and crushing failure modes; S represents the shear failure mode; F represents the flexure
failure mode.
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The control slab (SB1) had a flexural failure at an ultimate load of 164 kN, distinguished
by the development of extensive vertical cracks at the mid�span point, followed by crushed
concrete on the upper side, especially in the load area, as indicated in Figure 14. Remarkably,
the cover of concrete exhibited spalling on the underside of the slab (the tension side). As
shown in Figure 13 and Table 6, the load on SB1 increased linearly, and the first cracks
occurred when the load reached 79 kN.

Significant macro-cracks on the undersurface of SB1 developed, and the rebar steel
yielded due to the crushing of concrete at the loading area. On the other hand, Table 6



Fibers 2025, 13, 33 21 of 38

displays that the SB1 slab had a lower deflection ductility index and stiffness due to the
crushing of concrete in the loading area and cracks propagating on all sides (Figure 14),
unlike the strengthened slabs.

For the strengthened slab (SB2), shear failure was observed (Figure 14), in addition
to crushing in the compression face of the slab, particularly in the load zone. This failure
occurred when two shear cracks in opposite directions were generated in the middle of the
span with a fracture of the UHPFRC jacket, as shown in Figure 14, and one crack reached
the upper side of the NSC. The resistance to cracking was enhanced in the specimen
that was reinforced with the newly suggested strengthening technique (SB2), resulting
in an expansion in the linear stiffness range. As the load increased, SB2 demonstrated
more stiffness until cracking occurred at 130 kN, as depicted in Table 6. The flexure
stiffness and the load–deflection slope of SB2 were consistently greater than those of the
un-strengthened slab (SB1) from the start to the end of testing. Therefore, the yielding
strength and peak load of the refortified slab (SB2) improved from 152 kN and 164 kN to
244 kN and 264 kN, respectively, compared with SB1, as displayed in Table 6. Besides that,
the stiffness and deflection ductility index of the refortified slab (SB2) were enhanced by 7%
and 64%, respectively, compared to the SB1 specimen. These improvements are attributable
to the UHPFRC’s high tensile characteristics, which improve crack control, reducing the
width and propagation of cracks and permitting the slab to resist higher loads with more
deflection before failure.

On the other hand, the SB3-strengthened slab demonstrated a diagonal flexural failure
mechanism without signs of crushing or cracks observed in the upper face of the slab.
Four regular cracks formed in opposite directions in the tension zone of the specimen
slab and adjacent to the mechanical anchor systems, as shown in Figure 14. As shown
in Table 6, SB3 demonstrated superior performance by resisting the increasing initial
cracking load by almost twofold (156 kN) the value of the reference slab (SB1), which
confirms the effectiveness of the newly suggested strengthening approach. In addition, as
illustrated in Figure 14, incorporating CFRP bars inside the UHPFRC layer of the reinforced
slab (SB3) led to a decrease in the number of cracks, with delayed crack initiation. The
utilization and uniform distribution of mechanical anchor systems resulted in higher
yielding and ultimate loads. The yielding load of the strengthened slab SB3 increased
from 152 kN to 244 kN, constituting an increase of over 60%, as depicted in Table 6.
In comparison with SB2, specimen SB3 demonstrated improved stiffness in all loading
phases, and involving a CFRP mesh improved its load-bearing capacity by 13%. These
results demonstrate the efficacy of CFRP rods in reducing deformation and improving the
durability of slabs. Otherwise, the maximum loads of both retrofitted slabs SB3 and SB2
were higher than that of the SB1 slab. Table 6 demonstrates that SB2 increased the capacity
of the slab by 61%, while SB3 enhanced the ultimate capacity by 82%. Besides that, the
ductility and stiffness of SB3 improved by 85% and 46%, respectively, compared to the
control slab. Table 6 shows that the strengthened slab (SB3) showed the most increased
absorption capacity, namely, 8428 kN.mm, with the highest flexural value. Contrarily,
SB2 demonstrated a reduction in the capacity of absorption by 436 kN.mm in comparison
with the SB3 specimen. The substantial enhancement in the energy-absorbing capacity of
SB3 reveals that embedding CFRP bars inside the UHPFRC layer enhanced energy excess
performance. Compared to the control slab SB1, the fortified SB2 and SB3 displayed an
average improvement in their capacity for energy absorption of 85% and 95%, respectively.
Crucially, in the reinforced (SB2 and SB3) slabs, none of the mechanical anchor systems
underwent any instances of being pulled out. Throughout the test stages, there was no
debonding seen between the NSC and UHPFRC layers in both slabs SB2 and SB3, as
displayed in Figure 14. Generally, the newly suggested method for strengthening the slabs
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demonstrated its considerable contributions to increasing cracking loads, ultimate loads,
ductility, stiffness, and energy absorption and preventing premature debonding. This
proves the reliability and effectiveness of the suggested strengthening method.

5.2. Verification of FE Models Using Experimental Results

The FE specimens were developed based on the same geometric details and properties
as the experimental slabs using the Abaqus software. Table 7 provides an overview and
validates the FEM outcomes and the experimental study. Figure 15 illustrates the half�cyclic
load versus mid-span deflection in the experimental and FEM studies. Figure 15 and Table 7
display reasonable agreement between the FEM and experimental outcomes, demonstrat-
ing excellent accuracy. SB1-F demonstrated ductile behavior that nearly replicated the
experimental findings, reaching an ultimate load of 169 kN, which closely matched the
ultimate load observed in the experiment, as depicted in Table 7. Maximum load and
displacement (deflection) improved by 3% and 8%, respectively, compared with those for
SB1. These variations in outcomes can be ascribed to differences between the simulation
boundary conditions and the real conditions. In contrast, the load–deflection slope for
SB2-F displayed a slight increase compared to the slope for SB2 till the rebar steels started
to yield, which happened at a load of approximately 200 kN, as depicted in Figure 15.
Following the yielding of the reinforcing steel, the SB2-F slope decreased till the failure
phase was reached. However, the SB2-F model demonstrated a load�bearing capability
of 260 kN and a deflection of 26 mm, as shown in Table 7. For the SB3-F model, the load–
deflection slope slightly increased during all stages of simulation analysis compared to the
slope for SB2, as displayed in Figure 15. Nevertheless, SB3-F indicated a maximum load of
312 kN and a corresponding deflection of 22 mm, as displayed in Table 7. The variations
between SB3-F and SB3 (experimental slab) in terms of peak load and deflection were
3% and 4%, respectively. Figure 15 demonstrates that the stiffness of the SB3-F model is
greater than that of SB3 (experimental slab). This difference may be due to the fact that the
characteristics of the material used in the modelling do not accurately capture the realistic
response of the composite slab.

Table 7. Validation and comparison of the results from the FEM models with experimental outcomes.

Slab ID Maximum Load {Pu (kN)} Deflection at Maximum Load {∆u (mm)}

Exp. FE Exp./FE Exp. FE Exp./FE

SB1 164 169 0.97 18 19.5 0.92
SB2 264 260 1.01 27 26 1.04
SB3 298 312 0.96 22.4 22 1.02

SB-N - 207 1.44 * - 18 1.24 *
SB-C - 198 1.5 * - 17.4 1.29 *
SB-E - 237 1.26 * - 19.2 1.17 *

SB-U2 - 213 1.24 ** - 24.6 1.09 **
SB-U3 - 229 1.31 * - 23.5 0.95 *

COV1 (%) 3.4 5.29
COV2 (%) 21 9.73
COV3 (%) 22 11.7
COV4 (%) 14 6.85
COV5 (%) 11.4 2.85
COV6 (%) 15.8 3.95

(*) Represents that values of the SB-N, SB-C, SB-E, and SB-U3 slabs were compared to the experimental valued
for the SB3 slab; (**) represents that the values for the SB-U2 slab were compared to the experimental values
for the SB2 slab; COV1 represents the coefficient of variation between the practical and FEM model outcomes
in terms of ultimate load and deflection; COV2, COV3, COV4 COV5, and COV6 represent the coefficients of
variation between the newly suggested strengthening system and different techniques in terms of ultimate load
and deflection.



Fibers 2025, 13, 33 23 of 38Fibers 2025, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 20 of 35 
 

 

 

 

Figure 15. Validation of FE half cyclic load versus deflection via experimental slabs. 

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

180

200

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

L
o
ad

 (
K

N
)

Displacement (mm)

SB1-EXP
SB1-F

0

30

60

90

120

150

180

210

240

270

300

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

L
o
ad

 (
K

N
)

Displacement (mm)

SB2-EXP

SB2-F

0

30

60

90

120

150

180

210

240

270

300

330

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

L
o
ad

  
(K

N
)

Displacement (mm)

SB3-EXP
SB3-F
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Figure 16 validates the failure and crack patterns in the FEM and experimental speci-
mens. The FEM simulation exhibited a significant level of concurrence with the experimen-
tal investigation concerning damage patterns and crack propagation, as demonstrated in
Figure 16. In the case of the SB1-F control model, failure occurred when cracks emerged
on the tension zone of the slab, followed by crashing of the concrete in the loading area,
as shown in Figure 16. The undersurface of models SB2-F and SB3-F exhibited significant
similarity with the experimental slabs in terms of the development of familiar cracks in
opposite orientations in the center, as depicted in Figure 16.
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Furthermore, the plastic strain was more noticeable on the SB2-F and SB3-F models’
bottom middle surfaces, especially in the UHPFRC jacket, than at the corners. This indicates
a greater tensile strain emerging in the middle areas of the models, as depicted in Figure 16.
Notably, in the SB2F and SB3-F models, there was no occurrence of early debonding
between the NC and UHPFRC layers, as observed for the experimental slabs. In addition,
the mechanical anchor systems stayed securely in place without any pulling out, as shown
in Figure 16. This indicates the outstanding effectiveness of the mechanical anchor systems
and the interface contact strategy regarding the newly proposed strengthening system.
Overall, the coefficients of variation (COV1) between the practical slabs and FEM models
for ultimate load and mid-span deflection were 3.4% and 5.29%, respectively, as indicated
in Table 7.

The validation procedure focused on numerous key aspects, including
load–displacement response, failure modes, and crack patterns. To ensure the high reliabil-
ity of the finite element model, the experimental outcomes were also used to validate the
selected material constitutive laws and simulation input parameters. Based on the FEM
outcomes in terms of initial elastic response, yield point, and peak behavior, the chosen
material constitutive law models accurately captured the structural response. Numerical
crack propagation and failure response were assessed using the principal strain contours
and compared with experimental slabs. The closely resemblant types of failure and the
propagation of cracks between the FEM and experimental models confirm the validity of
the interaction models between all materials of the model and the bond behavior between
them. In addition, with the application of a cyclic loading protocol and boundary condi-
tions used in the experimental work, the FEM models effectively captured the hysteresis
behavior, reflecting the practical trends. Generally, these verified outcomes confirm that the
chosen material constitutive laws, conditions, and simulation parameters provide a precise
explanation of the structural behavior of retrofitted RC slabs containing UHPFRC.

5.3. Results of the Comparison of Various Strengthening Methods

This section focusses on comparing the finite element (FE) models of different strength-
ening methods to evaluate the efficacy of the new strengthening system. This work involved
using the near-surface-mounted (NSM) CFRP rebar method, the externally attached CFRP
strips approach, and the epoxy adhesive method to bind the UHPFRC jacket reinforced
with CFRP rods, as well as two models that are the same as the SB2 and SB3 experimental
strengthened slab specimens except for the fact they do not have a mechanical anchor
system. Details of the strengthening techniques are displayed in Figure 8. All strengthening
techniques were modeled based on the experimental study in terms of geometric details
and the properties of the materials. The outcomes for all the strengthening methods were
compared with the SB2 and SB3 experimental slab findings.

Table 7 compares the results of the strengthening techniques, as mentioned above,
with the new system using the experimental results. Figure 17 illustrates the half-cyclic-
load-versus-deflection curve, and Figure 18 exhibits the behavior of the failure and cracking
patterns of the slabs modified using the traditional strengthening techniques.
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The SB-N, SB-C, and SB-E strengthened slabs exhibited a combination of flexural
and premature debonding due to increased compressive stress at the interface contact
surface between NSC and epoxy adhesive, as shown in Figure 18. For SB-N, premature
debonding between the adhesive mortar and RC slab occurred in the center of the slab
when the cyclic loads reached 0.75 times the ultimate load. Flexural cracks were observed
on all sides of the slabs, as indicated in Figure 18. Compared to experimental slab SB3, the
peak load of strengthened slabs SB-N, SB-C, and SB-E decreased by 91 kN, 100 kN, and
61 kN, respectively. Otherwise, the deflection at maximum load of the SB-N, SB-C, and
SB-E strengthened slabs resulted in a decrement of 24%, 29%, and 17%, respectively, as
shown in Figure 19. Additionally, the stiffness of the strengthened slabs modified using the
near-surface-mounted (NSM) CFRP rebar approach, the externally attached CFRP strips
approach, and the approach involving the use of the epoxy adhesive method to bond the
UHPFRC jacket reinforced with CFRP rods decreased by 16%, 17%, and 8%, respectively,
compared to that for experimental slab SB3 that was modified using the newly proposed
strengthening system, as depicted in Figure 19.
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jacket without a mechanical anchorage system); and (e) SB-U3 slab (UHPFRC jacket and CFRP rods
without a mechanical anchorage system).

In addition, two slab models, namely, SB-U2 and SB-U3, were developed to evaluate
the influences of the mechanical anchor system on the performance of the retrofitted slabs.
These models were designed in the same manner as the strengthened experimental slabs
(SB2 and SB3) except for the fact that they did not have a mechanical bonding system. The
impact of the mechanical anchor approach was assessed through three concepts: the in-
crease in loads, stiffness, and the interaction contact surface between the NSC and UHPFRC
layers. In comparison to experimental slabs SB2 and SB3, the peak loads of the SB-U2 and
SB-U3 models decreased by 24% and 30%, respectively, as shown in Figure 19. Meanwhile,
the stiffnesses of the SB-U2 and SB-U3 models were 8.7 kN/mm and 9.8 kN/mm, reflecting
a reduction in the stiffness of the models by 12% and 34%, respectively, in comparison with
the experimental retrofitted slabs. Furthermore, the coefficients of variation between the
practical and SB-U2 and SB-U3 models’ outcomes in terms of the ultimate load were 11.4%
and 15.8%, respectively, as demonstrated in Table 7. Figure 18d,e, reveal that the two slab
models strengthened without a mechanical system displayed notable high-strain behavior
concentrated in the center of the slabs and the interface between NSC-UHPFRC layers.
Besides that, the SB-U2 and SB-U3 models experienced failure due to debonding between
the NSC-UHPFRC layers on all four sides of the specimens, as depicted in Figure 18d,e.
Therefore, it can be concluded that the impact of the absence of a mechanical anchor system
in these two models reduced the peak loads and the rigidity of the slabs and increased the
probability of occurrence of debonding failure. According to the results discussed above,
the newly proposed strengthening method is more effective and efficient than the other
strengthening systems examined in this study.
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Figure 19. Comparison of strengthening methods based on experimental slabs SB2 and SB3:
(a) differences in ultimate load and deflection of slabs retrofitted with various techniques and
(b) ultimate load and stiffness of slabs strengthened with various techniques.

6. Analytical Model of Slabs
Analytical mechanistic models were employed to determine the flexural moment ca-

pacity of the RC slabs that were strengthened using various techniques. In this investigation,
we utilized internal stresses derived from the basic plastic theory for composite materials to
estimate internal forces. Flexural moments were calculated through the analysis of internal
forces within the RC slabs at a certain cross-section in an equilibrium condition. Figure 20
depicts the schemes of all the analytical models of the RC slabs. According to the schemes
of the analytical models, the reinforcing steel, CFRP bars, CFRP strips, and steel plates were
supposed to be under tension, as depicted in Figure 20. Besides that, the epoxy adhesive
mortar was neglected in the analysis. A Whitney stress block, which is a rectangular
distribution of stress with comparable properties, was utilized to model the compressive
behavior of NC in accordance with the specifications outlined in Section 10.2.7 of the ACI
Code [59]. The value of [D0], representing the height of the NC at the compression region,
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is calculated based on equilibrium axial force [59], as described in Equations (14)–(19). The
ultimate moment capacities of the slabs were calculated by analyzing the interior forces
acting on the neutral axis. Therefore, the flexural moment capability [Mu] for all methods
of strengthening a slab can be expressed using Equations (20)–(25).

The height of the NC at the compression region for all models can be obtained through
the following equations [59]:

D0 =
As f y
f c b

For SB1 slab (14)

D0 =
Asp f ysp + Au f ut + As f y

f c b
For SB2 slab (15)

D0 =
Asp f ysp + Ac f yc + Au f ut + As f y

f c b
For SB3 slab (16)

D0 =
Ac f yc + As f y

f c b
For SB − N slab (17)

D0 =
Acs f yc + As f y

f c b
For SB − C slab (18)

D0 =
Asc f yc + Au f ut + Ae f ye + As f y

f c b
For SB − E slab (19)

Therefore, the flexural moment capability [Mu] values can be derived from the subse-
quent equations [59]:

Mu =
f c b D2

0
2

+ f y As (h1 − a2) (20)

Mu =
f c b D2

0
2

+ fut b h1

(
h3 − a1 −

h1

2

)
+ f ysp Asp (h3 − a1

2
) + f y As (h3 − a) (21)

Mu =
f c b D2

0
2

+ fut b h1

(
h3 − a2 −

h1

2

)
+ f yc Ac (h3 − a1) + f ysp Asp (h3 −

a2

2
) + f y As (h3 − a) (22)

Mu =
f c b D2

0
2

+ f yc Ac (h1 − a1) + f y As (h1 − a) (23)

Mu =
f c b D2

0
2

+ f ycs Acs
(

h1 −
a1

2

)
+ f y As (h1 − a) (24)

Mu =
f c b D2

0
2

+ fut b h1

(
h3 −

h1

2

)
+ f yc Ac (h3 − a2) + f ye Ae

(
h2 − h3 −

a1

2

)
+ f y As (h3 − a) (25)

fc and fut represent the compressive strength of NSC and UHPFRC, respectively; fy,
fyc, fysp, and fye represent the yield strengths of reinforcing steel, CFRP rods, steel plates,
and epoxy adhesive, respectively; As and Ac represent the cross-section areas of the rebar
steel bars and CFRP bars, respectively; Ts, Tu, Tc, Te, Tcs, and Tsp (in Figure 20) represent
tensile resultant forces in reinforcing steel, UHPFRC, CFRP rods, adhesive mortar, CFRP
strips, and steel plates, respectively; Cn (in Figure 20) represents the compressive resultant
forces on NSC.
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Validation of Results for the Analytical Models

The findings obtained from the analytical model strategy were compared to the prac-
tical and FEM results, as depicted in Table 8. Analytical design equations from other
work [26,56] from the existing literature were applied to validate the ability of these formu-
las to determine the maximum moment capacity (Mu) of RC members, as shown in Table 8.
The findings of the analytical design models demonstrated a reasonable agreement corre-
sponding to the experimental and finite element (FEM) results. However, as revealed in
Table 6, the variations (COV) between the practical-analytical and finite element analytical
models were 4.3% and 6%, respectively. These outcomes demonstrate that the analytical
study approach can be utilized to forecast the flexure moment capability of RC members
refortified by employing different techniques.



Fibers 2025, 13, 33 35 of 38

Table 8. Validation of the analytical models.

ID Mu (Exp.)
(KN.m)

Mu (FE)
(KN.m)

Mu (An)
(KN.m) Exp./An * FE/An

SB1 53 55 51 1. 04 1.07
SB2 86 84 90 0.95 1.03
SB3 97 101 102 0.95 1.003

SB-N - 67 73 - 0.92
SB-C - 64 59 - 1.08
SB-E - 77 82 - 0.94

[56] BS2 52 55 59 0.88 0.93
BS3 69 70 77 0.9 0.91
[26]

ST_UHPFR_CS 41 39 45 0.91 0.86

ST_UHPFR_TS 42 63 47 0.89 1.34
COV (%) 4.3 6

* Represents the analytical results.

7. Conclusions
In this research, we examined the experimental, numerical, and analytical aspects of

improving RC slabs by mechanically anchoring an external UHPFRC jacket system to the
tension faces of the slabs. Therefore, an experimental test was performed on the slabs by
applying incremental repeating loads (half-cyclic loads), and FEM and analytical outcomes
were validated using the experimental outcomes. In addition, a comprehensive comparison
was made between the three different strengthening techniques and the newly proposed
strengthening system, and the following conclusions can be drawn:

• The suggested retrofitting system substantially improved resistance to initial cracks
and delayed the development of flexural cracks in the slabs.

• The retrofitted reinforced concrete slabs exhibited an 82% higher initial cracking load
compared to the reference slab.

• The maximum load capacity of the retrofitted RC slabs increased by 61% and 82%,
respectively, and the stiffness also improved by 7% and 46%.

• The proposed strengthening technique effectively prevented early debonding, as no
debonding occurred between the NSC and UHPFRC layers throughout all the phases
of testing.

• The mechanical anchor systems stayed firmly intact within the slabs up to the failure
phase, indicating the effectiveness and reliability of the proposed retrofitting approach.

• The finite element (FE) outcomes for both the unstrengthened and strengthened slabs
exhibited a high degree of alignment with the experimental findings.

• The newly proposed strengthening method proved to be more efficient and effective
in improving slab performance compared to traditional techniques.

• The stiffness of the strengthened slabs that were modified using traditional methods
(near-surface-mounted (NSM) CFRP rebar approach, externally attached CFRP strips
approach, and the use of an epoxy adhesive method to bond the UHPFRC jacket)
decreased by 16%, 17%, and 8%, respectively, compared to the SB3 experimental slab.

• The analytical model approach yielded good estimates for forecasting the maximum
moment capacity of RC -members reinforced by employing different techniques.

• It is recommended to carry out further studies on the application of the newly pro-
posed technique to other reinforced concrete members, such as columns or beams,
because it significantly enhanced the strength of the RC slabs and prevented prema-
ture debonding.
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