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Abstract: Coating, as one of the significant applications in the building and construction sector,
is crucial to prevent steel from reaching critical temperature and fire-induced structural collapse.
This article reviews the current use of conventional coatings and assesses the potential use of novel
geopolymer coatings on the metal substrate, particularly on the steel structure. The conventional
passive fireproofing systems, including cement-based coatings and intumescent coatings, exhibit
unavoidable limitations either due to the high thickness and weight or poor thermal and chemical
resistance of the coating. Thus, innovations in conventional and novel coatings are constantly de-
veloping and growing rapidly. In recent years, geopolymer coatings have attracted much attention
due to their higher mechanical strength and excellent resistance to chemicals and heat. Moreover, the
green and environmentally friendly characteristics make geopolymer an admirable coating material
for many applications. The main challenge that lies in the development of geopolymer coating is the
interfacial bonding with the metal structure. Therefore, the influencing factors, including precursor
materials, alkaline activator, and curing processes on the adhesion and thermal and chemical resis-
tance of the geopolymer coating have been well explored. The performance comparison between
these coatings indicates that geopolymer coating offers a superior mechanical and thermal perfor-
mance, along with a substantially lower environmental impact compared with cement-based coating.
This suggests that geopolymer coatings have great potential for fire protection on steel structures.

Keywords: geopolymer coating; metal structure; conventional coating; performance comparison;
passive fireproofing system

1. Introduction

Coatings are commonly applied to a substrate’s surface to improve its surface prop-
erties, such as appearance, adhesion, abrasion resistance, corrosion resistance, roughness,
thermal resistance, and wettability [1]. It can also help to maintain or improve the object’s
physical and mechanical properties. In addition, coatings allow for an enhancement in the
structure or substrate’s service life, which is associated with ease of maintenance and a
reduction in refurbishment costs [1,2].

One of the significant applications of coating is to protect steel in the building and
construction sectors. The steel structure is one mainstream building structural system
due to the high strength–weight ratio and ductility, which enable the design of slim and
light structures [3]. In addition, steel structures allow for the reduction of construction
costs. However, steel experiences significant strength and stiffness loss at elevated tempera-
tures [3]. It was well proved that 50% of steel’s yield strength could be lost at a temperature
above 550 ◦C [4]. Additionally, an unprotected steel structure may collapse due to a loss in
strength and stiffness at high temperatures (greater than 550 ◦C) during fire [5]. Table 1 lists
examples of fire-induced structural-collapse incidents worldwide in the past 25 years. The
notable collapse event was the collapse of the World Trade Center on 11 September 2001 [6].
Therefore, a major design factor considering the structural safety of high-rise buildings
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is to prevent steel from reaching critical temperature and prevent fire-induced structural
collapse through an appropriate fireproofing system. It offers sufficient time to evacuate
humans and valuables [5].

Table 1. List of fire-induced structural collapse incidents worldwide in the past 25 years [6–8].

Date of Event Building Name Place No. of Deaths

8 December 2019 Factory building New Delhi, India 43
14 June 2017 Grenfell Tower London, England 72
8 March 2017 Guatemala Orphanage Guatemala, Mexico 41

19 January 2017 Plasco building Tehran, Iran 20
7 February 2016 Goods warehouse Jinan, China 0
2 January 2015 North Nanxun ceramics market Harbin, China 3

16 November 2014 Longyuan food Ltd. Shouguang, China 18
9 December 2011 AMRI Hospital Kolkata, India 89

15 November 2010 High Rise Apartment Shanghai, China 58
17 July 2008 Production factory Shanghai, China 3

2 August 2005 Mengniu frozen warehouse Maanshan, China 3
5 October 2004 LG electronics Huizhou, China 2

3 November 2003 Hengzhou building Hengyang, China 20
11 September 2001 World Trade Center Manhattan, America 2977

Fire-protection systems generally involve an active fire-protection and passive fire-
protection system. The former represents the action to control and extinguish the fire
by firefighting systems, extinguishers, and sprinklers, and the latter indicates the limits
and controls the fire when it occurred, i.e., fire-retarding chemicals, intumescent coatings,
thermal insulation panels and cement-based coatings [5,9]. Intumescent coatings are
commonly used as a fire-protection coating to prevent structural collapse in buildings
and construction sectors [5]. The use of waste-derived compounds in the development
of more recent intumescent coating and polymer-based coating systems has also been
reported [10–14]. They provide a high-quality finish, lightweight structure, and good fire
ratings on buildings. However, the outdoor exposed coatings have poor corrosion resistance
due to the presence of water-sensitive ingredients in the formulations [5]. Moreover, the
presence of organic binders, such as epoxy resin and polyurethane, emit smoke from
combustion and release toxic decomposition products, thus having a negative impact on
the environment and human health [10]. Moreover, epoxy-based material exhibits water-
absorption phenomena, which could degrade the fire-resistance efficiency over time [15].
Cement-based coatings are more economical and accessible in application but have major
limitations in their weight and thickness and poor aesthetics [5]. Thus, innovations in
conventional and novel coatings are constantly developing and growing rapidly.

In recent years, extensive research has been carried out to investigate the feasibility
of geopolymers as a sustainable substitute for ordinary Portland cement [16]. Figure 1
shows the number of journal articles published on fire resistance coating and geopolymer
coating over the last 5 years. These were counted using the keywords ‘fire resistance coating
building’ and ‘geopolymer coating’. It was well indicated that geopolymer received more
and more attention as coating materials. The growing trend suggests that geopolymer
coating exhibits a promising future in the fire protection of buildings. Geopolymer is
a three-dimensional inorganic polymer which is derived from the reaction between an
aluminosilicate source and alkaline/acidic activators [17,18]. Geopolymer exhibits excellent
thermal stability, relatively high strength, and fire and chemical resistance, thus showing
great potential in fire-resistance applications. Lach et al. [19] and Sitarz et al. [20] evaluated
the thermal and mechanical performance of foamed geopolymer, and it was suggested that
the geopolymer offers excellent thermal and mechanical stability at a high temperature (i.e.,
600 ◦C). Geopolymers are also used for protection of polymer material against fire [21].
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Figure 1. The number of journal articles published on fire-resistance coating and geopolymer coating
over the last 5 years.

More interestingly, geopolymer can be fabricated using industrial solid waste, such
as fly ash and slug, it produces less carbon dioxide and consumes less energy during
manufacturing than traditional cement [22,23]. It was reported that the estimated CO2
emissions during the production of geopolymer concrete could be reduced by up to 45%
more than traditional cement concrete [23]. Apart from the environmental effect, the
polymerization reaction speed of geopolymer is rapid, and the three-dimensional network
structure can be readily formed. Moreover, fly-ash-based geopolymer can significantly
reduce the leaching of toxic and harmful heavy metal ions; therefore, it has attracted more
attention and research [24].

The geopolymer paste as a coating material could become an ideal solution to minimize
deterioration by protecting the surface and increasing the chemical and thermal resistance of
the substrate due to its excellent thermal stability, mechanical properties, and great adhesion
to the substrate [25,26]. Despite the fact that a few geopolymer-coating reviews have been
conducted, a comprehensive review, including the current conventional coatings and novel
geopolymer coating, that is not only focused on the metal substrate but also the comparison
between them is rarely reported. Furthermore, the latest fire-induced structural collapse
incidents emphasize the necessity of continuous improvement in coatings. Although the
number of research studies related to coatings has increased considerably in recent years,
there are still issues and knowledge gaps that need to be addressed. This is well discussed
in this article, along with some helpful suggestions, which may be beneficial for human
lives, economics, and the environment. The review aims to summarize the current use of
conventional coating and assess the potential use of novel geopolymer coating on the metal
substrate, particularly on the steel structure. The research progress of geopolymer coatings
was investigated. A few investigations regarding the comparison between the conventional
coating and geopolymer coating are discussed here. The current issues and suggestions
regarding the further improvement of coatings are finally stated.

2. The Conventional Coating on Metal Structure
2.1. Passive Coatings

The conventional passive coatings are mainly based on Portland cement, vermiculite,
gypsum, and other materials. During the on-site application, they are mixed in water with
fillers and binders, which are then applied to substrates via spraying [5]. They offer fire
protection through thermal-insulation effects. Cement-based materials exhibit low thermal
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conductivity, incombustibility, and do not swell under heat, thus making them ideal for the
application of fire-resistive materials [27].

Compared to intumescent coatings, Portland cement-based coatings provide superior
properties, including anti-ageing and anti-cracking, when exposed to water. In addition,
the simple and flexible spraying method significantly shortens the installation time, thus
reducing the construction and repair cost [3,28]. Moreover, due to their inorganic nature,
they will not produce smoke and release toxic decomposition products [10]. However,
the drawback of cement-based coating is also unavoidable. The mechanical properties of
cement-based coating deteriorate significantly at high temperatures [27]. More seriously,
spalling may occur, meaning that a sudden and rapid brittle failure occurs. To overcome
these deteriorations, inorganic porous fillers, such as perlite, hollow glass beads, aerogels,
and expanded polystyrene, are typically used to improve the mechanical properties of
cement-based materials. The presence of short fibers, such as polypropylene fibers and
steel fibers, could enhance the spalling performance, ensuring the structural integrity of
the coating during fire. Moreover, the involvement of calcined products, such as fly ash
and blast furnace slag, improves the thermal and mechanical properties of cement-based
materials [27]. The performance, advantages, and disadvantages of various porous fillers
on cement-based materials are summarized in Table 2. It was stated that the filler type
needs to be correctly chosen to satisfy the desired thermal and mechanical performance
by considering the cost, strength loss, ease of mixing, and complexity of the encapsulation
process. For example, the encapsulation process of the phase-change materials is usually
performed by mixing the solid (usually powder) form of phase-change materials with
cement mortar during the solid–liquid phase-transition process. As the material changed
its phase from solid to liquid, it absorbed extra heat so that the insulation property was
enhanced [27].

Table 2. The performance, advantages, and disadvantages of various porous lightweight fillers on
cement-based materials [27,29–44].

Porous Lightweight Filler
Performance of Cement-Based Composites

Advantages DisadvantagesCompressive Strength
(MPa)

Thermal Conductivity
(W/m·K)

Fly ash cenospheres 24–69 0.3–0.8 Improve mechanical
properties and toughness

low workability,
inhomogeneity of matrix

Hollow glass beads 26–44 1.3–1.8 Increase residual
mechanical properties

moderate cost, reduce
compressive strength

Aerogel 10–62 0.2–2
Significant improvement

of thermal insulation
performance

High cost, ununiformly
dispersion

Phase change materials 11–52 1.8–2.9 Improve mechanical and
thermal properties

Complexity, high cost,
unstable performance

The involvement of fiber can reduce spalling under high temperatures, and it is
influenced by fiber type, content, and size. At present, polypropylene (PP) fibers are the
most widely used fibers to resist the spalling of cement-based materials at high temperatures
effectively [45–47]. Similarly, the fire-spalling resistance could be improved by adding
other polymer fibers with a low-melting point, such as nylon and polyvinyl alcohol (PVA)
fiber [27]. Although the involvement of polymer fibers can effectively resist concrete
spalling, it is not beneficial for increasing the residual strength and elastic modulus of
the concrete at high temperatures [45]. Moreover, the PVA has a strong water-retention
characteristic; thus, the addition of PVA could reduce the fluidity, resulting in an uneven
dispersion of the cement mortar. Consequently, the number of interconnecting holes could
increase, thus causing a reduction of the mechanical properties [48]. The use of steel fibers
limits the spalling phenomenon while improving the residual strength after heating to
some extent, but it could only reduce the degree of spalling severity and duration of the
serve spalling. Thus, the combination of polymer and steel fibers was investigated to
improve both properties of the cement-based coating [49]. It was stated that the low-
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melting-point PP fibers will first melt and form a broader channel to release water vapor.
As the temperature continues to rise, the steel fibers inside the matrix restrict the expansion
of internal cracks during heating. As a result, the compressive strength increased from
120 MPa (single type of fiber) to 200 MPa (combination of PP, nylon and steel fiber) [49].

The use of cement-based materials in steel structural coatings exhibits excellent ther-
mal insulation, spalling resistance, and mechanical properties after elevated temperature.
In addition, cement-based coatings are generally more economical and more accessible
in application compared to intumescent coating. However, in an actual application, the
required thickness of the cement-based coating is significantly larger than that of intumes-
cent coating, and this enormously affects the structural self-weight and aesthetics [27]. The
poor bonding properties and brittleness of cement-based coatings lead to delamination
of the substrate, resulting in a deterioration of the fire resistance and structural stability.
Currently, only a few journal articles related to the mechanism of fire protection, explosion
suppression of cement-based coating, and interfacial bonding strength to metal can be
found, which needs further investigation. An example of improving the brittleness of
cement-based material is reinforcing with pretreated fibers. It was demonstrated that an
alkaline treatment and vinyltrimethoxysilane treatment could enhance the fiber–matrix
interface [50–53].

2.2. Reactive Materials

Intumescent coatings have been increasingly used as a fire-protection material for both
commercial and industrial applications due to the high-quality finish, lightweight, speed of
construction and fair fire ratings [54]. Intumescent coatings are thermally reactive materials
and, nowadays, involve both organic and inorganic components that are bound together
in a polymer matrix [3,9,12,55–62]. They are usually composed of an acid source, e.g.,
ammonium polyphosphate; a carbonaceous compound, e.g., polymers; a blowing agent,
e.g., melamine; binders; and additives. The effect of these compositions on the coating
performance has been explored extensively [3]. These types of coatings are insensitive to
weather and water compared with alkali-silicate-based coatings, which are generally used
for protecting steel-framed structures against fire. In addition, intumescent coatings exhibit
a nice surface finish. Therefore, they are increasingly used in modern infrastructure and
public facilities [54].

Intumescent coating is reactive because it swells due to heat exposure, increasing its
original thickness and decreasing in density many times, producing a porous medium that
acts as an insulating layer to protect the substrate (Figure 2) [3,5,63]. The intumescence
process generally involves the following steps: A mineral acid is released by breaking the
acid source, resulting in dehydration and carbonization of char formers. The blowing agent
then decomposes to release gases and is trapped in the melted matrix, making it swell.
An insulating multicellular layer is formed to restrict the heat transfer from the source
to the substrate and prevents further degradation of the substrate [54,64]. The schematic
representation of the intumescence process is shown in Figure 3 [5].

As mentioned previously, the main ingredients of intumescent include an acid source,
a carbon source, and a blowing agent. The intumescent coating needs to be well designed
and formulated to form an efficient protective char, as its structure significantly impacts
the heat-barrier properties. A coating should form a large char volume with a thick and
continuous inner char structure, while the char should be compact, having a smaller cell
size, narrower cell size distribution, and closed solid foam [5].

Ammonium polyphosphate is a commonly used acid source in intumescent forma-
tions, and it releases acid above 250 ◦C during fire. However, the disadvantage is the water
sensitivity and poor compatibility with the binder. Other salts, such as melamine phos-
phate and melamine pyrophosphate, are also widely used in intumescent formations [54].
Melamine pyrophosphate exhibits better water resistance and provides a superior thermal
insulation performance than melamine phosphate [5]. It was suggested that the involve-
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ment of ammonium and melamine phosphate could form an infusible residue (phosphorus
oxynitride), resulting in excellent thermal stability during heating [65].
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The presence of char former allows the formation of a carbonaceous char by dehydra-
tion in the presence of an acid source [5]. Pentaerythritol is a widely used charring agent,
together with ammonium polyphosphate as an acid source, in the intumescent coating due
to its low melting point [63]. However, the poor water solubility limits its use, especially
for stable weather applications [5]. Starches, sugars, and cellulose that contain pendant
hydroxyl groups are also attractive in intumescent formulations due to their low cost and
sustainability [66].

Blowing agents, typically melamine, are commonly used in intumescent formulations,
which decompose to form a considerable amount of gases that cause the carbon-rich mass
to bubble and foam, producing a thick insulating layer [54]. The use of binders, such as
polymeric resins, in intumescent coatings improves protective performance [5]. The choice
of binder depends on the service environment and its expected durability. Waterborne
acrylics are mostly used in dry, internal locations, while solvent-borne acrylics are used in
an internal or sheltered external location [5].

Inorganic fillers and fibers are also involved in intumescent formulations, which
improve the fire-protection performance, as well as the durability of the coating. This could
be due to the involvement of fibers improving the heat-shielding effect against fire [67–69].
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Heat shielding allows the extension of time to reach a high temperature [70]. With the
addition of fiber, the char became denser and hard and acted as a thermal barrier to resist
heat. In contrast, the char without fibers led to a soft, fluffier structure with large pores,
resulting in the heat being penetrated easily to reach the substrate [67]. Fillers such as
magnesium hydroxide can increase bonding strength to the metal substrate due to its
effective interface adhesion [71]. Inorganic compounds such as borides, nitrides, titanium,
or other metals are chemically inert and exhibit a much higher thermal decomposition
temperature. They could stabilize char in intumescent formulations [5]. The addition of
fibers in the intumescent coating has been well investigated. It was reported that alumina
and silica fibers increase the strength of the residual char, thus elongating the fire-protective
performance [72]. High-temperature ceramic fibers could enhance the toughness of the
char [73]. More recently, the addition of nanoscale additives, such as carbon nanotubes, in
intumescent coatings has been widely explored, as it was proved that they could enhance
the fire-protection performance of the coatings [5,74].

Thin intumescent coatings are typically solvent- or water-based, with a dry thickness
ranging between 400 and 3000 µm, and they are mainly used for cellulosic fire conditions [9].
Cellulosic fire represents the combustion of cellulose material, including timber and paper,
and the temperature could reach up to 500 ◦C in 5 min [75]. This type of fire is classified
as class A (ordinary combustible) [76]. In contrast, thick intumescent coatings are usually
epoxy-based (two-component systems), with a thickness of a few centimeters. Thick
intumescent coatings are mainly applied in industrial applications, such as the oil and gas
industry, and they are used for hydrocarbon fire conditions [3,9]. Hydrocarbon fires occur
due to the combustion of combustible liquids such as oil and gas, and the temperature could
rise to 1000 ◦C within 5 min [75]. Hydrocarbon fire is classified as class B (flammable liquids
and gases) [76]. Intumescent coatings usually consist of a primer, base coat, and top coat.
The primer of the coating offers great adhesion to the metal substrate to improve corrosion
resistance, while the top coat enhances its durability and appearance when exposed to
weathering and an aggressive environment [3,54].

Intumescent coatings offer fire protection for up to several hours, with an aesthetic
appearance [9]. Additionally, they could be used in cellulosic fire and hydrocarbon fire,
including jet fire, which effectively prolongs fire-induced structural collapse. However,
the application usually involves a long drying time, which is sometimes difficult to use
on-site. In addition, the outdoor exposed coatings have poor corrosion resistance due to
the presence of water-sensitive ingredients in the formulations. Moreover, the formation of
carbonaceous char may exhibit poor cohesive strength and fragility, leading to the falling
of the coatings during a fire event [5]. Finally, organic binders, such as epoxy resin and
polyurethane, emit smoke from combustion and release toxic decomposition products,
which negatively impact the environment and human health [10]. Thus, continuous
improvement of the intumescent coating is still needed. An example of smoke suppression
in the epoxy-based intumescent coating is to introduce of zinc borate and diantimony
trioxide. The involvement of these substances leads to a more stable and compact shielding
layer; thus, the smoke release and heat generation are limited [77].

3. The Potential of Geopolymer Coating on Metal Structure

In recent years, geopolymer coatings have attracted much attention due to their better
workability, higher mechanical strength, excellent resistance to chemicals and heat, and
easier handling. In addition, geopolymer coatings offer excellent durability and long-term
performance. Moreover, the green and environmentally friendly characteristics make
geopolymer an admirable coating material for many applications [78,79].

The effect of the activator solution, binder content, and the curing conditions has a
significant influence on the mechanical and durability properties of geopolymer coatings [4,79].
A defect-free and integral coating is essential to provide strong adhesion with the substrate.
Therefore, it is required to balance the preparation process of the coating, including water
evaporation, geopolymerization, and the techniques used to apply the coating [1].
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The common techniques used to apply geopolymer coatings on substrate surfaces are
dipping, brushing, spraying, and blading [80]. The dipping method is convenient and simple,
but the major drawback is the inability to control the thickness of the applied layer accurately.
Similar to the dipping method, the brushing method leaves relatively thick coatings on
substrate surfaces. This may limit its use when layers of small thickness are required [1].
Geopolymer coatings can also be manually applied to the surface via a blading method.
It usually serves a high shrinkage rate in geopolymer paste, which consequently forms
microcracks on the surface in atmospheric conditions [81]. The spray method is a low-cost
and efficient method which can precisely control the thickness of the applied layer. In contrast,
the disadvantage is that a flowable coating suspension is required [81,82]. Nevertheless, the
spraying method still offers the highest application potential for geopolymer coating. The
advantages and limitations of these coating techniques are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3. Advantages and limitations of various coating techniques [1,80–83].

Coating Method Advantages Disadvantages

Dipping Ease of operation Poor uniformity, thick coating

Spraying Low cost, efficient, accurate
thickness control, strong adhesion

Requires flowable suspension,
complexity

Blading Ease of operation High shrinkage rate, cracks
Brushing Ease of operation Poor uniformity, thick coating

As a coating material applied on metal surfaces in the building and construction industry,
the coating performance, such as adhesion strength, fire resistance, corrosion resistance, and
shrinkage, significantly impacts the safety and service life of existing structures.

3.1. Adhesion Strength

Adhesion strength is generally defined as the capability of coating materials to adhere
to the substrates [79]. Adhesion to the substrate must tolerate mechanical stress, thermal
stress or elastoplastic distortions, and the environment in order to perform its function
properly [84]. There are two types of bonding failures: the coating layer debonding from
the coating–substrate interface and the substrate or the coating layer failure tears. The
system is likely to fail at its weakest spots [85]. The adhesions of geopolymer coatings are
typically influenced by the properties of the coating, quality, and state of the substrate, as
well as the construction technique of coatings [86].

It was well proved that the effect of Si/Al ratio and Na/Al ratio significantly impacts
the adhesive strength [80,87]. Temuujin et al. [87] studied the effect of the Si/Al ratio on
adhesion for fly ash (FA)-based geopolymer coating applied to mild steel via the dipping
method. The results indicated that the increase in Si/Al ratio led to an increase in the adhe-
sive strength, with a maximum strength of 3.5 MPa at a Si/Al ratio of 3.5. Khan et al. [88]
investigated the influence of the Na/Al ratio on the adhesive strength of FA-based coating
applied on steel via dipping. The adhesive strength of the prepared samples tends to
increase, followed by a reduction as the Na/Al ratio increases from 0.6 to 1.2.

The water content also plays a vital role in forming geopolymer coating and is cor-
related to the Si/Al and Na/Al ratios [89]. Water is consumed in the dissolution of the
aluminosilicate solid through alkaline hydrolysis but released in condensation of the dis-
solved oligomers. A high-water content is conducive to full hydration of the precursor
materials, leading to soft geopolymer binders. This is beneficial for applying geopolymer
as adhesive coatings [90,91]. The geopolymerization process is induced at a low water
content, resulting in a reduction of porosity in the binder. The workability of the binder
decreased, making the coating hard to deposit [92]. It was suggested that the adhesion
strength tends to decrease with increasing water content [17].
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Tatlisu et al. [93] prepared an FA-based geopolymer coating with the addition of
hollow glass microspheres (HGMs). The composite coating was applied on hot (300 ◦C)
metal surfaces via the spray deposition technique. The effect of the Si/Al ratio, HGM
content, and Na/Al ratio on adhesion strength and thermal conductivity was investigated.
As expected, for the samples without HGM, the increase in Si/Al ratio (1.5 to 3.5) resulted
in a significant increase in adhesion strength (1 MPa to 6.5 MPa) due to the increasing
dissolved geopolymer phase (Figure 4), while the thermal conductivity of the samples
decreased slightly. When the HGM was added, the adhesion strength decreased slightly
(5.5 MPa to 5.0 MPa at a Si/Al ratio of 2.5) as the wt% of HGM increased from 0 to 10%
with a fixed Si/Al ratio. However, as the amount of HGM increased further to 15%,
the adhesion strength dropped significantly to 1.0 MPa. The thermal conductivity of
the composite coating decreased significantly with the addition of the HGM. Therefore,
depending on the application, there should be a trade-off between the adhesion strength
and thermal conductivity.

Coatings 2023, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 9 of 23 
 

 

[88] investigated the influence of the Na/Al ratio on the adhesive strength of FA-based 
coating applied on steel via dipping. The adhesive strength of the prepared samples tends 
to increase, followed by a reduction as the Na/Al ratio increases from 0.6 to 1.2. 

The water content also plays a vital role in forming geopolymer coating and is corre-
lated to the Si/Al and Na/Al ratios [89]. Water is consumed in the dissolution of the alu-
minosilicate solid through alkaline hydrolysis but released in condensation of the dis-
solved oligomers. A high-water content is conducive to full hydration of the precursor 
materials, leading to soft geopolymer binders. This is beneficial for applying geopolymer 
as adhesive coatings [90,91]. The geopolymerization process is induced at a low water 
content, resulting in a reduction of porosity in the binder. The workability of the binder 
decreased, making the coating hard to deposit [92]. It was suggested that the adhesion 
strength tends to decrease with increasing water content [17]. 

Tatlisu et al. [93] prepared an FA-based geopolymer coating with the addition of hol-
low glass microspheres (HGMs). The composite coating was applied on hot (300 °C) metal 
surfaces via the spray deposition technique. The effect of the Si/Al ratio, HGM content, 
and Na/Al ratio on adhesion strength and thermal conductivity was investigated. As ex-
pected, for the samples without HGM, the increase in Si/Al ratio (1.5 to 3.5) resulted in a 
significant increase in adhesion strength (1 MPa to 6.5 MPa) due to the increasing dis-
solved geopolymer phase (Figure 4), while the thermal conductivity of the samples de-
creased slightly. When the HGM was added, the adhesion strength decreased slightly (5.5 
MPa to 5.0 MPa at a Si/Al ratio of 2.5) as the wt% of HGM increased from 0 to 10% with a 
fixed Si/Al ratio. However, as the amount of HGM increased further to 15%, the adhesion 
strength dropped significantly to 1.0 MPa. The thermal conductivity of the composite 
coating decreased significantly with the addition of the HGM. Therefore, depending on 
the application, there should be a trade-off between the adhesion strength and thermal 
conductivity. 

 
Figure 4. Schematic illustration of dissolution–reorganization mechanism in geopolymer formation 
at varying Si/Al mole ratios: (a) 1.5, (b) 2.5. and (c) 3.5 in HGM/geopolymer composites. Reprinted 
with permission from Ref. [93]. Copyright 2022, Elsevier. 

Tomar et al. [94] prepared a geopolymer coating containing fly ash (FA), red mud, 
metakaolin (MK), and blast furnace slag, and the amount of red mud on the adhesion 
strength was evaluated. The coating material was applied on mild steel via the spray-
coating technique, and the thickness of the coatings was in the range of 240–290 μm. Gen-
erally, the adhesion strength increased with the addition of red mud, and the strength of 
all samples was reported between 10.80 and 12.15 MPa. This may be due to the synergistic 
effect of red mud and fly ash constituents which emerged as iron that contains inorganic 
phases. It is worth mentioning that the use of solid waste, including fly ash and furnace 
slag, enlarges the environmental benefit and sustainability. 

The bonding strength of geopolymer coating to stainless steel and aluminum is gen-
erally weak due to only a physical bond being formed [17]. The presence of chromium 
(Cr) in stainless steel restricted the geopolymerization of the binder on the substrate and 

Figure 4. Schematic illustration of dissolution–reorganization mechanism in geopolymer formation
at varying Si/Al mole ratios: (a) 1.5, (b) 2.5. and (c) 3.5 in HGM/geopolymer composites. Reprinted
with permission from Ref. [93]. Copyright 2022, Elsevier.

Tomar et al. [94] prepared a geopolymer coating containing fly ash (FA), red mud,
metakaolin (MK), and blast furnace slag, and the amount of red mud on the adhesion
strength was evaluated. The coating material was applied on mild steel via the spray-
coating technique, and the thickness of the coatings was in the range of 240–290 µm.
Generally, the adhesion strength increased with the addition of red mud, and the strength
of all samples was reported between 10.80 and 12.15 MPa. This may be due to the synergistic
effect of red mud and fly ash constituents which emerged as iron that contains inorganic
phases. It is worth mentioning that the use of solid waste, including fly ash and furnace
slag, enlarges the environmental benefit and sustainability.

The bonding strength of geopolymer coating to stainless steel and aluminum is gener-
ally weak due to only a physical bond being formed [17]. The presence of chromium (Cr) in
stainless steel restricted the geopolymerization of the binder on the substrate and formed a
weak bond [95]. An excessive reaction with aluminum substrates results in detrimental cor-
rosion. This caused a weak bonding between the coating and substrates being formed [96].
Temuujin [80] studied the adhesion strength of fly-ash-based geopolymer coating on mild
steel and stainless steel (Figure 5). The results showed that it exhibits higher adhesion
strength on mild steel (2.7 MPa) compared with stainless steel (0.25 MPa). Yong et al. [95]
suggested that the growth of synthetic geopolymeric gel is faster when attached to a mild
steel substrate due to chemical bonding, while the presence of Cr in stainless steel inhibits
the growth of geopolymeric gel. Thus, a weak bonding was formed.
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High adhesive strength is likely involved in the mechanical interlocking or chemical
bonds between the coating and the substrates, apart from the physical bond. This could be
achieved by increasing the surface roughness of the substrates, leading to a higher contact
area between the coating and substrate [17,97]. Mechanical treatment (sandblasting) and
chemical treatment (Nitrophosphoric acid and sanitation) could be carried out on steel and
aluminum plates [89]. De Barros et al. [98] suggested that mechanical treatments were more
effective than chemical treatments for geopolymer coating applied on steel and aluminum
substrates. Wang et al. [99] examined the effect of substrate surface characteristics (relative
area) on the adhesion properties of geopolymer coatings. The relative area was determined
by an area scale fractal analysis, which can effectively characterize the surface roughness.
It was reported that the bond strength reduced with the decreasing relative area. However,
Temuujin et al. [80] claimed that the difference in adhesion strength was clearly independent
of surface roughness. The surface roughness of each substrate could vary due to the time
and power of grinding, although the metal surface was treated in the same way. The
relationship between substrate surface roughness and adhesion strength in the coating
industry is widely investigated, which provides valuable guidance for geopolymer coatings
applied on the metal surface [89].

3.2. Fire Resistance

Steel, as a load-bearing structural component, is widely used in the building and
construction industry, and fireproofing is one of the most critical properties. However,
steel experiences significant strength and stiffness loss at elevated temperatures [3]. It was
well proved that 50% of the steel’s yield strength could be lost at a temperature above
550 ◦C [4]. Additionally, an unprotected steel structure may collapse due to a loss in
strength and stiffness at high temperatures (greater than 550 ◦C) during fire [5]. Due
to their inorganic nature, geopolymer coatings exhibit higher strength, durability, and
fire-resistance characteristics compared to conventional coating materials [79,85]. It was
well indicated that the effect of composition, additives, and thickness of coatings have a
significant influence on the thermal resistance of the geopolymer coating [17].

Temuujin et al. [100] conducted a direct flame test (flame temperature of 1100–1200 ◦C)
for an MK-based geopolymer coating. The results indicated that the coating could withstand
the direct flame for 30 min, which denoted high structural integrity. Temuujin et al. [87] also
explored the microstructure of the geopolymer coating at elevated temperatures. It was
observed that the material exhibited shrinkage with a temperature increase of up to 820 ◦C.
The metal substrates expanded after heating while the geopolymer shrunk, resulting in a loss
of adhesion. The formation of cracks during heating due to heat flow directly to the metal
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substrate caused a loss of strength. Bakharev [101] suggested that KOH-activated FA-based
geopolymer coating had better thermal stability than NaOH-activated geopolymer coating.
The fire-resistance property was also improved with the increasing K2O and MK content.

Nicoară et al. [102] prepared a geopolymer coating containing waste glass powder,
fly ash, NaOH, KOH, and borax decahydrate (chemical reagents). The coatings were
applied on a metal surface via spray technique and tested in direct contact with a propane
flame. An uncoated steel plate was used as a reference, and the flame test showed that the
back face temperature rose rapidly, reaching the critical value of 500 ◦C in the first 2 min
(Figure 6). This temperature was critical for the structural strength of steel. For the samples
containing glass powder, fly ash and borax (N_C_0.58 and N7_K3_C_0.58), the back face
temperature remained broadly stable at below 500 ◦C for more than 1 h, indicating an
excellent thermal-resistance property. During the flame test, no exfoliation of the coating
layer was observed, indicating excellent adhesion between the coating and substrate. It is
also worth mentioning that the addition of glass powder in geopolymer coating improved
the thermal performance, which was beneficial to the fire resistance.
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Sarazin et al. [103] explored the influence of coating thickness on the fire-resistance
test by adding a foaming agent and surfactant (CetylTrimethyl Ammonium Bromide, or
CTABr). The temperature profiles for three geopolymer coatings were compared during
the burn-through tests. Whatever the coating is that is being considered, the temperature
rise is lower than for the uncoated steel plates. The maximum decrease in temperature
(−251 ◦C) was obtained for a geopolymer coating modified with both a foaming agent
and surfactant, whereas the lowest (−122 ◦C) was obtained for the reference coating (i.e.,
without a foaming agent and surfactant) compared to the uncoated steel plate. This means
that the foaming structure provided a better thermal barrier than bulk geopolymer, and
the addition of foam stabilizer (CTABr) enhanced the thermal barrier effect, as well. This
is expected as both additives increase the foam thickness. However, the bromide ions are
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toxic, which is harmful to the human body and environment [104]. Calcium stearate seems
to be an excellent alternative to stabilize the form effectively [105].

Bhardwaj et al. [106] introduced an advanced polymerization process in which water
was added to solid precursor powder obtained by co-grinding of raw materials. Amorphous
tricalcium phosphate was also added, as it was proved that phosphate-based coatings
possessed effective corrosion protection and fire-protective properties. It could also enhance
the inhibition efficiency and improve the passivity of the metal surface. At a coating
thickness of about 115 µm, the cold side temperature curve showed that the insulation
capacity (time required to reach a temperature of 180 ◦C) was approximately 7 min. This
was about three times longer than that of an uncoated steel substrate. It was predicted
that the protection efficiency might exceed up to one hour if the thickness of the coating
increased to 20 mm. The direct flame test was also carried out, and the results proved that
the increased inorganic phosphate content led to superior fire-protective characteristics.
The coated sample can withstand a flame for more than 45 min without peeling off. No
visual cracks or signs of degradation were observed in the coating after 50 min.

3.3. Chemical Resistance

Corrosion in steel structures is a critical issue, especially for infrastructures exposed to
the marine environment. Durability is the major issue caused by corrosion, leading to rust
formation, cracking, spalling, delamination, and degradation of structures [107]. In addi-
tion, it has nonnegligible impacts on economic losses, human health, and environmental
pollution [16]. Geopolymer coating offers higher strength, longer durability, less permeable
mix design, and superior chemical resistance, which can be seen as an excellent alternative
to conventional coating materials [4].

Deshmukh et al. [83] demonstrated that geopolymer coating exhibited strong corrosion
resistance via electrochemical measurements by dipping the coated mild steel plate in NaCl
electrolyte. The coated mild steel plate showed a significantly lower current density
(5 × 10−7 A/cm2) compared to the uncoated mild steel plate (1 A/cm2). After 72 h of
dipping, an insignificant increase in current flow was observed, possibly due to the metal
oxide/hydroxide formation. Tomar et al. [94] evaluated the effect of red mud amount on
the corrosion resistance of the geopolymer coating applied on mild metal. The corrosion
test was performed in a salt spray chamber in 3.5% NaCl with 95% RH. The results showed
that the rust creepage tends to decrease with the addition of red mud (5%wt to 20%wt). This
could be due to the highly dense and intact structure of geopolymer coating with more red
mud amount. It was mentioned previously that the adhesion strength also increased with
the increasing amount of red mud, indicating that the involvement of red mud improved
the overall property of the coating materials.

Bhardwaj [106] discussed the corrosion behavior of phosphatic geopolymer coating
applied on mild steel. The results showed that the coated mild steel exhibited strong
corrosion-resistance ability even after 20 h of a salt spray test, while the uncoated mild steel
corroded within 7 h. A non-electrochemical weight loss method was also performed to
determine the corrosion rate of coated mild steel. It was demonstrated that the coating
containing tricalcium phosphate and sodium metasilicate provided the highest resistance
towards the saline condition. Both of these compounds acted as anodic inhibitors (also
known as passivation inhibitors). The addition of phosphate in the geopolymer matrix
leads to a denser and less porous structure, so water cannot reach the passivation layer.
Thus, the phosphate groups diminish corrosion by promoting the growth of protective
iron oxide films and by healing the defects in protective films. Meanwhile, the silicon ion
forms negatively charged colloidal particles that migrate to anodic areas and form a passive
film. These ensure the corrosion protection efficiency of the coating materials. Besides,
phosphatic-based geopolymer offers excellent fire resistance, which can maintain thermally
stability as high as 1550 ◦C [108].
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To further improve the corrosion resistance, Yang et al. [16] introduced graphene oxide
into the geopolymer coating system (Figure 7), and the influence of graphene oxide contents
on the physicochemical and electrochemical properties was investigated. It was indicated
that the appearance of graphene oxide showed a noble corrosion potential with very low
corrosion density (in the order of 10−7), which shows the effectiveness of graphene oxide
geopolymer coating in inhibiting corrosion. In addition, using a graphene oxide content of
0.1% could increase the corrosion resistance of geopolymer-coated steel by more than two
orders of magnitude compared to bare carbon steel.
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The corrosion resistance of geopolymer coating applied on mild steel structures has
been investigated widely. However, it was suggested that the geopolymer coatings were not
appropriate for aluminum substrate due to the high alkalinity of the geopolymer, leading
to the corrosion of aluminum [96].

3.4. Shrinkage

A crack-free coating on substrates is mandatory to sustain fire resistance and anti-
corrosive performance. Cracks could occur due to the shrinkage of coatings [2,109]. There-
fore, optimizing the preparation process or adjusting the recipe for chosen substrates or
applications is necessary.

Mao et al. [110] investigated the effect of curing temperature on MK-based geopolymer
coating. Results showed that an adequate microstructure was observed at a moderate curing
temperature (80 ◦C). Curing at lower or higher temperatures leads to several or numerous
cracks. At low temperatures, several microcracks occurred due to the evaporation of
water. At high temperatures, cracks were generally induced by the residual stress between
the coating and the substrate (Figure 8). In addition, the performance of geopolymer
coating on an aluminum substrate was also explored. As the coating was cured at 40 ◦C,
plastic deformation was observed without cracks in the sample. This could be due to the
incomplete polymerization of the coating. Unlike the coating applied on the mild steel, the
coating process failed as the coating was cured at 80 ◦C. As the curing temperature further
increased to 150 ◦C, serve cracks were shown. As a result, the coating was completely
removed from the aluminum substrate by a load of 12 N. The authors suggested that
chemical adhesion could be involved since large differences in adhesive strength were
obtained on mild steel compared to other substrates.

The water content is also a critical factor influencing the shrinkage of the coating.
Temuujin et al. [87] studied the effect of water content on the thermal expansion or shrinkage
of the geopolymer coating. With less water content, the initial shrinkage of the samples
tends to reduce before 200 ◦C, while the expansion of the coatings was high thereafter.
Zhang et al. [2] demonstrated that the shrinkage of geopolymer coatings could be improved
by adding polypropylene fiber and a MgO expansion agent.
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The selection of the geopolymer mixture design, curing conditions, and coating tech-
nique significantly impacts the adhesion strength, thermal and chemical resistance, and
microstructure. This has been explored extensively. However, the bonding behavior (ei-
ther physical or chemical or both) needs to be further investigated to fully understand
the adhesion mechanism between the coating and the substrate. Moreover, a majority
of the investigations are on a lab scale, where an on-site experiment of the geopolymer
coating is necessary to promote a large-scale application. Additionally, the fabrication of
multifunctional coatings and coatings with photocatalytic properties using geopolymer
binder as a precursor could also be investigated to enrich the application [1,111].

4. The Comparison between the Conventional Coating and Geopolymer Coating

As mentioned previously, geopolymer exhibits excellent thermal stability, relatively
high strength, and fire and chemical resistance compared with traditional cement. The study
indicated that the geopolymeric materials showed only slight and few cracks after exceeding
800 ◦C, while the cracks are intensive for the samples made of conventional concrete under
a fire-resistance test. In addition, no spattering was observed for geopolymers at very high
temperatures, indicating excellent thermal stability [1,87,95].

Tanakorn et al. [112] discussed the effect of raw materials’ composition (FA, GGBFS,
NaOH, and Na2SiO3) on the adhesion strength. The results indicated that the mixture
containing FA and GGBFS activated via a NaOH and Na2SiO3 combined solution possessed
the maximum shear bond strength (Figure 9). It is also worth mentioning that the shear bond
strength of the geopolymer coating was 19–47% higher than that of the two common organic
coatings (Epoxy A and B). Zhang et al. [2] compared the bonding strength between geopolymer
coating and cement-based materials at various drying conditions. The results showed that
the 1-day bonding strength was equal to or higher than that of cement-based materials at any
chosen curing condition (dry–wet cycle curing, air-curing, and seawater-curing).
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Lahoti et al. [113] compared the fire performance of Portland cement concrete against
geopolymer concrete. It was stated that the thermal conductivity of geopolymer
(0.2–0.4 W/m·k) is generally much lower than cement concrete (1–4 W/m·K), although
both materials are incombustible. Geopolymer concrete also exhibits better spalling resis-
tance compared to OPC concrete due to the interconnected pore structure of geopolymers.
More importantly, geopolymer concrete provides excellent fire-resistance properties up
to 1200 ◦C, while a significant strength loss was observed for OPC concrete after 600 ◦C.
At high temperatures, geopolymers maintained microstructural stability, as the chemical
bonds in geopolymers do not break down, although a transformation from the amorphous
phase to the crystalline phase is generally observed at high temperatures (close to 1000 ◦C).
In contrast, cement paste and aggregates lose their strength above 600 ◦C, indicating that
the concrete is considered structurally failed. Zhao and Sanjayan [114] investigated the
spalling behavior of Portland cement concrete and geopolymer via surface exposure test
and standard gas furnace fire test. The results indicated that the geopolymer exhibited
superior spalling resistance to rapidly rising temperature exposure compared to Portland
cement concrete. Nazari [115] studied the thermal shock resistivity of Portland cement and
fly-ash-based geopolymer via air-cooling and water-cooling methods. Thermal shock mea-
sures the loss of strength in conditions where immediate quenching with water is needed
for the building material after exposure to fire. The results indicated that the geopolymer
retained more strength (40–72%) compared to cement under the heating temperature of
400 ◦C, 600 ◦C, 800 ◦C, and 1000 ◦C.

Sarker [116] examined the fire endurance of fly-ash-based geopolymer and Portland
cement concrete through the cracking, spalling, and residual strength behaviors. The tests
were conducted at different temperatures up to 1000 ◦C. The results indicated that the Port-
land cement showed significant spalling at a temperature above 800 ◦C, whereas this phe-
nomenon was not observed for geopolymer at the same temperature. In addition, serious
surface cracking was visualized in the Portland cement specimens after fire exposure above
400 ◦C, whereas only slight surface cracking was seen in the geopolymer specimens above
800 ◦C. Moreover, geopolymer retained a higher percentage of residual compressive strength
(83–107%) compared to Portland cement (51–90%) within the temperature of 650 ◦C. As the
temperature increased to 1000 ◦C, both materials exhibited significant strength loss. Finally,
the average mass loss of geopolymer was within 4.8% at a temperature of 1000 ◦C, while no
data were obtained for the Portland cement, as significant spalling was shown.
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Wang et al. [117] evaluated the environmental impacts of geopolymer coatings against
Portland cement coating via life-cycle assessment (LCA). LCA can identify the main con-
tributors to environmental impacts and assist in decision-making by pointing out potential
aspects for future improvement. The effect of fabrication parameters, including surface
modifier, substitution ratio of slag with metakaolin, and water-to-solid ratio, on the overall
environmental performance was also addressed. The environmental performance was
evaluated via the cradle-to-gate genre approach, which involves a sector life from the raw
material acquisition to the completion of the production process (system boundary). The
raw materials considered were limestone orc, iron ore, kaolinite, raw coal, and salt, and
the ‘functional unit’ was defined as a coating of equal volume, i.e., 1 m3. All life-cycle
inventory was imported into Gabi Professional software via the ReCiPe midpoint method.
This method involves twelve categories, such as freshwater eutrophication potential (FEP),
global warming potential (GWP), and fossil depletion potential (FDP), which fully cover
the environmental impact on the environment, human body, and sustainability.

It was concluded that the geopolymer coating exhibited substantially lower environ-
mental impacts (50–80% lower in most impact categories) than ordinary Portland cement
coating. For cement-based coating, sand and cement are the two major contributors to the
environmental impacts due to the limestone’s calcination and the high temperature needed
to heat the raw materials. As a result, the estimated CO2 emissions during cement concrete
production could increase up to 45% more than geopolymer concrete [78]. For geopolymer
coating, waterglass contributes considerably to the overall environmental impacts, as wa-
terglass production requires heating at high temperatures and emits heavy metal ions into
the water environment (Figure 10). In addition, an increase in the W/S ratio decreased the
environmental impacts, and slag-based geopolymer coating achieved lower environmental
impacts than FA-based and MK-based varieties. These findings provide useful guidance
for balancing the performance and environmental impacts of the geopolymer coating [117].
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Geopolymer coating exhibits superior mechanical and thermal performance compared
with a conventional cement-based coating. The life-cycle analysis between these two
coatings indicates that the geopolymer coating has a substantially lower environmental
impact than the cement-based coating. Apart from these investigations, an economic
analysis of geopolymer coating could be carried out and compared with current commercial
protective coatings. It was suggested that the benefit-to-cost ratio is a more precise index to
utilize in the economic analysis [4].

5. Conclusions

This article reviewed the current use of conventional coating and assessed the potential
use of novel geopolymer coating on the metal substrate, particularly on the steel structure. A
brief description of the cement-based coating and intumescent coating was first introduced,
followed by a detailed discussion of the research and development. The introduction
of geopolymer coating was then conducted with the common application techniques
described. Moreover, the influencing factors, including precursor materials, the alkaline
activator, curing processes, and water contents, on the adhesion and the thermal and
chemical resistance of the geopolymer coating were well explored. Finally, the performance
comparison between geopolymer coating and the conventional cement-based coating was
carried out.

Cement-based coatings exhibit excellent thermal insulation, spalling resistance, and
mechanical properties after elevated temperatures. However, the poor bonding properties
and brittleness of cement-based coatings lead to the delamination of the substrate, resulting
in a deterioration of the fire resistance and structural stability. Intumescent coatings offer
fire protection for up to several hours, with an aesthetic appearance. They could be used in
cellulosic fire and hydrocarbon fire, including jet fire, effectively prolonging fire-induced
structural collapse. However, the outdoor exposed coatings have poor corrosion resistance
due to the presence of water-sensitive ingredients in the formulations. Moreover, organic
binders, such as epoxy resin and polyurethane, emit smoke from combustion and release
toxic decomposition products, which negatively impact the environment and human health.

Geopolymer coatings have attracted much attention due to their better workability,
higher mechanical strength, and excellent resistance to chemicals and heat. It is well
indicated that the effect of the Si/Al ratio and Na/Al ratio significantly impacts the adhesive
strength between the geopolymer coating and the substrates. The water content also plays
a vital role in forming geopolymer coating and is correlated to the Si/Al and Na/Al ratios.
To examine the fire resistance performance, direct flame tests have been conducted by
several researchers. The results show that the geopolymer coating offers excellent thermal
stability and fire resistance, without obvious cracks. Various materials, including red
mud, phosphate acid, and graphene oxide, have been added to geopolymer coating to
investigate the corrosion-resistance behavior. The results indicate that geopolymer coating
exhibits strong corrosion resistance with improved mechanical or thermal properties. The
comparison between the geopolymer coating and cement-based coating indicates that the
geopolymeric materials show only a few slight cracks after exceeding 800 ◦C, while the
cracks are intensive for the samples made of conventional concrete under the fire-resistance
test. In addition, no spattering is observed for geopolymers at very high temperatures, thus
indicating excellent thermal stability.

In the meanwhile, further study is still required. Although the bonding strength
has been widely investigated, the mechanism of adhesion between the coating and the
substrate is still unclear. Therefore, the bonding behavior (physical, chemical, or both)
needs further investigation. In addition, the required thickness of the fireproof coating is
much higher than those of intumescent coating, which increases the structural self-weight.
Thus, the trade-off between the weight and the thermal–mechanical performance needs to
be identified. Furthermore, the fabrication of multifunctional coatings and coatings with
photocatalytic properties using geopolymer binder as a precursor could also be investigated
to enrich the application. Moreover, the preparation and production of geopolymer both
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mainly rely on aluminosilicate precursors and activators. Due to the absence of technical
standards and the diversity of constituent materials, the properties of the geopolymer are
less controllable compared with cement-based materials. Therefore, further standardiza-
tion of the raw material and the fabrication process is needed to achieve custom-tailored
products for particular performances and applications.

The life-cycle analysis indicates that the geopolymer coating has a substantially lower
environmental impact compared to the cement-based coating. Apart from this, an economic
analysis of geopolymer coating could also be carried out and compared with current
commercial protective coatings. Furthermore, on-site experiments of the geopolymer
coating are necessary to verify all the factors investigated. Nevertheless, geopolymer
coatings show great potential for fire protection on steel structures, with excellent physical
properties, substantially lower environmental impact, and cost savings.
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