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A B S T R A C T   

The precise estimation of the bonding strength between concrete and fiber-reinforced polymer 
(FRP) bars holds significant importance for reinforced concrete structures. This study introduces a 
new methodology that utilizes soft computing methods to enhance the prediction of FRP bars’ 
bonding strength. A significant compilation of experimental bond strength tests is assembled, 
covering various variables. Significant variables that affect bonding strength are found in the 
study of this database. The prediction process is optimized using soft computing methods, 
particularly Gene Expression Programming (GEP) and the Multi-Objective Genetic Algorithm 
Evolutionary Polynomial Regression (MOGA-EPR). 

The proposed soft computing approaches accommodate complex relationships and optimize 
prediction accuracy depending on the input variables. Results demonstrate its effectiveness in 
predicting bond strength and comparing it with existing codes and other models from the liter
ature. The results have shown that the MOGA-EPR and the GEP models have high R2 values 
between 0.91 and 0.94. The proposed new models enhance the reliability and efficiency of 
designing and assessing FRP-reinforced concrete.   

1. Introduction and background 

The bond behavior between fiber-reinforced polymer (FRP) bars and concrete is a crucial aspect of the design and durability of 
reinforced concrete structures. FRP bars offer numerous advantages over traditional steel reinforcement, such as high corrosion 
resistance, lightweight properties, and good fatigue behavior. As a result, there has been increasing interest in utilizing FRP bars as 
internal reinforcement in concrete structures [1–3]. The FRP behave slightly differently from the normal steel reinforcement bars; 
therefore, it is important to investigate [4–7]. 

Understanding the bond strength between FRP bars and concrete is essential for ensuring the structural integrity and performance 
of FRP-reinforced concrete elements. The bond strength refers to the ability of the interface between the FRP bar and concrete to 
transmit stress effectively. It depends on various factors, including surface roughness, bar diameter, concrete compressive strength, 
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epoxy adhesive properties, curing conditions, and environmental factors [1]. 
Accurate prediction of the bond strength is crucial for designing and assessing FRP-reinforced concrete structures. Traditional 

empirical equations have limitations in capturing the complex and nonlinear behavior of the bond interface and may not account for all 
relevant parameters. To overcome these limitations, researchers have turned to advanced computational techniques, particularly soft 
computing approaches, which can handle complex relationships and optimize prediction accuracy [1]. 

Over the past twenty years, there has been a growing trend in the utilization of Fiber Reinforced Polymer (FRP) bars in reinforced 
concrete constructions, gradually replacing traditional steel reinforcement, particularly in regions with challenging environmental 
conditions. Nepomuceno et al. [8] present a review of literature concerning the adherence characteristics of FRP bars to concrete, 
encompassing investigations into their immediate and prolonged (durability) attributes. Additionally, this study involves the 
compilation of experimental data from existing literature, comprising outcomes from a total of 1002 pullout tests, aimed to explain the 
key factors influencing the bond between FRP bars and concrete. Analysis of this dataset led to the conclusion that FRP bars 
demonstrate commendable performance as reinforcements in concrete structures. Furthermore, the assembled data facilitated the 
formulation of long-term predictions regarding the bond (durability) between FRP bars and concrete, considering the nature of the 
exposure environment. On the other hand, Li et al. [9] propose a novel approach to address the weakening bonding performance of 
fiber-reinforced plastic (FRP) rebars compared to mild steel, caused by corrosion avoidance. They introduce a particle swarm 
optimization-based extreme learning machine model, utilizing 222 samples and six input variables to accurately estimate FRP bar 
bond strength. The model incorporates factors such as bar position, surface condition, diameter, concrete strength, and ratios related to 
bar and concrete thickness. Results demonstrate the model’s effectiveness (R2 = 0.945) compared to the original model (R2 = 0.926), 
offering a valuable tool for FRP bar bond analysis. 

Pei & Wei [10] propose a hybrid model integrating ant colony optimization and fuzzy c-means clustering into an adaptive 
neuro-fuzzy inference system to predict bond strength between FRP sheets and concrete. Their model outperforms existing empirical 
models, exhibiting higher accuracy and efficiency. Shahri & Mousavi [11] addresses the bond between concrete and glass fiber 
reinforced polymer (GFRP) rebars using soft computing techniques. They collect data from hinged beam tests, employing Kriging, 
multivariate adaptive regression splines, and nonlinear regression to predict bond resistance. Jahangir et al. [12] presents new models 
calibrated through soft computing to accurately predict bond strength between textile-reinforced mortars (TRMs) and concrete, 
overcoming inaccuracies of existing models and providing valuable insights into TRM-concrete bond strength estimation. 

Even yet, conventional regression analysis was used to construct the analytic correlations described here. The current Eurocode 
method applies a simplified approximation based on the tensile strength design of concrete to simulate “excellent” or “poor” bond 
circumstances. Contrarily, structural engineers are beginning to see the significance of recent developments in artificial intelligence 
(AI) and machine learning (ML), which may improve design advice [13]. When compared to the current methodologies, one method 
employed in the civil engineering disciplines of hydraulic geotechnical and structural engineering offers improved accuracy [14–27]. 
Using a progressive regression analysis technique to bond strength is covered in a paper by Al-Hamd et al. [28]. This method generates 
a very precise estimate of binding strength using the multi-objective evolutionary polynomial regression analysis (MOGA-EPR). 

GEP has various advantages, such as its ability to handle a variety of optimization problems, generate programs automatically, 
incorporate domain-specific knowledge flexibly, and effectively capture nonlinear relationships. A model has been developed to es
timate bond strength between fiber-reinforced polymer (FRP) bars and concrete using Gene Expression Programming (GEP). The 
model uses input parameters including the width of FRP, the width of concrete, the thickness of FRP, the elastic modulus of FRP, 
concrete compressive strength, and bond length. The GEP model was able to derive a new relationship for predicting the bond strength 
of FRP-to-concrete composite joints by dividing the collected data into trained and tested sets. The results demonstrate the effec
tiveness of the GEP model in predicting bond strength values and its derived relationship outperforms other existing models in terms of 
convenience and accuracy. Among the models presented by other researchers, the model proposed by Ref. [29] demonstrates better 
accuracy, while the model offered by Ref. [30] exhibits the lowest accuracy [31]. 

The utilization of GEP provides a powerful tool for predicting bond strength in FRP-to-concrete composite structures. By incor
porating multiple input parameters and employing an advanced computational technique, the GEP model enhances the understanding 
and estimation of bond strength. This contributes to the efficient design and evaluation of FRP-reinforced concrete elements, ulti
mately advancing the field of structural engineering and promoting the use of FRP as a viable reinforcement option. 

The current prediction of bond strength relies exclusively on conventional rebars, neglecting the influence of FRP. This omission 
makes it more difficult to evaluate the overall structural integrity because FRP has different characteristics that can have an impact on 
bond strength. This could result in inaccurate estimates of the bond strength. Therefore, this work addresses the inclusion of the effect 
of the FRP on the bond strength. 

Improving the understanding and prediction of bond strength between FRP bars and concrete contributes to the effective design, 
assessment, and utilization of FRP-reinforced concrete structures. It enables engineers to make informed decisions regarding material 
selection, structural performance, and durability. By leveraging soft computing techniques, this research aims to enhance the reli
ability and efficiency of FRP-reinforced concrete applications, ultimately advancing the field of structural engineering [31]. 

This study aims to explore and optimize the prediction of bond strength between FRP bars and concrete using soft computing 
techniques. By compiling and analyzing a comprehensive database of experimental bond strength tests, significant parameters 
influencing the bond behavior will be identified. Multi-Objective Genetic Algorithm Evolutionary Polynomial Regression (MOGA-EPR) 
and Gene Expression Programming (GEP) will be developed to predict the bond strength and optimize model parameters accurately. 
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2. Current methods and codes 

The current literature highlights the parameters that impact the bond strength (τ). The key parameter is the compressive strength of 
the concrete (f′

c). The secondary parameters that play are role are the bar diameter (db), bar embedment length to bar diameter ratio 
( ld
db

), and concrete cover-to-bar diameter ratio ( c
db

). According to a study conducted by Ref. [32], in 2019, it has been proposed that the 
bond strength can be predicted by considering two factors: the surface of the bar (referred to as Surf) and the position of the bar 
(referred to as Pos). In their research, they assumed that a value of 1 or 2 for the bar position variable represents the top or bottom 
location of the FRP bars in the beam bond test. Additionally, the values 1, 2, and 3 for the bar surface variable correspond to helical 
lugged surfaces, spiral-wrapped surfaces, and sand-coated surfaces of FRP bars. 

Table 1 presents Equations 1 to 10, which depict the current method used for estimating the bond strength: 

3. Methodology 

This study examines the ability to predict the bond strength of FRP bars in concrete by employing the MOGA-EPR and GEP ap
proaches. A collection of experimental data gathered from recent literature acts as the basis for training and assessing the bond 
strength. Subsequently, the outcomes of the MOGA-EPR and two GEP models will be contrasted with various analytical models and 
methods currently in existence. 

The flowchart represented in Fig. 1 provides an overview of the methodology and process employed in this study. It begins with 
data collection, followed by statistical analysis, data grouping, model development, calculation of statistical indicators, analysis of the 
results, assessment, and the examination of sensitivity studies. The sensitivity analysis investigates the impact of factors such as the 
compressive strength of concrete (f′

c), the position and surface of the bars on the bond strength (τ). 

3.1. Data analysis 

The models in this work were created using an experimental database of 223 test results for the bond strength of FRP concrete that 
was gathered from the literature by Ref. [32]. The data was selected to reflect on the variables that affect the bond strength based on 
the literature and these variables are explained in section 3.3. 

Table 2 displays the statistical metrics derived from the gathered data, revealing the minimum, maximum, mean, and standard 
deviation values of both input parameters and the experimental bond strength between FRP bars and concrete datasets. These in
dicators are crucial for understanding data distribution, assessing quality, guiding model training, selecting features, evaluating model 
performance, and analyzing uncertainties. They provide insights into dataset characteristics, aid in model development, and ensure 
robustness in predictive analyses. 

3.2. Data grouping 

In order to predict bond strength (τ), this study compared the effectiveness of two Gene Expression Programming (GEP) models to a 
Multi-Objective Genetic Algorithm Evolutionary Polynomial Regression (MOGA-EPR) model. To ensure accuracy, the acquired data 
was split into two sets: 80 % for training the models and 20 % for testing. Tables 3 and 4 give the statistical metrics relevant to the 

Table 1 
Equations for existing methods and codes.  

Reference Bond strength of FRP bars in concrete (τ) equation Equation # 

Wang et al., 2021 Model I [33] τmax = 0.09 f′
c − 0.655 Eq. (1) 

Wang et al., 2021 Model II [33] τmax = − 0.054 f′
c + 0.7

̅̅̅̅

f′
c

√

− 1.193 Eq. (2) 

MGGP, 2019 [32] 
τmax = 0.0665 f′

c − 0.189 db + 0.0406
ld
db

+ 2.26 In
(

c
db

×
ld
db

)

− 0.0665
(

c
db

)3
−

4.16 In
(

2Surf +
ld
db

+

(

fjc ×
ld
db

)

+ 0.00558 In
(

ld
db

)

+ 0.0175
(

Pos ×
ld
db

)

−

0.00108(f′
c)

2
+ 39.8 

Eq. (3) 

Diab et al., 2014 [34] 
τmax = 0.08305

̅̅̅̅

f′
c

√ [

22.8 + 0.208
(

c
db

)

+ 38.212
(

db

ld

)]
Eq. (4) 

Aslani & Nejadi, 2012 [35] 
τmax =

[

0.7
(

c
db

)0.6
+ 4

(
db

ld

)]

(f′
c)

0.23 Eq. (5) 

ACI, 2006 [32] 
τmax = f′

c

(

0.332 + 0.025
c
db

+ 8.3
db

ld

)
Eq. (6) 

CEB-FIP I [36] τmax = 2.5
̅̅̅̅

f′
c

√ Eq. (7) 

CEB-FIP II [36] 
τmax = 7

( ̅̅̅̅̅̅

f′
c

25

√ )0.25 Eq. (8) 

CEB-FIP III [36] 
τmax = 13.5

̅̅̅̅̅̅

f′
c

30

√ Eq. (9) 

Orangun et al., 1977 [37] τmax = 0.083045
̅̅̅̅

f′
c

√ [

1.2 + 3
(

c
db

)

+ 50
(

db

ld

)]
Eq. (10)  
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training and testing datasets and Fig. 2 for the data frequency. 
Fig. 3 shows a heatmap to show the correlation matrix. In this matrix correlation coefficient close to 1 indicates a strong positive 

correlation and close to − 1 indicates a negative correlation. Meanwhile, the correlation coefficient close to 0.0 suggests little to no 
linear relationship between the variables. 

Fig. 4 shows a scatter plot that is a graphical representation of the relationship between two input variables and the output. These 
plots demonstrate the impact of each of the input variable changes in relation to the output. 

3.3. Developing the models 

This study aimed to predict the Bond Strength (τ) of FRB reinforcement bars in MPa by constructing models through two ap
proaches: MOGA-EPR and GEP. These models were developed using six input variables, namely the compressive strength of the 
concrete (f′

c) in MPa, the bar diameter (db) in mm, bar embedment length to bar diameter ratio ( ld
db

), concrete cover-to-bar diameter 
ratio ( c

db
), the surface characteristics of the bar (Surf), and the position of the bar (Pos). According to the literature [28] the concrete 

strength, represented by the compressive strength (f′
c) is foundational as with higher strength correlating to stronger bond since the 

concrete will have a better bonding surface. Bar diameter (db) directly influences bond strength as it provides a higher contact surface 
area to bond, and the ratio of embedment length to bar diameter ( ld

db
) captures the impact of embedded length. The concrete 

cover-to-bar diameter ratio ( c
db

) reflects the protective layer, while surface characteristics (Surf) and bar position (Pos) account for 
mechanical interlocking and positional differences, respectively. By accounting for the (Surf) and the (Pos) in the prediction equations, 
engineers and researchers can ensure more reliable and precise estimations of bond strength, leading to safer and more robust 
FRP-reinforced concrete structures. The process of creating these models is described as follows: 

3.3.1. Multi-objective evolutionary polynomial regression (MOGA- EPR) 
The computational technique known as Multi-objective Evolutionary Polynomial Regression Analysis (MOGA-EPR) uses input data 

to take advantage of input issues and identify solutions. Using a genetic algorithm (GA), regression analysis is utilized to generate a 
mathematical correlation. This correlation demonstrates the relationship between the physical input variables. By introducing several 

Fig. 1. Flowchart illustrating the methodology process described in the paper.  

Table 2 
Statistical indicators for the collected datasets.   

Position Surface db f’c c/db ld/db τ Experiment 

Min. 1.00 1.00 6.35 23.43 1.68 3.56 0.76 
Max. 2.00 3.00 28.58 55.06 9.34 115.79 21.00 
Average 1.87 1.72 14.65 40.04 3.58 30.14 6.79 
STDEV 0.34 0.76 4.89 6.72 1.82 23.01 4.15  

Table 3 
Statistical indicators for the training dataset.   

Position Surface db f’c c/db ld/db τ Experiment 

Min. 1.00 1.00 6.35 23.43 1.68 3.56 0.97 
Max. 2.00 3.00 28.58 55.06 9.34 115.79 21.00 
Average 1.87 1.72 14.61 39.98 3.54 29.55 7.02 
STDEV 0.34 0.76 4.84 6.80 1.81 22.91 4.31  

Table 4 
Statistical indicators of the testing dataset.   

Position Surface db f’c c/db ld/db τ Experiment 

Min. 1.00 1.00 6.35 27.25 1.68 5.00 0.76 
Max. 2.00 3.00 28.58 51.98 9.34 97.24 19.35 
Average 1.89 1.71 14.83 40.26 3.78 32.46 5.89 
STDEV 0.32 0.73 5.12 6.51 1.86 23.52 3.37  
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Fig. 2. Frequency of the collected data parameters.  
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targets, the EPR-GA, MOGA reduce the correlation’s complexity while improving precision. This regression approach differs from 
standard regression in that it uses a search algorithm to automatically discover the optimal correlation and avoids the overfitting 
problem that classic regression methods frequently experience. The structure of the correlation, the range of exponents, and the 
number of terms must all be known by the user before using the EPR-MOGA. You may read more about the EPR-MOGA in detail in 
Ref. [28,25–27,38–41]. Table 5 shows the equation obtained by MOGA-EPR (Equation (11)). 

The search for the optimal values of parameters and exponents is a crucial step in developing accurate models. In this process, EPR- 
MOGA is utilized to strike a balance between competing objectives, as explained by Ref. [42]. By doing so, this allows the selection of 
coefficients that meet the expected performance as required in Equation (11). 

3.3.2. Gene Expression Programming (GEP) 
Studies by Ref. [43,44] show that the GEP method, which is an enhanced version of Genetic Programming (GP) proposed by 

Ref. [45], is effective at simulating complicated and nonlinear processes. The GEP method is used in this work to forecast the bond 
strength of FRP bars in concrete. According to Ref. [45], GEP defines people as linear chromosomes with defined lengths that can be 
converted into tree structures. Valid and accurate solution structures can be produced by applying genetic operators like mutation and 
recombination to the linear structure of chromosomes. 

In this study, GEP analysis was performed using the GeneXproTools software as described by Ref. [46]. To generate the initial 
population of solutions, a variety of functions including basic arithmetic, trigonometric, logarithmic, and polynomial functions, as well 
as constant values and independent problem variables known as terminals, were incorporated. These chromosomes were represented 
as tree expressions. The fitness of each member of the population was assessed using the fitting function introduced by Ref. [47]. 

To create an optimal solution for a specific problem, the GEP model uses an iterative approach, adhering to the guidelines set out by 
Ref. [45]. Starting with the starting population, chromosomes are generated at random and expressed as tree expressions. Each 
chromosome’s compatibility and suitability are then assessed. The program ends and the existing population serves as the solution 
when the desired conditions are satisfied. The population’s most promising people are kept, while the others are chosen based on how 
well they perform. The chosen population is then improved upon and altered, leading to the birth of descendants with novel traits. 
These new children go through the same developmental cycle, and the cycle is repeated until a satisfactory solution is attained for a 
certain number of generations. 

Table 6 displays the main configuration parameters and modifications of the GEP model, which are analogous to those used in the 
MOGA-EPR model. Additionally, Table 7 presents Equations 12 and 13 for the two GEP models. 

Fig. 3. Heatmap for the variable.  
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3.4. Statistical indicators 

In this work the statistical measures, including the mean absolute error (MAE), root mean squared error (RMSE), mean, and co
efficient of determination (R2), were employed in a comparative analysis to evaluate both new and existing analytical methods. These 

Fig. 4. Scatter plot for all the variables with bond strength (τ).  
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measures are commonly used in previous studies, such as those conducted by Ref. [48–52]. 
The MAE and RMSE values are utilized to assess the goodness of fit, where lower values indicate a more desirable fit. Ideally, the 

mean value should be 1.0, as higher values suggest an overall overestimation of the bond strength between FRP bars and concrete (τ), 
while lower values indicate an overall underestimation. 

The equations provided (Equations (14)–(17)) involve variables, where n represents the number of data points considered in the 
evaluation. Additionally, τp and τe correspond to the predicted and experimental bond strength of FRP bars in concrete, respectively. 

MAE=
1
n
∑n

1

⃒
⃒τp − τe

⃒
⃒ Eq. (14)  

RMSE=

̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅
1
n

∑n

1

(
τp − τe

)2

√

Eq. (15)  

Mean=
1
n

∑n

1

(
τp

τe

)

Eq. (16)  

R2 =

⎛

⎜
⎜
⎝

∑n

i=1

(
τp − τpaverage

)(
τe − τeaverage

)

̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅
∑n

i=1

(
τp − τpaverage

)2∑n

i=1

(
τe − τeaverage

)2
√

⎞

⎟
⎟
⎠

2

Eq. (17)  

4. Results 

In this paper, the both evolutionary computation techniques GEP and MOGA-EPR are used to predict the Bond Strength (τ) of FRB 
reinforcement bars. The advantages of GEP include its versatility in handling various optimization problems, automatic generation of 
programs, flexibility in incorporating domain-specific knowledge, and effectiveness in capturing nonlinear relationships. However, it 
can endure from complexity, computational intensity, and premature convergence issues. On the other hand, MOGA-EPR offers ad
vantages such as multi-objective optimization, robustness across different problem types, and adaptability to problem characteristics. 
Nonetheless, it also has drawbacks, including high computational costs, the need for parameter tuning, difficulties in interpreting 
trade-offs, and convergence to approximate solutions. 

The statistical metrics that were derived for the training and testing datasets for the MOGA-EPR and GEP techniques are shown in 

Table 5 
MOGA- EPR model equation.  

FRP bars Predicted Bond strength (τ predicted) Equation Equation # 

τ predicted = a1 ×

̅̅̅̅

f′
c

√

+ a2 ×
̅̅̅̅̅
db

√
×

̅̅̅̅̅
ld
db

√

+

a3 ×
̅̅̅̅̅
db

√
×

̅̅̅̅̅
c
db

√

+

a4 ×db ×

̅̅̅̅

f′
c

√

×
ld
db 

+

a5 × Pos ×
̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅
Surf

√
× db ×

ld
db 

+ a6 

Eq. (11) 

Coefficients: 
a1 = − 2.786; a2 = − 1.2989; a3 = 4.1285 × 10− 1; a4 = 2.8564 × 10− 3 

a5 = 4.4543 × 10− 3; a6 = 37.7581  

Table 6 
Main configuration parameters and modifications of the GEP models.  

GEP parameter Setting parameters 

Model (1) Model (2) 

Number of chromosomes 30 30 
Head size 10 9 
Number of genes 6 5 
Function set +, − , × and/ +, − , × ,/and √ 
Fitness function RMSE RMSE 
Mutation rate 0.00138 0.00138 
Inversion rate 0.00546 0.00546 
Gene recombination rate 0.00277 0.00277 
Gene transposition rate 0.00277 0.00277 
Random chromosomes 0.0026 0.0026  
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Table 8. These measurements, which were used to forecast bond strength values and contrast them with the bond strength determined 
through testing, include mean absolute error (MAE), root mean squared error (RMSE), mean, and coefficient of determination (R2). 

According to the results shown in Table 8, the developed methods’ MAE falls between 0.93 and 0.97 MPa for training datasets and 
0.73 and 0.84 MPa for testing datasets. The training datasets produce RMSE scores between 1.24 and 1.28, meanwhile, the testing 
datasets produce RMSE ratings between 0.87 and 1.13 MPa. The training dataset’s mean spans from 1.00 to 1.05, whereas the testing 
dataset’s mean falls between 1.18 and 1.01. Last but not least, the R2 values for the testing datasets range from 0.93 to 0.97 and from 
0.91 to 0.94 for the training datasets. 

The statistical metrics derived from the training and testing datasets and shown in Table 8 are positive and remarkably similar. In 
comparison to the two GEP models, the MOGA-EPR model has the highest R2, with the GEP model (2) having a higher R2 than the GEP 

Table 7 
GEP models equations.  

Model # Predicted Bond strength of FRP bars in concrete (τ predicted) Equation Equation # 

Model (1) 

τ predicted =
db((

ld
db

− Pos
)

×

(

(b1 × Surf) −
c
db

))

+ Pos 
+

c
db

−

(

f′
c ×

c
db

)

+ f′
c +

ld
db

(b2 − f′
c) ×

ld
db 

+

b3 ×
c
db

ld
db

×

(
b4

db

)

+ Pos

2Surf 

+

(b5 ×b6) +

ld
db(

b7 × Surf × f′
c

Surf +
ld
db

)

× (Surf + b8) ×

(
c
db

+ db

) +

ld
db

+ 2db + Pos + f′
c − Surf

b9 

Eq. (12) 

Coefficients: 
b1 = 7.996940321059; b2 = 20.31748431911480; 
b3 = 4.41390901355883; b4 = 8.82044040751257; 
b5 = − 1.75009609211671; b6 = − 8.74386428073651; 
b7 = − 3.48113667003565; b8 = − 3.27172224073646; 
b9 = − 9.09850857868821 

Model (2) τ predicted =

Pos × (db − c1)

c2
+

Pos ×
ld
db

f′
c 

+

̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅((
c3

c
db

× c4

)

−

(
c5

f′
c

)

+ Surf

)

× c6

√
√
√
√
√ +

Pos × c7 × c8
ld
db

+ Pos +
Surf

c
db 

+ Pos +
c9

c
db

× (db − c10)
+

ld
db
c11

+

̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅̅

c12 +
̅̅̅̅̅̅̅
c13

√
√

−

(((
c
db 

× db) − c14) ×
c15
ld
db

)

Eq. (13) 

Coefficients: 
c1 = − 0.164072220822295; c2 = − 6.99535436508602 
c3 = − 15.2727586376696; c4 = 4.12355529746554 
c5 = − 109.427008426539; c6 = 6.64424787133396 
c7 = 9.85867884247271; c8 = 3.48719039097061 
c9 = 3.8402287215582; c10 = 6.94130507230984 
c11 = − 11.2602538764556; c12 = − 0.952185415136715 
c13 = 8.36977943998535; c14 = − 51.3418281307054 
c15 = 8.40446223029267; c16 = − 0.14901218674942  

Table 8 
Evaluation of statistical accuracy for the developed models across both datasets.  

Statistical indicators Developed Models 

MOGA-EPR Model GEP Model (1) GEP Model (2) 

Training Dataset 
MAE (MPa) 0.97 0.94 0.93 
RMSE (MPa) 1.28 1.24 1.26 
Mean 1.05 1.00 1.01 
R2 0.91 0.92 0.91 
Testing Dataset 
MAE (MPa) 0.84 0.73 0.79 
RMSE (MPa) 1.13 0.87 1.07 
Mean 1.18 1.08 1.01 
R2 0.91 0.94 0.94  
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model (1). Additionally, MOGA-EPR has among the models the lowest MAE and RMSE values. For each model, the mean values are all 
somewhat near 1. 

The predicted and experimental values for the training and testing datasets for the three models are compared in Figs. 5 and 6. The 
findings show that most predictions fall within a 20 % margin of error and are in line with the perfect fit line. This constancy suggests 
accurate forecasts. 

5. Comparison with existing models 

In this study, the bond strength of the FRP bars with concrete is estimated using GEP and MOGA-EPR methods. For comparison, 10 
analytical equations were also assessed. The R2, MAE, and RMSE for each of the models and references are shown in Table 9 and Fig. 7. 

As shown in Table 9, The MAE values range from a low of 0.87 MPa (achieved by the GEP Model 2) to a high of 9.49 MPa (observed 
in the CEB-FIP model [36]). Similarly, the RMSE values span from 1.18 MPa (achieved by both GEP Model 1 and GEP Model 2) to 
10.28 MPa (in the CEB-FIP model [36]). The mean values range from a low of 1.02 MPa (achieved by both GEP Model 1 and GEP Model 
2) to a high of 3.49 MPa (in the CEB-FIP model [36]). Lastly, as shown in Table 9 and Fig. 7, the R2 values vary between a high of 0.92 

Fig. 5. Correlation between predicted and experimental bond strength utilizing the developed models for the training dataset: (a) MOGA-EPR, (b) GEP model (1), and 
(c) GEP model (2). 

R.K.S. Al-Hamd et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                 



Journal of Building Engineering 86 (2024) 108883

11

(achieved by both GEP Model 1 and GEP Model 2) and a low of 0.23 (in the Wang et al. Model II [33]). 
The comparison of statistical accuracy measures reveals MOGA-EPR demonstrates good performance across various statistical 

accuracy measures. It achieves a low MAE value of 0.94 MPa, indicating a small average difference between its predicted values and 
the actual values. Additionally, it has an RMSE value of 1.25 MPa, implying relatively accurate predictions. The mean value of 1.08 
MPa suggests that its average predictions are close to the actual values. Moreover, MOGA-EPR achieves an R2 value of 0.91, indicating 
a strong correlation and a good fit between its predicted values and the actual values. However, the GEP models (GEP Model (1) and 
GEP Model (2)) consistently outperform the other models across multiple measures. The GEP models achieve the lowest MAE values of 
0.87 MPa and 0.90 MPa, and the lowest RMSE values of 1.18 MPa, indicating superior accuracy and precision in their predictions. 
Moreover, the GEP models exhibit the lowest mean values of 1.02 MPa, indicating their average predictions are closer to the actual 
values compared to other models. Additionally, the GEP models demonstrate the highest R2 values of 0.92, indicating a stronger 
correlation and a better fit between their predicted values and the actual values. These findings highlight the GEP models’ exceptional 
performance in terms of MAE, RMSE, mean, and R2 compared to the other models. 

The ranges illustrated in Table 9 and Fig. 7 show the diversity in performance among the models and highlight the superior ac
curacy and predictive capabilities of the GEP models compared to others in the comparison. 

Fig. 6. Correlation between predicted and experimental bond strength utilizing the developed models for the testing dataset: (a) MOGA-EPR, (b) GEP model (1), and 
(c) GEP model (2). 
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6. Sensitivity studies 

After evaluating the strength of the bond between FRP bars and concrete using different models in the preceding above sections, the 
GEP model (1) was chosen for additional sensitivity analyses. The reason behind selecting the GEP model (1) is its simplicity, which 
allows for a straightforward examination of the impact of various parameters on bond strength. Through these analyses, the aim is to 
illustrate how the bond strength between FRP bars and concrete is influenced by modifying the values of input variables. 

6.1. Compressive strength of concrete (f′
c) 

In this section, the effect of changing the compressive strength of concrete (f′
c) to the bond strength values is studied for the top and 

bottom locations of the FRP bars and different types of surface characteristics. 
Figs. 8 and 9 demonstrate that an increase in the compressive strength of concrete leads to a decrease in the bond strength (τ) of FRP 

reinforcement bars in concrete. Fig. 8 illustrates the impact of compressive strength on bond strength, specifically focusing on the top 
position of the FRP bars and displaying three different surface characteristics. It highlights the significant influence of surface char
acteristics on compressive strength. Similarly, Fig. 9 reveals consistent results for the bottom location of the FRP bars. 

According to Nepomuceno et al. [8] from the literature review, the compressive strength of concrete is vital for the bond strength 
between FRP bars and concrete. The bond strength refers to the ability of the FRP bars to transfer stress to the surrounding concrete, 
ensuring effective load transfer and structural performance. 

The interfacial shear stress between the FRP bars and concrete is influenced by the compressive strength of concrete, which 
provides a stiffer and stronger medium for stress transfer. The bond stress-slip relationship between FRP bars and concrete is also 
affected by the compressive strength of concrete. 

Failure modes observed between FRP bars and concrete are related to the mechanical properties of concrete, including its 
compressive strength. Additionally, the long-term durability of the bond is influenced by the compressive strength of concrete [8]. 

Predictions for bond strength retention consider the effects of compressive strength when assessing the structural safety of FRP- 
reinforced concrete structures. While other factors such as fiber type, embedded length, bar diameter, and surface treatment also 

Table 9 
Comparative analysis of statistical accuracy between the developed and existing models across all datasets.  

Model MAE (MPa) RMSE (MPa) Mean R2 

MOGA-EPR 0.94 1.25 1.08 0.91 
GEP Model (1) 0.90 1.18 1.02 0.92 
GEP Model (2) 0.87 1.18 1.02 0.92 
Wang et al. Model I, 2021 [33] 4.10 5.92 0.67 0.29 
Wang et al. Model II, 2021 [33] 5.74 7.09 0.23 0.43 
MGGP, 2019 0.95 1.25 1.05 0.91 
Diab et al., 2014 [34] 5.96 6.59 2.41 0.73 
Aslani & Nejadi, 2012 [35] 3.11 4.33 0.76 0.30 
ACI, 2006 1.85 2.65 0.99 0.68 
CEB-FIP I, 1993 [36] 9.49 10.28 3.49 0.31 
CEB-FIP II, 1993[36] 3.07 4.59 1.09 0.32 
CEB-FIP III, 1993 [36] 9.30 10.08 3.44 0.31 
Orangun et al., 1977 [37] 3.02 4.03 1.46 0.21  

Fig. 7. Comparison between R2 values for different developed and current models.  
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influence the bond strength, the compressive strength of concrete plays a significant role [8]. 

6.2. The effect of position and surface 

The developed models equations for predicting the bond strength of FRP bars in concrete include two input variables: surface 
characteristics of the bar (Surf) and the position of the bar (Pos). Despite the importance of these variables, none of the previously 
mentioned equations in Table 1 accounted for them due to the difficulty of incorporating them into practical equations. 

Therefore, in this study, these two factors were excluded from the equation developed by the GEP model for bond strength pre
diction. After developing and analyzing various GEP models, the main setting parameters and adjustments adopted for the developed 
GEP model are presented in Table 10. The predicted equation for the bond strength of FRP bars in concrete (Equation (18)) is shown in 

Fig. 8. Influence of Concrete Compressive Strength (f’c) on Bond Strength (τ) for Top placement of FRP Bars (Pos = 1) with varying surface properties.  

Fig. 9. Influence of Concrete Compressive Strength (f’c) on Bond Strength (τ) for Bottom placement of FRP Bars (Pos = 2) with varying surface properties.  

Table 10 
Main configuration parameters and modifications of the GEP Model (3).  

GEP parameter Setting parameters 

Number of chromosomes 30 
Head size 8 
Number of genes 4 
Function set +, − , × and/ 
Fitness function RMSE 
Mutation rate 0.00138 
Inversion rate 0.00546 
Gene recombination rate 0.00277 
Gene transposition rate 0.00277 
Random chromosomes 0.0026  
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Table 11. 
Table 12 displays the statistical accuracy analysis of the developed model using all the datasets. It reveals that the GEP model (3) 

achieves high accuracy, with an R2 value of 0.91 and a mean value close to 1. 
The significance of this developed equation lies in its ability to be utilized and compared with various existing models and 

equations that neglected the Surface and Position factors. 

7. Conclusions 

The results of this study demonstrate the accuracy and performance of the developed models for predicting the bond strength 
between FRP bars and concrete. In this work the input considered to predict the bond strength where the compressive strength of the 
concrete, the bar diameter, bar embedment length to bar diameter ratio, and concrete cover-to-bar diameter ratio, the bar position and 
surface type. To ensure accurate predictions, it is fundamental to develop prediction equations that consider the surface characteristics 
of the FRP bar and its position within the concrete. By incorporating these factors, engineers and designers can obtain more reliable 
estimations of the bond strength of FRP bars in concrete, thus ensuring reinforced concrete’s structural integrity and safety. 

Taking into consideration the limitation of this work the following conclusion can be drawn:  

- The MOGA-EPR model and the GEP models display very good statistical indicators, including low MAE and RMSE values for both 
testing and training sets, close-to-1 Mean values for both testing and training sets, and high R2 values between 0.91 and 0.94 for the 
testing set. The comparison of the predicted and experimental values further supports the reliability of the models.  

- The GEP and MOGA-EPR models regularly outperform the other models in terms of MAE, RMSE, Mean, and R2 when compared to 
already developed design code and the analytical equations. Improved accuracy, precision, and correlation with the actual values 
are all displayed by the GEP models.  

- The GEP and MOGA-EPR models sensitivity studies emphasize that surface properties and position affect bond strength. These 
elements, which were overlooked, are included in the models, producing more precise predictions. 

The results of this study assist in explaining how FRP-reinforced concrete structures behave and offer insightful information for 
structural design and analysis. The created models, especially the GEP models, provide accurate tools for estimating bond strength 
while considering various parameters. 

These models show the importance of some of the disregarded parameters in design, such as the bar’s position and the surface 
properties of each bar used. There are limited tests on the impact of using FRP bars, and since they are novel materials implemented in 
the design, more research needs to investigate their behavior. The results of this work can aid in decision-making and improve the 
performance and safety of FRP-reinforced concrete structures. 
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Table 11 
GEP Model (3) equation.  

Model # Predicted Bond strength of FRP bars in concrete (τ predicted) Equation Equation # 

Model (3) 

τ predicted =

(( d1 ×
c
db

ld
db

× (f′
c − d2)

)

×

(
ld
db

+ d3

))

+

ld
db

×
c
db

2

(

f′
c −

c
db

)

× d4

+

c
db

+

(

d5 ×
ld
db

)

− (d6 × f′
c)+

db

d7
− d8 +

d9

( ld
db

− d10

d11
+

c
db
d12

)

Eq. (18) 

Coefficients: 
d1 = 3.22376520110033; d2 = 10.4274414972655; 
d3 = 12.66688313032930; d4 = − 9.15052166008696; 
d5 = 3.07490059422623; d6 = 0.15342170650938; 
d7 = − 4.92014893337809; d8 = − 4.78541266693748; 
d9 = − 16.7907452540866; d10 = − 2.0386997105469; 
d11 = − 5.99729118911425; d12 = − 6.47822496331328  

Table 12 
Evaluation of statistical accuracy for the developed GEP Model (3) across both datasets.  

Model MAE (MPa) RMSE (MPa) Mean R2 

GEP Model (3) 0.96 1.27 1.07 0.91  
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