/
oo Resmurch
0.00 Publishing

Materials Sciences and Applications, 2020, 11, 611-625
https://www.scirp.org/journal/msa

ISSN Online: 2153-1188

ISSN Print: 2153-117X

Anticorrosive Properties of Hot-Dip Galvanized
Weathering Steel in Atmospheric Exposure

Elber Vidigal Bendinelli, Felipe Garcia Nunes, Alberto Pires Ordine

Corrosion Laboratory, Electric Energy Research Centre—Cepel, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil

Email: ordine@cepel.br

How to cite this paper: Bendinelli, E.V.,
Nunes, F.G. and Ordine, A.P. (2020) Anti-
corrosive Properties of Hot-Dip Galvanized
Weathering Steel in Atmospheric Exposure.
Materials Sciences and Applications, 11,
611-625.
https://doi.org/10.4236/msa.2020.119041

Received: July 22, 2020
Accepted: September 6, 2020
Published: September 9, 2020

Copyright © 2020 by author(s) and
Scientific Research Publishing Inc.

This work is licensed under the Creative
Commons Attribution-NonCommercial
International License (CC BY-NC 4.0).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

Abstract

Hot-dip galvanized steel is one of the most used materials in equipment and
metallic structures of the Brazilian electric sector. Although carbon steel is the
main substrate in the galvanizing hot-dip process, recently, weathering steel
has been used as an alternative material to be galvanized. In the transmission
line segment of the Brazilian electric sector, for instance, compact towers
made of galvanized weathering steel have been installed to conduct energy
through urban sites. It is well known that weathering steel, depending on wet
and dry cycles and on the pollutants present in the atmosphere, develops a
protective patina made of its corrosion products. The patina is dense and
strongly adhered to the substrate, blocking the active surface and, thus, re-
ducing the corrosion rate of the base metal. However, when the weathering
steel is galvanized, the substrate surface has a layer of zinc and zinc-iron in-
termetallic alloys. When the sacrificial layer is consumed by atmospheric
corrosion, critical questions remain to be answered regarding the underlying
substrate. Will the patina of weathering steel be formed? In what condition?
Does the hot-dip galvanizing process modify the weathering steel micro-
structure? The present work carried out an experimental research to shed
light on the anticorrosive behavior of hot-dip galvanized weathering steel, af-
ter the zinc layer is corroded. This was done by a controlled pickling process,
where the zinc layer was removed simulating its consumption during real
corrosion processes. The results, obtained through electrochemical tech-
niques and different accelerated corrosion tests, showed that galvanizing
weathering steel is a promising technology to enhance the lifetime of struc-
tures used in the Brazilian electric sector.
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1. Introduction

Weathering steel is widely used as construction material for metallic structures
under atmospheric exposure. Due to its excellent anticorrosive properties, the
application of organic coatings is dispensable, reducing maintenance costs when
compared with conventional carbon steel coated structures [1]. Weathering steel
contains alloying elements, such as Cu, Cr, P and Ni, that favors the formation
of a compact layer of corrosion products on the metallic surface over time [2]
[3]. This rust layer, also known as patina, is thick, dense and highly adherent to
the substrate. Owing to its passive properties, the patina effectively isolates the
underlying steel from aggressive media, reducing the corrosion rate and pro-
tecting the substrate from material consumption and further degradation [2] [4]
(5].

The protective features of the patina are usually attributed to the formation of
corrosion products mainly comprised of a-FeOOH. The structure of such rust
layer is different from the usual layer of corrosion products formed when carbon
steel is exposed to the atmosphere, as the latter is less compact and presents vo-
ids and microcracks, being unable to protect the steel. The presence of higher Cu
and Cr contents accelerates the formation of the compact and stable a-FeOOH
structures [2] [3]. Furthermore, addition of Ni, P, among other alloying ele-
ments, also contributes to the improvement of corrosion resistance of weather-
ing steels [2] [3] [4]. Besides the addition of alloying elements, in order to have
proper conditions for the formation of the protective corrosion products layer,
weathering steel must be used in urban sites and be subjected to wet and dry
cycles. Indeed, in atmospheres containing sulphur compounds, the corrosion
rate of carbon steel shows appreciable increase, whereas weathering steel cor-
rodes significantly slower, owing to the patina formation [4] [5].

Hot-dip galvanizing process is broadly employed to produce equipment and
structures for the Brazilian electric sector, such as in power plants and transmis-
sion lines segments. Zinc is anodic to the steel and functions as a sacrificial met-
al. As long as there is enough zinc to protect the steel, substrate corrosion is
avoided, even when aggressive media are in direct contact with the base metal.
Furthermore, the corrosion rate of zinc is slow in most natural environments. In
the case of climatic exposure, this is generally attributed to the formation of zinc
hydroxides and carbonates that produce a surface blocking effect [6] [7]. There-
fore, in Brazil, it is possible to find galvanized structures in transmission lines
under atmospheric exposure that are 50 years old and still preserved.

Regarding anticorrosive methods, weathering steel and galvanized steel have
their own individual application. The latter is most produced from carbon steel,
a cost-effective material, considering other steel alloys. The approach to combine
both methods of protection by galvanizing the weathering steel is a recent tech-
nology in Brazil. In the electric sector of the country, hot-dip galvanized wea-
thering steel is used in compact towers of transmission lines. These towers have

been installed mainly in urban sites. Due to its mechanical properties, one ad-
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vantage of its use is the possibility of working with lighter structures, when
compared with conventional galvanized carbon steel towers. Furthermore, pro-
ducers claim that, in the future, when the zinc layer is corroded, hot-dip galva-
nized weathering steel will have an extra anticorrosive property. That is the for-
mation of the patina from the corrosion products of the weathering steel.
Although, in theory, this is an advantage for galvanizing weathering steel, in
practice, the real anticorrosive properties of weathering steel after the zinc layer
is corroded remains to be addressed. This fact was the fundamental drive for the
development of the experimental research presented in this paper. Hot-dip gal-
vanized weathering steel was pickled in a controlled way to remove only the zinc
layer, simulating a corrosion process of the metallic coating in real conditions.
Following that, it was investigated if the anticorrosive properties of the weather-
ing steel were preserved in different aggressive media, compared to the weather-
ing steel that was not galvanized. Carbon steel, pure zinc and traditional galva-
nized steel (having carbon steel as substrate) were also included in the accele-
rated corrosion tests. Electrochemical methods and optic microscopy analysis
were carried out to complement the study. All results allowed for a better under-
standing of the anticorrosive behavior of hot-dip galvanized weathering steel, in
different aggressive conditions. It was possible to determine the corrosion rate of

the materials and obtain valuable information on their expected lifetime.

2. Materials and Methods

Table 1 shows the materials investigated in this work and their designation in
the paper. The galvanized samples were produced in the same batch, by an in-
dustrial hot-dip galvanizing process. Samples were rectangular plates with
thickness of 6.4 mm and had distinct surface areas, depending on the test. Sam-
ples with the lowest area (5 cm®) were tested by electrochemical methods. Sam-
ples with the highest area (150 cm?) were subjected to accelerated corrosion
tests.

The pickling process consisted of immerging the galvanized weathering steel
in a 50% hydrochloric acid solution, containing 3.5 g/L of tetramine hexamethy-
lene, a corrosion inhibitor to avoid substrate attack [8]. Samples were immerged
and kept in this way until all hydrogen bubbling stopped, indicating that the zinc

layer was completely removed.

Table 1. Materials and their designation.

Material Designation
Carbon steel CS
Galvanized steel (from carbon steel) GCS
Weathering steel WS
Galvanized weathering steel GWS
Galvanized weathering steel after removal of the zinc layer WSRZ
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The electrochemical methods were accomplished in a conventional three elec-
trode cell, where the working electrode was the material to be investigated. A
saturated calomel electrode was used as a reference and graphite rods as counter
electrodes. The open circuit potential (OCP) was monitored with time and pola-
rization techniques were applied with the aid of a potentiostat. Anodic polariza-
tion curves were obtained in 10™* mol/L sodium bisulphite solution (NaHSO;) to
an overpotential of 0.3 V in relation to the open circuit potential and at a scan
rate of 0.1 mV/s. Anodic voltammetric stripping was applied from —1.00 V to
—0.50 V at a scan rate of 0.005 mV/s. In this case, the saline solution contained
3.42 mol/L of NaCl and 0.35 mol/L of ZnSO,7H,0, at a pH equal to 5. This
technique was accomplished to dissolve in a controlled manner the intermetallic
phases of galvanized steel [9] [10].

Cross-sectional images of the galvanized layer were obtained using an optical
microscope Olympus GX 71. The plates were cut-off, embedded in resin and po-
lished to a fine surface finish. In order to reveal the metallic microstructure,
samples were etched in proper solutions. The first etching solution contained
200 g/L of CrO, and 15 g/L of Na,SO,. In a second etching step, the solution
contained 200 g/L of CrO,.

Two accelerated corrosion tests were conducted, namely CEBELCOR and
Kesternich tests. The former was developed by the Belgian Corrosion Research
Center [11]. It consists of simulating the action of natural agents (wet and dry
cycle, atmospheric pollutants) in a cyclic manner to promote the formation of
the protective layer of corrosion products in weathering steel. Figure 1 presents
the arrangement of the test, where samples were fixed in a rotating axis. In this
way, they were wetted by a 10™* mol/L solution of NaHSO, during the wet cycle
and were submitted to the heat of an incandescent lamp at 40°C during the dry
cycle. A complete cycle took one hour. This test was carried out for a period of
270 days. Samples were taken from the test to determine their corrosion rate af-
ter 90, 180 and 270 days.

Figure 1. Experimental arrangement of the CEBELCOR test.
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The Kesternich test was conducted according to ASTM G87 Standard [12],
using 0.5 L of sulphur dioxide, at 40°C in a 100% relative humidity chamber,
simulating an industrial atmosphere. Each cycle was composed of 8 h in the
former condition and 16 h in laboratory climate (24°C and 55% of relative hu-
midity). Tests were performed up to 60 cycles and samples were removed from
the chamber each 15 cycles to determine their corrosion rate.

A natural corrosion test was carried out in an urban site, located at the Elec-
tric Energy Research Centre—Cepel, in Rio de Janeiro city, Brazil. The corrosiv-
ity degree of this site was previously classified as medium to carbon steel [13].
Samples were exposed for 270 days in the site and parts of them were withdrawn
after 90, 180 and 270 days to determine their corrosion rate at different times of
exposure.

The corrosion rate of the samples, after all tests, was determined by mass loss
procedures according to ASTM G1 and ISO 8407 Standards [14] [15].

This was an experimental research developed in the Corrosion Laboratory of
Cepel, the Electric Research Centre of Brazil. The Laboratory was founded in
1974 and has a vast experience in the study of corrosion processes, electro-
chemical techniques, coatings technology, among other corrosion control

methods.

3. Results and Discussion

The alloying elements present in the materials were determined by chemical
analysis. Table 2 shows the results of the main elements that have some influ-
ence in patina formation and galvanized layer deposition. After dissolving the
samples, the following methods were used to quantify chemical elements: direct
combustion and infrared analysis, for carbon (C); gravimetric analysis and spec-
trophotometry of chemical absorption for silicon (Si), chromium (Cr), copper
(Cu) and nickel (Ni); volumetric analysis for phosphorus (P). Remaining ele-
ments for each alloy correspond to iron (greater than 97%) and other minor
elements (less than 1.3%), such as sulphur (S), manganese (Mn) and molybde-
num (Mo). Although some alloying elements content slightly diverged from
typical standardized values in weathering steels [16] [17], this aspect did not
compromise the performance of this material, as will be presented ahead. The
higher contents of the elements were indeed responsible for better anticorrosive
properties for weathering steel. Another interesting observation, by Table 2, is

the fact that the element contents of WS and WSRZ samples were very similar to

Table 2. Element content in the alloys.

Element content (%)

Sample
Si P Cr Cu Ni
CS 0.150 0.03 0.010 0.020 <0.010? <0.010°
WS 0.131 1.10 0.024 0.190 0.080 0.020
WSRZ 0.127 1.02 0.036 0.185 0.127 0.014

“Lower than the detection limit (0.010) of the technique.
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each other. This shows that the hot-dip galvanizing process did not affect the
weathering steel chemical composition, which is important to assure that the
conditions for patina formation remain unchanged.

The mass of zinc per area in galvanized samples were determined by a mass
loss methodology according to ISO 1460 Standard [8]. After determining the
coating mass by the standardized experimental procedure, average coating
thicknesses were calculated using the specific mass of zinc, also according to the
mentioned standard. As this is a destructive test, this procedure was carried out
for a single sample of GCS and GWS. Remaining galvanized samples thicknesses
were measured with the aid of a magnetic gauge. Results are presented in Table
3.

It is observed that, even though the galvanizing process was the same for both
samples (GCS and GWS), galvanizing the weathering steel produced a thicker
zinc layer. This behaviour has already been reported in the literature [6] [18]
[19]. Silicon is responsible for raising the reactivity of the steel during the
hot-dip galvanizing processes, changing the growth kinetics of the intermetallic
phases. This is commonly known as Sandelin effect, justifying the greater zinc
thickness present for the weathering steel, given its higher Si content [6].

Figure 2 presents the cross-section microscopic images of GCS and GWS
samples.

By the microscopic images, it is possible to confirm that both materials pre-
sented galvanized layers with similar morphology. Intermetallic phases are pre-
sent, which are characteristic of the metallurgical interaction of zinc and iron
during the galvanizing process. Gamma (I') phase is located closer to the sub-
strate. Delta (J) phase has larger crystals and is located between gamma (I') and
zeta (¢) phases. The latter is known to present thinner crystals oriented vertically
to the surface. On the surface, it is possible to find a very thin layer of the eta (7)
phase, which is composed of nearly pure zinc. Zinc content is higher in the top
surface and is around 75% near the substrate, due to the diffusion of iron
through the layer during the hot-dip galvanizing process. The iron concentra-
tion in the phases decreases from the bottom to the top of the galvanized layers.
The average percentages of iron present in the phases are the following: gamma,
25%, delta, 10%, zeta, 6%, eta, 0.1% [6].

Three different electrochemical techniques were carried out: the measurement
of the open circuit potential (OCP) as function of time, anodic polarization
curves and anodic voltammetric stripping. Figure 3 shows the results of the
OCP during 420 days of experiment, in reference to the saturated calomel elec-

trode.

Table 3. Mass of zinc in the galvanized samples.

Coating mass ~ Average coating thickness ~ Average coating thickness measured

S 1
ampre (g/m?) calculated from [8] (um) with magnetic gauge (um)
GCS 629 88 89+7
GWS 1039 146 147 £ 21
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Figure 2. Microscopic images of galvanized (a) carbon steel and (b) weathering steel.
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Figure 3. Electrode potential as function of time in immersion condition at a 3.5% so-
dium chloride solution.
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In the case of iron alloys samples (CS, WS and WSRZ), the potential regis-
tered was around —750 mV, which is related to the corrosion of iron. As WSRZ
presented the same behaviour, this is a strong indication that there was no zinc
left in its surface after pickling, as the corrosion potential of zinc in this system is
known to be around —1000 mV. If there was zinc left in the WSRZ surface, its
potential would be lower. Comparing the changes in potential with time of WS
and WSRZ, an identical pattern can be observed. This suggests that the evolu-
tion of the corrosion process is similar for both materials.

As for the galvanized samples, monitoring the OCP with time is a way to ac-
cess the transformations taking place at the surface level. As corrosion pro-
gresses, the surface composition is being constantly modified, which in turn also
causes changes in potential. Initially, the potential of the system corresponds to
the corrosion potential of zinc, as the outer layer is virtually pure in this element.
The consumption of this layer exposes the intermetallic phases to the solution,
allowing their dissolution as well. As these layers have a higher iron content, the
mixed potential of the system naturally shifts toward greater values, closer to the
corrosion potential of iron. In other words, zinc-rich layers are being consumed,
exposing the iron rich layers underneath, until all the zinc phases have sacrificed
themselves, leaving the metal substrate unprotected. When this happens, corro-
sion of iron starts and the potential values will be the same as those registered
for iron alloys, around —750 mV.

Analysing the evolution of potential for the galvanized samples (GWS and
GCS), up to 25 days, the potential of both remained near —1060 mV, which is
due to the eta phase in the surface. As time passed, the potential of GWS in-
creased faster than that of GCS, suggesting that the corrosion of zinc is more ac-
celerated in the weathering steel. The potential values of both materials matched
again after approximately 270 days of experiment, overlapping each other for
another 90 days. At approximately 360 days of experiment, the potential of GCS
tended to increase faster than that of GWS. By the end of the test, after 420 days,
none of the galvanized samples reached the potential due to iron corrosion,
which means that both still had zinc in the surface protecting the substrate. But,
the galvanized carbon steel (GCS) had less zinc left in the surface than the galva-
nized weathering steel (GWS), because the potential of the former was higher,
—800 mV, compared to the potential of the latter, —880 mV. After a long time of
test, this behaviour was expected as GCS has a thinner layer of zinc than GWS.

Figure 4 presents the results of anodic polarization curves in sodium bisul-
phite solution. Assuming that the oxidation reactions were under charge transfer
control in the system studied, it is known that, as the potential increases, the in-
terfacial current is exponentially activated by the overpotential, as defined by the
activation polarization and the Butler-Volmer equation [20]. The electrochemi-
cal nature of such process allows for the correlation between the current and the
kinetics of the reaction. In other words, the higher the anodic current values, the

faster are the oxidation reactions taking place.
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Figure 4. Anodic polarization curves of the materials investigated: (a) naked metals; (b)
galvanized steels.

The sulphite solution was used to simulate aggressive environment containing
sulphur compounds, known to favour the formation of the protective oxide layer
in weathering steels. Despite that, there was no appreciable difference between
the anodic curves of CS, WS and WSRZ, indicating similar oxidations kinetics
for such materials. The continuous immersion condition and the short interac-
tion time with solution may not have allowed the formation of any protective
layer for WS and WSRZ, justifying the similar performance between these mate-
rials and CS. Besides the proper pollutant agent, dry and wet cycles are funda-
mental for the weathering steel to form its patina. This will be evident with the
results from CEBELCOR tests. Nevertheless, the fact that WS and WSRZ pre-
sented the same curves shows that the galvanizing process did not affect the
weathering steel surface and its corrosion behaviour after the zinc layer is con-
sumed. This is an important aspect that contributes to the use of galvanized
weathering steel. These results will be confirmed by the accelerated corrosion
tests.

Regarding galvanized samples, GCS and GWS, slightly lower currents can be
seen for GCS, especially in the region of low overvoltage, as the current density
values for GCS were one order of magnitude lower than for GWS. These obser-
vations are related to slower oxidation kinetics in the case of GCS. This result

agrees with the evolution of the potential with time showed in Figure 3, as the
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GWS presented, initially, a steeper rise in the potential curve. However, it is
worth noting that the difference is subtle, and whether there is a distinction in
performance between GCS and GWS has to be confirmed by corrosion tests.

Figure 5 presents the anodic voltammetric stripping curve of the galvanized
carbon steel. The experiment started at the OCP, which was around —1060 mV.
Potential was increased at a very low rate, allowing for the sequential dissolution
of each phase, resulting in the appearance of peaks in the curves. Each peak ex-
presses the corrosion (or consumption) of one or more intermetallic phase. The
area and intensity of each peak are related to the thickness (quantity) of one or
more intermetallic phases. In Figure 5, the first anodic peak formed presented a
maximum value at —950 mV. It is attributed to the preferential dissolution of
mostly the zeta phase. As the eta phase is very thin, its dissolution happens al-
most simultaneously with the zeta phase. The second peak formed at the range
from —900 mV to —770 mV can be related to the preferential dissolution of the
delta phase. A third peak associated to the oxidation of the gamma phase was
registered with a maximum peak value of =730 mV. As this phase has the lowest
content of zinc, the peak is the smallest. Moreover, the smallest area around the
peak is due to the thinnest thickness of the phase [9] [10] [21].

Anodic stripping of GWS sample is shown in Figure 6. Compared to GCS, in
GWS the current values were three times higher, mainly because GWS has a zinc
layer with greater thickness. Moreover, the peaks are finely separated and de-
fined in Figure 6, markedly different from Figure 5. Therefore, besides a higher
amount of zinc to be oxidized, GWS seems to have intermetallic phases with
electrochemical dissolution peaks better defined. These results, along with the
optic micrographs of the galvanized layer, confirm that all the intermetallic
phases were formed during the process, albeit in a different proportion for each
material. The electrochemical behavior of the materials is a complementary re-

sult to their anticorrosive performance in the corrosion tests.
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Figure 5. Anodic voltammetry of GCS.
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Figure 6. Anodic voltammetry of GWS.

The corrosion tests were carried out with the iron alloys (CS, WS and WSRZ)
and pure zinc (Zn). The latter was included in the tests as a reference. It is shown
that corrosion rates are always very low with zinc, regardless the test. Thus, that
would be the behaviour expected initially for the galvanized samples (GCS and
GWS), during the consumption of the eta phase. The aim of the tests was to
evaluate the corrosion rate of the weathering steel when all the zinc is corroded,
exposing the substrate (sample WSRZ). Samples CS and WS were also used as
reference materials (the base iron alloys prior to the galvanizing process) for
comparison purposes. Figures 7-9 present the results of the corrosion tests in
the different media studied.

CEBELCOR is known to be the most suitable accelerated test to simulate the
natural condition for the formation of the patina in weathering steel. Coherently,
results in Figure 7 point out much lower corrosion rates for WS and WSRZ
samples than for CS. This suggests that the protective patina was properly
formed during the test, isolating the steel from the aggressive media, resulting in
lower corrosion rates for WS and WSRZ. Besides, values for WS and WSRZ were
approximately the same, at about 0.05 mm/year. Therefore, after the zinc layer is
corroded in GWS, it is expected that the weathering steel will keep its original
anticorrosive properties.

Comparing the accelerated tests, corrosion rates were much higher in Kester-
nich test (Figure 8), which simulates an industrial atmosphere. This is a very
corrosive environment to iron alloys [20], so the corrosion rate tended to in-
crease fast and, after 10 cycles, it reached 5 mm/year for carbon steel. Both WS
and WSRZ samples presented the same corrosion rate, at about 4 mm/year.
Again, the galvanizing process did not cause any harm to the anticorrosive
properties of the weathering steel. In the case of zinc, its corrosion rate increased
continuously, reaching 1.5 mm/year by the end of the test.

The test carried out in natural condition (Figure 9) once again reveals lower
corrosion rates of the weathering steels, compared to the carbon steel. Moreover,
the behaviour of WS and WSRZ were markedly the same.
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Figure 7. Corrosion rate of the materials in CEBELCOR test.
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Figure 8. Corrosion rate of the materials in Kesternich test.
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Figure 9. Corrosion rate of the materials in natural exposure.

The fact that the corrosion rates of WS and WSRZ are very similar in all dif-
ferent aggressive media studied strongly suggests that, after depletion of the gal-
vanized layer, the anticorrosive properties of the base metal are preserved. This
is corroborated by the electrochemical behaviour of such materials, as no sig-

nificant distinction on the polarization curves and on the evolution of the poten-
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tial with time was observed. In this sense, galvanizing the weathering steel does
not compromise the patina formation. Therefore, the approach to galvanize
weathering steel is valid in terms of the additional protection provided to the
substrate after the consumption of the zinc layer. Such practice can contribute to
the overall anticorrosive performance of galvanized weathering steel, further
enhancing the lifetime of structures based on this material.

It is worth noting that, in order to fully confirm the advantages of using gal-
vanized weathering steel, a systematic study regarding the performance of such
material during the consumption of the zinc layer must be carried out. In other
words, the following question must still be answered: will the galvanized layer be
corroded at the same rate when GWS is employed in place of GCS? Electro-
chemical tests pointed out similar behaviour for both systems; however, this

must be confirmed by means of corrosion tests.

4. Conclusions

Hot-dip galvanized weathering steel has been used in some structures of the
Brazilian electric sector. The experimental research presented in this paper
aimed at better understanding the anticorrosive properties of the material, after
the zinc layer is corroded, exposing the base iron alloy. As this process can take
several years in natural conditions, the removal of the zinc layer was carried out
by a controlled chemical pickling process. After that, the anticorrosive properties
of the weathering steel were investigated and compared with carbon steel and
the original weathering steel (prior to the galvanizing process).

Electrochemical tests and microscopy analysis gave information regarding the
zinc layer, its intermetallic phases morphology and its electrochemical behavior.
The techniques employed allowed to infer about the zinc layer anticorrosive
properties. It was shown that hot-dip galvanizing steels have a thicker layer
when the substrate is weathering steel, compared to carbon steel. Electrochemi-
cal techniques suggested similar anticorrosive behavior for both galvanized ma-
terials. Regarding the substrates, the electrochemical tests pointed out similar
anticorrosive properties for the conventional weathering steel and the weather-
ing steel that had its zinc layer removed.

The corrosion tests revealed that, once the zinc layer is consumed, the anti-
corrosive performance of the weathering steel tends to be the same as in the
original material. Given the proper conditions for patina formation, the corro-
sion rate of weathering steel is considerably lower than carbon steel. Therefore,
as galvanizing does not compromise the patina formation, this approach is valid
in order to provide an additional protection for the substrate after the zinc coat-
ing is consumed. Such practice can further enhance the lifetime of structures

employing galvanized weathering steel as their structural material.
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