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Abstract

In this investigationforce fieldbasedmolecular dynamics (MD) simulatiomgave beeemployed

to generate detailed structural representations faange ofamorphousquaternary CaeigO-
Al203-SiO2 (CMAS) and ternary Cael203-SiOz (CAS) glas®s.Comparison of the simulation
results withselect experimenta{-ray and neutron total scatteriagd literaturedata reveals that

the MD-generated structures have captured the key structural features of these CMAS and CAS
glassesBased on the MByeneratedtructural representationwe havedevelopedwo structural

descriptorsspecifically (i) average metal oxide dissociation ene(gyIODE) and (ii) average
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self-diffusion coefficientf{ASDC) of all the atomst melting Both structural descriptors are seen
to more accurately predidhe relativeglass reactivitythan the commonly used degree of
depolymerization parameteespecially for the eight synthetic CAS glass$iest span a wide
compositional rangeHencethese dscriptorshold great promise fgoredictingCMAS and CAS

glass reactivity in alkaline environmeritem compositional informatian

1 Introduction

Amorphous aluminosilicateare of significant interest to many technologdicamportantfields

and applicatiog including geology, glass science, metallurgical process, nuclear waste
encapsulation and sustainable cement production. In particular, various amorphous
aluminosilicates have been used as precursor sources to synthesizedhedsalkaliactivated
maerials (AAMs), an important class of IO cementbasedbinder [1, 2]. Alternatively,
amorphous aluminosilicates are commonly used as supplementary cementitious materials (SCMs)
in blendedcement to partiallyeplacePortland cemeriB, 4] and hence lower the carbon footprint

of the cement industrfcurrently responsible fo8-9% of global anthropogenic CG@mission¥

[5]. Most of the commonly used amorphous aluminosilicates for the above two applieagons
industrial byproducts (e.g.groundgranulated blasiurnace slag (GGBSand coalderivedfly

ash), althouglethersources of amorphous aluminosilicates are being actively explored, especially

calcined clag, whichare attractivelue tothe extremelylargeclay reserveg6].

The chemical compositionminerologyand particle sizef theseprecursor materials and SCMs
can vary considerably depending on their fy\gmircelocationand processing parameteEven
for GGBSs, which have relatively small chemical variability compared to fly ash, theiomedan
components do vary, consisting ©a0 (30 50 wt.%), SiQ (28 38 wt.%), AbOs (8i 24 wt.%)
and MgO (118 wt.%)alongwith the presence of other trace etats (e.g., S, Ti, Na, K, Mn and
Fe) as well as crystalline impurities (e merwinite, gehlenite, akermanitealcite and quartzy,
7-11]. These inherent variabilitiesan have @ramatic impact oprecursor/SCMeactivity in both
AAM andblended Portlandement systes) as well as theesultingpore structure aneingineering

properties of the final cemetibus product[1, 3, 7, 8, 1113]. The impact ofCa content is
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particularly profound. FirsCais a known network modifier arténds to increase the framework
disorder and the degree of depolymerizatenmd hence the reactivitgj theglassyaluminosilicate
precursof14]. Receninvestigation®n synthetic glassdmveshown that Carich aluminosilicate
glass exhibg a significantly higher reactivity than -8ch counterpart$15-18]. This is a major
reason why Gaich GGBScan achieve a higher replament ration blended Portlandementg4]
and be activatedusing (i) a much loweralkali content in sodium hydroxide or sodium silicate
activators or (iilweak activators (e.g., M@Os and NaSQs) for AAM applications as compared

with low-Caprecursorge.g.,class Hly ash and metakaolirj}].

Calcium is also importanwhen it comes tahe atomic structureransport properties and long
term durabilityof the precipitated binder gel in AAM&, 19]. At low Ca content (i.e., class F fly
ash and metakaolin), the alkafitivation reaction results in tareedimensionaklkali-aluminc
silicatehydrategel (N-A-S-H gelif sodium is thealkali) with predominatelQ? silicate units Q"
denotesn bridging oxygens]1, 2]. In contrast, for AAM based on &arich precursor(e.g.,
GGBS and class C fly ash), the resulting bindertis an alkali-containing calciuraluminc
silicatehydrategel (C-(N)-A-S-H gelif sodium is the alkalilominated by depolymerized chain
like silicate structure[2, 20-23], similar to thecalciumsilicatehydrate (C-S-H) and calcium
aluminosilicatehydrate(C-A-S-H) gel in Portland cement artdended Portlandement systems
containing aluminumThis difference in the binder gsllinked with noticeable differencespore
structure [24-27], transport propertiglR5, 26, 28, 29hndchemical stabilityj26, 28]

Theimpact ofaluminacontenton the reactivity of amorphous aluminosilicatesd engineering
properties of the resultin§AM and blended Portlandement$asalsobeeninvestigated11, 15]

In a 2014review article, Provisand Bernakuggestd that highAl content is beneficial to the
strength development of fly agfased AAMs, similar to the impact thfe network modifier (e.g.,
alkali and alkali earthmeta) content [2]. A recent investigation on synthetic calcium
aluminosilicate (CAS) glasses showed thaincreasing Al contenfat fixed Ca contentgads to

a higher extent of reaction iablendedmixture of portlandite, limestone and sodium hydroxide
[15]. In contrast, an earlienvestigationon the reaction kinetics of NaGldnd NaSiOs-activated
GGBSs showed that GGBS with a highes@d content leads to slower reaction kinetics and lower

compressive strength during the early ssagfeeaction[11].
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Magnesium has also been investigated, specifia@garding itsimpact onthe reactivity of
amorphous aluminosilicates. Ben Hadtaal. examined three GGBS sources with different MgO
content (813 wt. %) and found that a higher MgO content accelethessarly stageof reaction
for alkali-activated GGBS(more apparentwhen NaSiOs activator was used) and increases
compressive strengtfi2]. This is consistent with anothémvestigationon Na&COz-activated
GGBS|[8], where GGBS witha higher MgO contentvas seen toexhibit much faster reaction
kinetics as evaluated usingpthermal conduction calorimetryQC). The beneficial impact of
MgO on compressive strengtibserved by Ben Halet al. wasalso in agreement with an aarl
investigationby Douglaset al. [30], which showed that the 28ay compressive strength of
silicateactivated GGBS triplewhen the MgO content of GGBS increaf®m 9 to 18 wt. %lIn
contrast, anothenvestigatioron NaSiOs-activated GGBS showed thatGBSwith a lower MgO
content reast faster during the early stages of reaction[9]. As suggested imref. [9], this
inconsistency associated with the impact of MgO conterhereaction kineticss related to the
differences in the AkOs contentof the GGBSsDissolution experiments asyntheticquaternary
CaOMgO-Al203-SiO2 (CMAS) glasses showed that increasitige Mg/Ca ratio whilst
maintaininga relatively fixedSi and Al contenleads to a higher dissolution rate aqueous
solutions withpH of up to ~12 (especiallin acid conditios) [16]. This observatiorior CMAS
glass is inconsistent with silicate mineral dissolution experiments which generally show that the
dissolution rate of dimagnesium silicate is several ordarsagnituddower than that of dicalcium
silicate[31, 32] The different impact Ca and Mg atorhaveon the reactivity of silicate glasses
and minerals could be associated with the formation of highly redotieeox/gen FO) sites in
CMAS glasses (not present in common silicate minerals), which seem to be prbyidigdtoms
[33, 34]

Despiteit being clear that theomposition ofan amorphousalcium/magnesiuraluminosilicate
has a significant impact dij its reactivity asan SCM inblended Portlandements oa precursor
materialfor AAM s, and(ii) thefinal properties of theementitious producthere havenly been
a limited number ofnvestigationson the compositioistructureproperties relationship for these
amorphous aluminosilicateBlany investigationgincludingrefs.[8, 9, 11, 12]discussedbove)
focus ondescribingthe compositiofproperties relationship usingdividual oxide componesbr

empiiical reactivity index (e.g., (CaO+MgO)/Si@om European @indard for slag cemeri}5,
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36]. Several recenhvestigationd15, 17, 37]have used thelegree of dgolymerization(i.e.,the
number of norbridging oxygen (NBO) per network form&(NBO/T), whereT = Si and Al atoms

in IV -fold coordination of the glassy phasss a structural descriptor, whichcesmmonly used in

the glass community anchn beestimated from chemical compositibased on classical glass
theory[38]. Theseinvestigationd15, 17] havegenerallyshowed apositive correlation between
the degree of dgolymerization ¢r NBO/T) of the glass andts reactivity in an alkaline
envionment. However, severnalvestigationdhavesuggested that NBO/T is not always a reliable
indicator of glassreactivity [15, 39] For instance, iref. [15], a decrease of reactivity with
increasing NBO/Thas beembserved for several synthetic CAS glass compositions relevant to fly
ash.NBO/T has also been used to describe mineral dissolution, where a general positive trend
(between NBO/T and dissolution rategs beerobserved31]. However, ithasalsobeenshown

for alkali earthmetalsilicatemineralsthat thedissolution rate can vary several orders of magnitude
for minerals withthe same level of NBO/[B1, 32]

The inability for individual oxide components (e.g., 283 and MgO) or the commonly used
NBOI/T parameter to accurately predieGBS or C(M)AS glass reactivity in AAMandblended
cementsshows that theres a need to develomore reliablestructural descriptors tconnect the
composition of theeamorphous aluminosilicatéo their reactivityandassociated fingbroperties

of the cementbased materialsAlthough it is challenging to obtain structural information on
amorphous aluminosilicates, several experimertehriiques have been shown to be extremely
valuable, including nuclear magnetic resonance (NMR) 40, 41] and X-ray and neutron total
scatterind7, 33, 4244]. On the other hand, atomistic modeling techniques, including fride
basedmolecular dynamics (MD}yimulations[34, 43, 45, 46Jand quantum mechanit@sed
density functional theoryQ(FT) calculations[47, 48] have beersuccessfully used tgenera¢
detailed and realistic structural representations dmminosilicate glases including when
combined with Xray and neutron scattering experimdB&j. FurthermoreMD simulations have
beenrecentlyemployedn the glass community to derive structural information that coagéags
composition andnolecularfeaturest o gl ass properties, dengityg!| udi n
viscosity, glass transition temperaturand leaching and chemical durabilif49]. However,
similar MD investigationslinking compositiorstructureproperties forquaternaryCMAS and

ternary CAS glasssthat arerepresentativef SCMs and AAM precursa are rare.
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In this investigation force field MD simulations have beenemployedto generate detailed
structural representations fB8 CMAS and CAS glasses with a wicknge of compositiasrelated

to GGBSs/glasses that were previously studigdunhigh-quality experimental investigatioif,

11, 12, 15] Detailed analysi®f MD-derived structures has been carried out to determine their
structural attbutes(including the nearest interatomic distances, coordination numbers and the
degree of dgolymerizatior), whichwere subsequentlgomparedwith (i) our X-ray and neutron
total scattering dat&ollected onselect GGBS compositions,(ii) literature data,andbr (iii)
theoretical estimation, to ensure that gteuctural representations generategre reasonable
Based on the MBsimulationresults, two structural descriptongave beerderived i.e., (i) the
average metal oxide dissociatiemergy (AMODE) and (ii) average sefiffusion coefficient
(ASDC) of all the atoms at meltingnd theirperformance in predictinthe reactivity datdrom

the experimental investigatidras beemvaluated, in comparison withe commonly used NBO/T
paraméer (i.e., thedegree of deolymerization) also derived from MD simulationsThis
investigationserves as a crucial step forward in establishing the important compadiicture
reactivity relationship for amorphous aluminosilicates in alkaline envieoitsn relevant to

blended Portlandements andAMSs.

2 Methodology

2.1 Glasscompositions

We selected telsGBSscomposed of predominantly CMAS glassy phases and eight synthetic
CAS glasses with range othemicalcompositions from four separate higbality investigations

[8, 11, 12, 15] where each investigation experimentally investigatdee impa&t of glass
compositionon the reactivity in alkaline conditionsThe chemical compositions and physical
properties of the CMAS and CAS glas$esn these investigationsre summarized in Table 1.

All the GGBSs (Group AC in Table l)are predominately ampinous &sevidenced by thX-ray
diffraction (XRD)datain each investigationwith ~94-96 wt. % of CMAS glassand3-5 wt. % of
other minor oxide phases (e.g., $®20, NaO, TiO; and MrOs) [8, 11, 12] All the GGBSs
cortain ~3443 wt. % CaO, ~342 wt. % SiQ, ~7-17 wt.% AbOs and ~114% wt.% MgO.

Although the compositionalvariation is relatively small especially for the two major oxide
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components (CaO and SO significant differencg in reactivity have been observed time
experimental investigationgspecially irref. [8], where the impact of Mg content wastudied
(Group A in Table 1)The two otheinvestigationdocused on the impact of My(Group B in
Table 1)[12] and AkOs content (Group C in Table 1}1] in the GGBS®n their reactivity during
alkaline activationhowever, the quantities of the different oxide components in each (keGp
appeato beinterconnectedsillustrated in Figurel. It is clearfrom Figure 1that CaO, MgO and
Al203 content are strongly correlated witke SiO; content, especially for the GGBSs in Group B
and C R? values close to 1.00 for lineardjit Similarly, strongcorrelationsare observed between
the CaOcontentand MgO and AlOs contentfor these GGBSswith the results shown in Figure
S1 of the Supplementary Materialn fact, in our previousnvestigationon seven GGBSs from
different origing we also observed that the main compositmfithese GGBSare interconnected
[7]. Therefore, the different levels of reactivity in each group of GGBS®bserved inefs.[8,
11, 12] should nobe simply attributed to their compositional difference in one ozaeponent
(e.g., MgOor Al20s3). For a more accurate description of composttieactivity relationshigor
these GGBS4 is necessary tdirst obtain detailedatomic structural informationas has been

carriedoutin this study

Table 1 The chemical compositioof the main oxide§in weight percentageparticle surfacarea
and densityof the differentGGBSsand synthetic glasses fromfs.[8, 11, 12, 15]Note that the

uncertainty associated with surface area data was only reported for the GGBSs in Group A.

_ Surface area
ID # CaO MgO Si0: Al203 Notes and sources
(cn?lg)
Al 1Mg 429 12 316 146 4012+49 Investigated the impact @GBSMg
A2 5Mg 423 52 323 13.3 4435+109 contenton its reactivity during
A3 7Mg 413 65 36.0 11.3 505622 NaCOs activation[8]

A4 _14Mg 339 143 37.4 9.0 4794 + 44

B1 8Mg 358 7.7 38.2 12.0 4990 Investigated the impact @GBSMg
B2_11Mg 34.6 10.5 37.1 115 5070 content on its reactivity during
B3 _13Mg 334 13.2 36.4 11.3 5010 NaOH and NgSiOs activation[12]
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Cl 7Al 391 72 416 7.0 5021 Investigated the impact @&8GBS Al

C2_14A1 36.0 6.6 38.2 14.1 4963 content on its reactivity during NaO
C3_17AI 350 6.4 37.2 16.7 4985 and NaSiOs activation[11]
D1 47 0.0 785 16.8 4720 Investigated the impact of CAS
D2 47 0.0 69.1 26.3 4810 synthetic glass composition on |
D3 43 0.0 60.6 351 4800 reactivity in a mixture of Ca(OH},
D4 13.9 0.0 594 26.7 4550 NaOH,and limeston¢l15]
D5 21.4 0.0 62.0 16.6 4630
D6 24.1 0.0 49.8 26.1 4680
D7 24.0 0.0 39.7 36.3 4220
D8 499 0.0 34.8 153 3960
50 25
(a) o CaO | (b) o CaO | (c) o CaO |

[ (@) MgO 1 [ (@) MgO 1 I O MgO {208
@45 TR2=068 A ALO; | T A ALOs| T A A AlO3 | o
< B po T | t [ R2=100"p 15}
;40 1 a.....-,._.,__‘__”A I E% AR -099] T 2,
“ R2 — 095 ‘.'.-"‘::‘-..."‘ﬁ - | E_D. ... T L BE "._' 10 <
Qo 35 1 0 1 1 ) o 1 IR2=100 oo a =

' O a T i R2=0.98 R2=099 T R2=100 5 ?ﬂ

. 2 —
30 .O.R._O{"??... P SR U SRR P T T S S S S OE
30 35 40 30 35 40 45 30 35 40 45
Si0, wt. % SiO, wt. % Si0, wt. %

Figure 1. Correlation between SiGontent and CaO, MgO and A8k content for the GGBS
compositions in (a) Group A, (b) Group B and (c) Groufs€z Table 1 fothe compositions)R?

values for linear fits are given in the figure.

The eight CAS compositions in Group D are for synthetic glasses selected from another
investigation[15] that spara wider compositional range-4-50 wt. % CaO, ~359 wt. % SiQ
and ~1536 wt. % AbOs3) than the CMAS glasses in Group@ Simple analysis shows that the
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correlation betwen CaO content and Si@nd AbOz content in this groupR? values of 0.78 and

0.13, respectively; see Figure SBnpplementary Materi&br details) is much weaker than those

in Group AC. In the original investigation, these CAS glass compositiong \wesigned to
uncover the impact of ADs at two CaO levels, i.e., B3 and D57 glasses with targeted CaO
content of 5.0 and 25.0 wt. %, respectively (the values in Table 1 aggbhamentally obtained
compositiondatg. The former threeompositions (i.e., DB) are relevant to Sich fly ash (e.g.,

class F) while the latter three (i.e., % are relevant to Cach fly ash (e.g., class C). The D8
glass was designed to represent a GGBS composition without MgO. D2, D4 and D6 compositions
were designed to investigate the impact of Ca/Si ratio at fixgosAbntent (i.e., ~26 wt. %). The

XRD patterns irref. [15] show that these synthetic CAS glasses are predominantisphous.

Table 1 also includes specific surface atatafor all the glasses, which exhibi-20% difference
within each group, although efforts have been madm@ahexperimental investigation to ensure
similar particle sizedistributions[8, 11, 12, 15] This difference in specific surface area needs to
be considered when evaluating glass reactifityexamplearecent investigatiohasshown that

the reactivityof GGBS glasses in alkaline environmefiiased on ICC measurements) increases
almostlinearly with speeific surface areaR? values of 0.971.00 for linear fits]36]. Hence, the
reactivity dataextractedfrom refs.[8, 11, 12, 15]have beennormalized by the particle surface

areaof each glasprior to evaluaion of therelativeglassreactivity withineach group.

2.2 Computational details

Force fieldMD simulationshave been used in this investigattorgenerate amorphous structural
representadns forall theCMAS and CAS glassompositionshownin Table 1 using simulation
cellsconsisting 0~2000 atomsTheforce fieldparameters developed by Guillot for crystals and
melts of the CaéMgO-Al203-SiOz systemwereusedfor all the simulation$s50]. Thesimulations
were performedusing the ATkForcefield module in the Virtual NanoLab (VNL) software
package51, 52] following the commonly usedneltandquench approactsimilar to the MD

simulationsectionin our previous worlon a CMAS glas§33].
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Specifically, we started with random structaie cubic cells with the same CMAS or CAS
compositions as the experimental datdablel (elemental compositions are shown in Table 2)
For each structurehé density of the unit cell was initially setaatalue estimated for CMAS glass
at a temperaturef 5000 K The valuewas estimated using similar method adopted in our
previousinvestigation[33], anddetailed calculationare given inSection 2 othe Supplementary
Material The structurevasfirstly equilibratel at 5000 K for 1 ns to ensure the loss of the memory
of the initial configurationlt wasthen quenchefrom 5000 to 2000 Kover 3 ns followed by
equilibration a000 K for 1 ns, before being further quenched from 2000 to 3®@eK3 nsand
equilibrated aB00 Kfor 1 ns The canonicaNVTensemble with thdlosé Hoover thermostand

a time step of 1 fs were used for all the MD simulation ste@stionedabove, while the density
of the unit cell(i.e., volumé was adjusted to numerically estimat@dexperimental valueg@s
shown in Tabl®) at the start of each equilibration stEpr the eighsyntheticCAS glasseéGroup

D), experimental density values at room temperature are avaiaiele[15] and hencevereused

for the equilibration stept 300 K(seeTable 2. However, br the CMAS glasses in Group-@,
roomtemperature density values amdly available forsome ofthe corresponding GGBS8, 11,

12]. Hence, the dens#is of the CMAS glasses in Group-@ at 300 K and all the higher
temperature densities for all glasg€soup AD) werenumerically estimatedsing the method
presentedn Section 2 of the Supplementadvaterial In summary, the@stimateddensites of the
final structure at 300 K for the CMAS glasseg-2.812.88 g/cni; shown in Table2) are within
~3% of the experimental values of GGB®ith similar CaGMgO-Al203-SiO2 compositions
(~2.8%2.94 g/cm) [11, 12] Two configurations during the last 500 ps of the MD equilibration
step at 300 K (separated by 56X) were extracte@ndthe whole processasrepeatedhree times

to generatesix structural representations for eawfhthe eighteefCMAS and CAScompositiors
givenin Table 2 These structural representations were further analyzed to obtain the iproport
of different oxygen species (includi?éNBO and FO). For three GGBSs in Group A watvailable
experimental PDF dafaxperimental details outlined in next sectighg corresponding structural
representations were used to generate simulated DEomparison witlthe experimentatlata
Note that all the GGBSs also contain trace amounts of minor oxid®eS wt. %) whichwerenot
included in the simulation due to their relatively small quantities, as explained in more detail in

our previousnvestigation33].
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Table 2.The rumber of atoms in each simulation bawifesponding to the oxid®mposition of
each GGBS or synthetic glass shown in Table 1) along with thamerically estimatedor
experimentallydetermined celdensity (labeledwith ") usedat each equilibration temperature
duringthe MD simulations.The numericalcalculationmethodfor the density values at different
temperatures is given iBection 2 ofthe Supplementary MaterialThe teoretical degree of
depolymerization (i.e., NBOJ)Thas beewalculated based on simple stoichiometric considerations

[38], as explained in detail @ection3 of the Supplementary Material

Number of atoms in the simulation Density (g/cm) at given  Theoretical

GlassID
box temperature (K) NBO/T
# Ca Mg Si Al O Total 300 2000 5000
Al 1Mg 394 15 271 148 1173 2001 2.86 2.69 2.39 2.20
A2 5Mg 375 65 267 130 1169 2006 2.87 2.70 2.40 1.89
A3 7Mg 355 78 290 106 1172 2001 2.86 2.69 2.39 1.92
A4 14Mg 286 169 294 82 1166 1997 285 2.68 2.38 1.60
Bl 8Mg 307 93 306 114 1183 2003 2.82 2.65 2.35 1.63
B2 _11Mg 296 126 296 108 1176 2002 2.83 2.66 2.36 1.82
B3 13Mg 282 156 287 104 1168 1997 2.84 2.67 2.37 1.97
Cl 7Al 334 86 332 66 1183 2001 281 264 2.34 1.94
C2 _14Al 305 78 302 132 1185 2002 2.82 2.65 2.35 1.46
C3_17Al 294 75 292 154 1184 1999 2.82 2.65 2.35 1.31
D1 34 0 532 134 1299 1999 249 231 2.00 -0.10
D2 34 0 469 210 1287 2000 259 2.35 2.05 -0.2
D3 31 0 412 280 1275 1998 256  2.39 2.09 -0.32
D4 104 0 414 220 1262 2000 2.6 2.43 2.13 -0.02
D5 163 0 442 140 1257 2002 272 244 2.14 0.32
D6 186 0 358 222 1235 2001 2.85 251 2.21 0.26
D7 185 0 286 308 1219 1998 2.85 257 2.27 0.10
D8 417 0 272 140 1171 2000 2.93 2.70 2.34 1.68

" Experimental density values fromaf. [15].
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'‘Peraluminous region with no NBO in theory. The negative values indicate that there are
insufficient Ca cations to charge balance all the Al atoms, assuming all Al atoms aréold 1V

coordination. A more negative value indicates a greater Ca cation deficiency.

2.3 Experimental details

X-ray and neutron total scattering datave been collectedn severalGGBS compositions in
Group A,specificallyAl_1Mg, Al_5Mg and Al_14Mg in Table.IThe data for Al 5Mg GGBS
have already been presented in our previstsdy [33]. The X-ray total scattering data were
collected at room temperatuusing the 14D-B beam ling53] at the Advanced Photon Source,
Argonne National Laboratory, while neutron total scattering data were collected latijéme
Neutron Scattering Center, Los Alamos National Laboratosjngthe NPDF instrumen{54].

The dhata collection and processipgocedures for the total scattering data are similar to those
adoptedin our previousnvestigationg7, 33, 55] Briefly, the pair distribution function (PDF),
G(r), wascalculatedby taking a sine Fourier transform of the measured total scattering function
S(Q) whee Q is the momentum transfer, as outlined by Egami and BilljiB§E More details on

the calculation of the PDF are givenSection4 of the Supplementary Material'he X-ray PDF
datawere generatetbllowing a standard data reduction procedure using PDRj&X, with a

Qmax of 20 ATL, X-ray instrument parameterQoad = 0.016 A land Quamp= 0.035 A } were
obtainedby using the calibration mataf (nickel, SigmaAldrich) and the refinement program
PDFgui[58]. ThePDFgetN softwarg59] and aQmaxof 20 A wereusedfor the generation of the
neutron PDFwherea background subtraction to remove incoherent scajteas beercarried
out[60]. Theneutron instrument parametefad= 0.00201 A *andQdamp= 0.00623 A } were
obtainedusing a silicon calibration material and the refinement program PDFEg)i These
instrument parameters were used in PDFgui to compute the simulated PDFs based on the MD
generated structural representations for comparison witbdirespondingexperimentalX-ray

and neutrorPDF data.
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3 Results andDiscussion

3.1 Comparison of structural representationswith experimental data

The feasibility of the atomic structural representations obtained tisrgjmulated meHyuench
method withforce field MD simulations (as outlined in Sectior2Ris highly depedent on the
accuracy of the adoptddrce field Although theforce fieldusedin this studywasparameterized
to cover silicaterystals and melts includirtgeCaO-MgO-Al20s-SiO systen{50], it is necessary
to assessvhether theobtainedstructual representationsan reasonably capture the structural
featuresin the experimental datagiven that there arebvious discrepancies between simulation
and experimenat synthesisconditions(i.e., quenching rategswill be briefly discussed in this

sectior).
3.1.1 CMAS glasse$GroupA-C)

The ten CMAS glasssin Group A-C (shown inTables 1 and 2) represent tlegel of chemical
variation of the main glassy phaséound in amorphousGGBS which generally residein the
highly percalcicregion((CaO+MgO)/AbOs >1). In this regionthereis ahigh proportion oexcess
modifier cationdi.e.,Ca and Mg cationsQvailableto create NBO speciddgefined aanO atom
bonded with only one network formesi or Al atom within its first coordination shellpeyond
those required to chardgmlancethe negative chargeassociated withd-fold alumina (i.e.,
[Al(O12)4]'1). Due to the high modifier contem Group AC, theseCMAS glasses hav a
relativdy high extent of depolymerization (NBO/T of:6 to 2.2 shown in Table?), estimated
from simple stoichiometric considerat®f38] (Section 3 othe Supplementary Material for more
details)that include (i) both Si and Al atoms are network formers irfbld coordination, and (ii)
each excess alkaline earth cation crett® NBOs (as each NBO receive one electron from the
network former and heedas a charge ef in theory) Figure2a shows a typical atomic structural
representation foa CMAS glasgi.e.,A2_5MgCMAS compositionin Table 1)which isclearly a
highly disorderedaluminosilicate network structurdnalysis of thisstructuregivesan NBO/T
value of ~1.76stdev  0.007, based on the six structural representations for this compgsition
whichis reasonablyclose tothe theoretical estimatidinom simple stoichiometric considerat®n
(i.e., 1.89 as shown in Table)238] and thabbtained fronDFT-optimized structures fahe same
CMAS composition in our previous study (i.&.80 [33].
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The smulated Xray and neutron PDRsbtained usinghe structural represttion in Figure2a
are compared with the corresponding experimentedy<and neutron PDF data in Figuie and
2c, respectivelywhere the experimental dateere collected on an amorphoG&BS with the
same CMAS composition. It is clear frothis figure thatthe structure generated using MD
simulationscancapturereasonably welli) the amorphous nature of the CMAS gléasevidenced
by the absence of noticeable ordering abei® A), and (i) the shorrange (< ~3 A) and mid
range (~310 A) ordering. The level of agreemextthievedwith the X-ray PDF data (as indicated
by theRw value; 0.46) is not as good as that achieved with DFT calculatians previous study
on the same CMAS glass cposition (Rv of 0.35), where a smalleRwy value implies better
agreementRw valuedefined in PDFgui softwar®8]; detailed calculation dRv value isgiven in
Section4 of the Supplementary MateriplOn the other handhe MD-generated structure gise
slightly better agreement witheneutron PDF dateRy = 0.31) than the DFDptimizedstructure
(Rw=0.35)due totheslight overestimation of the rerest QO interatomic distance from the PBE

exchangecorrelation functional useid theDFT calculationd33].
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Figure2. (a) A typical atomic structural representation obtainedaf@GMAS glasg(i.e.,A2_5Mg
CMAS in Table 2) and thecomparisorbetween the simulated PDffem aMD-generated atomic
structual representatiofshown in (a)landthe experimentalb) X-ray and(c) neutron PDFdata

of the correspondingGBS with the same CMAS compositioNBO/T in (a) is the average
number of norbridging oxygen (NBO) species per network formgfT = Si and A) calculated
from the six structural representationsA## 5Mg CMAS The level of agreement, as gauged by
theRw values (refer t&ectiond in Supplementary Materidbr the calculation oRw) is shown in
(b) and (g.
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We usedforce fieldMD simulations here (as opposedtiore accurate DFT calculatigrbecause

the MD simulations allovior exploration of larger structures at a much lower computational cost
while still capturing the key features of the CMAS glass structure (as evidenced in Zg)re
We achieved similarlhelsof agreement with Xay and neutron PDF data for two other CMAS
glasses (i.e., A1_1Mg and A44Mlg in Table 1) with the correspondin&w values summarized

in Figure3. Direct comparisomwf the simulated and experimental PDF détaray and neutron)
similar to Figure2b-c, is given in Figure 8 of the Supplementary Materialhe Ry values forall

the three samples ame the range of 0.48.47 and 0.3®.32for X-ray and neutron PDF data
(Figure 3) respectively indicating that the level of agreement between the experimental and
simulated PD5is similar to those shown in Figure 2bThe level of agreemeigtalsocomparable
with several previoumvestigation®n the modeling ofheatomic structure of amorpho@&GBS
(0.35for X-rayand 0.36or neutron datg[33], iron-rich slag(0.38for X-rayand 0.3Xor neutron
datg [43], magnesium carbonat®{ 0.48)[61] and metakaolinRw 0.77)[42].

Neverthelesssimilar topreviousmodelinginvestigationg33, 42, 43, 61]we canstill clearly see
differences between the simulated and experimental PDFs in Rgwreand Figure $ of the
Supplementary Materialhese discrepanciesire attributed taa number ocommonlimitations
associated witliorce field MD simulations (i) potential iraccuracy of thempirically derived

force fieldparameters used in the MD simulations, thig relatively smalsize of the simulation

cell (i.,e., 30 30 30 A3) as compared with real samplesd (i) the significantlyfaster
cooling rats adopted intypical MD simulatiors (~ 10" K/s) as compared witha typical
experimental condition (100 K/s[46]). Another contributig factor isthe presence of small
crystalline impurikes and trace elements (e.g., Fe, Ti and S) in the experimental samples that are

not considered in thielD simulationg33].
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GGBS ID#

Figure 3. Agreement between experimentalray and neutron PDFs and simulated PDFs based
on MD-generated structures for thrE®AS compositionsn Group A(Table 1, evaluated by the

Rw values (discussed in Sectidéwnf the Supplementary MateriglThe valueseportedn the figure

are averagebased oranalysis of sixMD-generatedstructuralrepresentationfor eachCMAS

composition, with the error bars indicatingeostandard deviation.

Based on the MD trajectory of the last §80of equilibration at 300K500 structural snapshots)
we calculated the partighdial distribution functions (RDdf for the nearest atoratompairs(i.e.,
SirO, AlI-O, Mg-O, CaO and QO), with the calculationdetails given in Section4 of the
Supplementary Materiallhe nearestinteratomic distancefor these atoratom pairs are then
determined from these partial RDRseék of each curyeas illustrated in Figurd, wherethe
typical partial RDFdor the atomatom pairs (SO, AlI-O, Mg-O, CaO and QO) ina Group A
glass (i.e.the A3 7Mg composition in Table 2are given The result$or the nearest interatomic
distancegor all the CMAS glasssin Group A-C are summarized in Table®here it is cleathat
the moderate compositional variatiomisthe CMAS glasses studied hdravenegligible impact
on these nearesinteratomicdistancesHowever, we do observe obvious differences inpbak
intensity ofthese partiaRDF curvesfor the different glassompositionsasillustratedin Figure
S of the Supplementary Materiallhese interatomic distans@greereasonablywell with the
corresponding experimentailues forSi-O (~1.63 A), Al-O (~1.75 A), MgO (~2.00 A), CaD
(~2.35 A) and @0 (~2.67 A)in aluminosilicateglasse$33, 62, 63] with the differences smaller
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than~3%. The largest deviation is seen for the Galistance, where the MBenerated structures
give an overestimation of ~0.07 A. This overestimation e0Qdistance isikely due tothe Guillot
force field [50] used herewherea similar overestimation has be@mneviouslyreported in the
literaturefor a comparabléorce field(e.g.,Matsui[64]) [33].

35 T T
30+ Si-O
—— ALO
25 ]
——Mg-0
= 20¢ ——Ca-0 |
&0 157+ 0-0
10 }
T
0 . i
1 15 2 25 3 35 4

r (A)

Figure4. Partial mdial distribution functions for the nearest atatom pairf the A3 7Mg glass
composition.

Table 3 also summarizes the average coordination number (CN) for the differerdtaiormairs
using thecutoff distances of 2.2 A, 2.5 A, 2.9 A and 3.2 A for@i AlI-O, Mg-O and Ca0D
correlations, respectively. These cutoff distantage beereterminedrom the first minimain
thepartialRDFs andverekept the same for analysis of all the data (including the CAS glasses in
the next section) for consistency and ease of comparison. The results show thatdhesiSiall
the CMAS glassemvestigatedhere are in IV-fold coordination, which is consistent withSi
NMR data[40] and atomistic simulation83, 45]on similar CMAS glasses. Adtomsare seen to
be dominated by IMold coordination witha smallpercent of \ffold coordination £0-7%, refer
to the CN distributions for Alatomsin Figure S5an the Supplementary Materipl Based on
classi@l glasstheory[38], there should not be any-fdld Al in the CMAS glassesvestigated
here due to théarge proportion oexcess Ca and Mg catiobhgyond tlat required tocharge

balance I\¥fold aluminasites(i.e., [Al(O12)4]'t). However,many experimenal and simulation
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findings[65-69] have challenged this clasalwiew of theglass model by revealingeformation
of a small proportion of higitoordination alumia sites (mainly \fold) in peralkalne or

peralkalineearthaluminosilicate glasses.

The Ca cations in the CMAS glasses are seen to draseerage CN of ~6:6.8 (Table 3), and
the CN distributions ifrigure SH of the Supplementary Materiadvealthedominance of \Mand
VII-fold coordination for all the CMAS glassew/estigatecherealongwith the presence of Vv,
VIII - and IX-fold CN, which is consistent with previoursvestigationn similar aluminosilicate
glasseg$33, 40, 45, 62, 70, 71The Mg cations havasmaller average Ci-4.95.2) than that of
theCa cations, with the CN distributions dominated bjold coordinationandthe simultaneous
presence of IVand VHold for all the CMAS glasses-{gure S& of the Supplementary Materjal
which is also consistent willterature data on Mg coordination in Mgntaining silicate glasses
[62, 70](a brief summary has been giverr@i. [33]). Overall, the results in Tablestiggesthat
theMD-generated structural representations are able to captuoeahatomic structuref CMAS
glassesMoreover,the compositional variation studied heres hanoderate imact on the CN of
Ca and Mgcations and to a lesser extethie Al atom yetas expected, itsnpacton the CN of Si

atomsandthe nearest interatomic distancesegligible

Table 3. Nearest atomtom interatomic distances and teordination number@CNs)in thefirst
coordination shell of Ca, Mg, Al and Siomsfor the differentGGBScompositions irGroups A,

B and C. The nearest ategtiom interatomic distancegereobtained fronthe peak positionsf
thepartialRDFs (as shownn Figure4), while the CNswverecalculated using cutoff distances of
2.2A, 25A, 2.9A and 3.2 A for 8, Al-O, Mg-O and Ca0 pairs, respectivelyTheinteratomic
distance and CN values in the table are averbgsed on threseparate partial RDFs @m the
three MD trajectories)with one standard deviation given in the brasK#te values have been

rounded to two decimal places)

Calculated Nearest interatomic distan&) Average coordination number

ID # | . :
NBO/T SiFO  AI-O Mg-O CaO 0-0 Si Al Mg Ca

163 175 204 242 260 400 403 499 675
AlIMg  1520.02) 00y (0.00) (0.) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.07) (0.02)
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A2 5Mg  1.77(0.01) ((})Zgg) (é:gg) (gﬁgf) (3135) (é:gg) (3:88) (gigi) (g:%) (g:gg)
A3_7Mg  180(0.03) (éigg) (é:gg) ((2):8% (S:gg) (g:gg) (gigg) (gigi) (823&73) (g:gi)
A4_14Mg  1.99(0.03) (cl):gg) (é:gg) (gigg) ((23238) (éigg) (3:88) (328421) (giég) (g:gg)
B1 8Mg 154 (0.00) (éﬁgg) (éigg) (gﬁgf) (S:gg) (éigg) (3288) (gﬁgg) (gigg) (gﬁgg)
B2.10Mg 167001 (0o @00y Q) ©Om (000) (000 (0.01) (©09) (006)
B3_14Mg 179 (0.02) (3:88) ©.00) (3:8% ((23238) (éigg) (3:88) (gigi) (giég) (g:gg)
CL7AL - 125(0.01) (3288) (éigg) ((2):8% (S:gg) (é:gg) (3288) (gigi) (gigg) (gﬁ)
C21em 141002 (oo @@ 0oy (000 (0.00) (0.00) (0.03) (0.08) (002
C317A 184000 (0o (oo) (o)  (000) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (012) (0.03)

I Average NBO/T value based on analysis of six structuraepresentationgrom the MD

simulations with one standard deviation given in the bracket.

In contrastto the relatively small variation in the nearest interatomic distances ando€ e
CMAS glasses (Group &), thedegree of dgolymerization (NBO/T, calculated from the MD
generated structurakpresentationsvaries considerably depending on the composition, as also
shown in Table 3. These calculated NBO/T values are compared with the theoretical id8®/T
estimated from simpl stoichiometric argumes38] in Figure 5, which shows that the cdated
values are close to the theoretical estimations, Rithalues of 0.991.00 for linear fits for each
group(i.e., Group A, B and C)it is also seen that our simulations generally give slightly lower
NBO/T values(up to ~10% differencahan the thery [38], which is consistent with our previous
DFT calculationd33] as well as MD simulations in the literature on percalcic aluminosilicate
glasse$71]. The likely reasoffor these lower NBO/T valuas the formation ofsmall proportion

of FO species not connected to any network formers (i.e., Si and Aduinstructural
representations anthe literature MD simulationsvhich are not accounted for in thelassical
glass theory (only consideNBO and bridging oxygen (BO3peciesbonded to two network
formers in the first coordination she[B8]. One possible formation reactidor FO species in

highly percalcic aluminosilicate glasses, as suggesteef.ifir2], isq0 6 & "O0 06 (G which
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indicates that the formation of one FO consumes two NBOs. When taking into account the
consumption of NBO species via the above reaction, the calculated (NBO+2FO)/T becomes
exactly the same as the theoretical NBO/T, as illustrated ind=-fgudote that all the values from

the MD simulations in Figure 5 have very small standard devition

2.5 2.5
L X Group A ] o
A A Group B : =
= Ko GroupC ('\ X—> ] £
£20 4 L 20 £
& [ N ﬁ R2=1 00 =
& °o \A,A S
2151 c‘,\<° & R2=0.99 1158
Z - il 1 o
«&8R2=100 =)
Z

104 0

1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5
Theoretical NBO/T

Figure5. Comparison of the calculated NBO(IEft axis) and (NBO+2FO)/T(right axis)from
MD-generated structural representations with the corresponding theomdB&IT values
obtained from simple stoichiometric argum®e{88]. NBO = nonbridging oxygen; FO = free
oxygen. The error bars are one standard deviation basethernalysis of six structural
representationd he R? values for the linear fit(red purpleandbluedotted lines for Group A, B

and C, respectivelyf the calculated NBO/T for each group of CMAS glasses are shown in the
figure.

3.1.2 CAS glasses (Group)

In contrast to Group AC glasses which arepresentative dEGBScompositionsvith arelatively
high degree odlepolymeriation(theoreticaNBO/T = ~1.3t0 2.2, Table3) andlow compositional
variation, theCAS glassesn Group Dcoveramuch widercompositional rangeSpecifically,D1-

4 reside in the peraluminous regi@aO/AkbOs < 1), where there are insufficient modifier cations
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(i.e., C&") to chargebalancethe negatively chargealumina tetrahedréi.e., [Al(O12)4]'1), and
henceD1-4 are expeted to be fully polymerized according to the stoichiometric argu(he®/T

= 0)[38]. D5-7 are slightly percalciglassegCaO/AkO3 > 1) with theoretcal NBO/T = ~0.1to
0.32 andare expected to belightly degpolymerized D8 is highly percalcic witha theoretical
NBO/T of ~1.68, representing a highigpolymerized structure similar to the CMAS glasses in
Group A-C. While D14 compositions are relevattt class F fly ash, B and D8 compositions

are moraepresentative aflass C fly ash an@GBScompositions, respectively

Table 4 summarizebé nearest interatomic distances tHrahverageCN for the eight CAS glasses
determinedfrom the MDgeneratedstructural representations. It is clear that the interatomic
distances are similar to each otla@nong the eight CAS glassasd are also similar tihose of

the CMAS glasses in Table. s expected, all the Sitomsare 100% I\Ycoordinated, while the

Al CN is slightly higher than 4, indicative ofa small proportion of Al in highecoordination
Compared with the CMAS glasses, the CAS glasses exhibit larger variation in the average CN of
Al atoms(~4.024.11 in Tabé 4 as compared to ~44204 in Table 3) owing to the larger extent
of compositional variatiorA larger variation in the Ca Ci¥ also seen in Table 4 (~6:6919) as
compared to ~6.78.83 forthe CMAS glassesn Table 3 The CN distribution for the Ceations

in the CAS glasseis seento be dominatetby VII -fold coordination witha considerable amount

of VI- and VllI-fold except for the most peraluminous glass, i.e., D3, which is dominated-by VI
fold coordination(seeFigure Séof the Supplementary Matial). These results are similar to the
CMAS glassesKigure SH of the Supplementary Materjaand are generallyconsistent with

literaturedataon calciumaluminosilicateglas®s[73, 74]

It appears from Figuré that theaverage AICN is, in general,inversely correlated with the
theoretical NBO/T(negative value indicatingsufficient modifiercontentfor chargebalaning),
with a lower theoreticaNBO/T valuegenerallyleading toa higheraverage AICN. Thisgeneral
trendis consistent with literature dafa8] which showthatthe formation ofhigh-coordination Al
in CAS glasss increases in the highteraluminousegion(CaO/AkOs < 1). This is because there
is agreatemeed for charging balancing in the highly peralwmos regiongs there are insufficient
chargebalancingcations(e.g., Ca) andthe formation ofhigh-coordnation Al and tri-cluster
oxygenare two postulated mechanisfor local chargebalancingn aluminosilicate glassdg5].

However, it is also seen in the intermediate region (theoretical NBOO. 0 0.32;D1, D4, D5,
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D6 andD7) thatthere is an increasing trend AF CN with increasingtheoreticalNBO/T value

(the gray region in Figures), which seems to contradict the overall trend (black dashed line in
Figure6). A closer examination of the datatims intermediate region reveals an increasing trend
of Al CN with anincreasing amount of Ca catigrs highlighted by the light blue region in Figure

6. This deviation from the global trend the intermediate region could be attributed to the
increasig Ca content,isce it has been shown in the literature that high strength modifier cations

(e.g., Ca over Ndpvorthe formation of higkcoordinationAl [38].

Table 4.The rearest interatomic distances and the coordination nun{is) in the first
coordination shell of Ca, Al and &tomsfor the differentCAS glasscompositions inGroup D.
The nearest atoratom interatomic distancegereobtained fromanalysis ofpartial RDFs while
the coordination numbewrgerecalculated using the same cutoff distaadoptedor Group A-C.
Theinteratomicdistance and CN values in the table are averbgsed orthree separate partial
RDFs (from the three MD trajectoriesyith one standard deviation given in the brasK#te

values have been rounded to two decimal places).

D # Theoretical Nearesinteratomic distanc@h) Average coordination numbe
NBO/T S-tO Al-O CaO 00 Si Al Ca

D1 i 0.10* 1.63 1.75 2.45 2.67 4.00 4.04 6.69
(0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.06) (0.01)
D2 1021 1.63 1.75 2.44 2.68 4.00 411 7.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.09)
D3 i0.32% 1.63 1.76 2.44 2.68 4.00 4.09 6.49
(0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.04)
D4 0.02* 1.63 1.75 2.44 2.68 4.00 4.06 6.77
' (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.02) (0.08)
D5 0.32 1.63 1.75 2.43 2.67 4.00 4.07 7.00
' (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.03) (0.07)
D6 0.26 1.63 1.74 2.43 2.69 4.00 4.07 7.19
(0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.03)
D7 0.10 1.63 1.75 2.43 2.71 4.00 4.06 7.11
' (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.02)
DS 168 1.63 1.74 2.42 2.69 4.00 4.02 6.82

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.02
'Theoretical NBO/T determined from chemical composition using simple stoichiometric argument

[38], with the details given iBection3 of the Supplementary Material
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* Peraluminous region with no NBO in theoryhe negative values indicatbat there are
insufficient Cacationsto charge balancall the Al atoms, assuming all Al atoms are infild

coordination. A more negative value indicateg@aterCa cationdeficiency.
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Figure 6. Correlation betweetheoretical NBO/Tand the averagéAl CN calculated from MD
simulations (black circle). The correlation between the avePdgéN and Ca contenfmolar
percentagefrom the MD structuralrepresentatiasis also shown ithefigure using blue squares
(right axis) All the values are averagidased onthe analysis of six different structural
representationswith one standard deviation shown in the figure. @iaghedines and shaded

circlesare given to guide the eye.

The CN distributiorof Al atomsfrom theMD simulatiors is compared with the corresponding
2’Al NMR data obtainedfrom ref. [15] in Table 5. The simulation results are seen to agree
reasonably well with the experimental data in the percalcic retlienreticaNBO/T > ~0.Q i.e.,
D5-8) as shown in Table 5 and Figufa Also, boththe experiment and simulatiehow thathe
CAS glsscompositios in this regionare dominated by IMold coordinaéd Al with less than
~10% V\-fold and negligible \Afold, which is consistent with otheinvestigationson percalcic

aluminosilicateglasse$38]. However, in the peraluminous regidhgoreticaNBO/T < ~0.Q D1-
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D4), the proportion of higher coordination Al {\and Vfold) is much lower in the simulation
(~5-10%) than the corresponding experimental results3@%), although the generall
coordinationtrend ha been captured by the simulations as evidenced by the positive correlation
between experiment and sitation for both I\ and \Afold coordination R? values of (68-0.62

for linear fits, shownin Figure 7a). The discrepanciesre especially large ithe highly
peraluminous region (e.g., D2 and D@&hich can be partially attributed to theeleced cutoff
distanceusedduringthe calculation of CNs. Adlustrated in Figuré’a, the proportion of IVand

V-fold Al atomssignificantly decrease and increase, respectively, when a cutoff distance of 2.8 A
is used (asmposed to 2.5 AHowever, thisncreased cutoff distan@dso leads t@nincrease of
V-fold anda decrease of IMold Al for the percalcic CAS glasses in Figura. Hence, the root
cause of this large discrepancy in the highly peraluminous régjilikely the accuracy oforce

field adopted heréor predicting Al coordination in this region, although several other limitations
associated with MD simulations (as has been briefly outlined in Section 3.1.1) might have also
contributedto the differenceDevdopment ofa force field that canaccuratelycapture the Al
coordination characteristics in both highly peraluminous and percalcic regions of CAS and CMAS

glasses is outside the scope of the cuirergstigationbut is worth exploring in the future.

Table 5.Comparison ofAl CN distribution with?’Al NMR results fromref. [15] for Group D
glasses (CAS)

ID # This study (in %) NMR results fronref. [15] (in %)
Al VAl VAI VIA| VAl VAI VIAI
D1 1.0(0.4) 94.2(1.0) 4.7 (0.7) 0.0(0.m5 81 18 1
D2 0.3(0.3) 89.5(1.1) 9.5(1.1) 0.7(0.9) 65 32 3
D3 0.3(0.2) 90.6 (1.3) 8.6(1.0)0 0.5(0.7) 64 33 3
D4 0.3(0.2) 94.0(1.7) 52(1.7) 0.5(0.49) 90 9 1
D5 0.0 (0.0) 93.5(2.5) 6.0(2.0) 0.5(0.5) 93 7 0
D6 0.0(0.0) 93.5(1.2) 5.8(1.7) 0.7(0.6) 94 5 1
D7 0.0 (0.0) 93.9(0.8) 5.8(0.6) 0.3(0.3) 95 5 0
D8 0.0 (0.0) 98.0(0.3) 2.0(0.3) 0.0(0.0) 94 6 0
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Comparison oflie proportion of BO and NBO species from the MD simulations with those
calculated from NMR data availablerief. [15] is givenin Figure 7b. It is clear that the Bsontent
from the simulations and experiments agresasonably well, with the differences smaller than
~8% for most of the glasses except@@, where the difference is largar~24%. Astronglinear
correlation is also seen between the simulated aneriexgntal BO content, with ar? value of
0.99, as shown in Figure 7kloreover, he simulated NBO content agrees reasonably wigh

the experimental NBO, except for the two highly peraluminous glasseP@.endD3), where

the simulations show thahé quantities of NBO species are negligipt®.51%), as would be
expected for highly peraluminous glassés contrast, the experimental data indicate that a
considerable amount of NBO species (<1B%b6)hasformed in these two glassés.the CAS glass
literature, ~36% of NBO species are often observed in tectosilicate compositions (Ca#AI

1, andtheoretical NBO/T of 0) with’O NMR measurement88, 76] which is close to our MD
simulation results (~5%) and the calculated NBO content from NMR daAlffir5] (close to the
tectosilicate composition with theoretical NBO/T of ~ 0.02). However!’'O NMR data on
peraluminous CAS glass§33] show that the proportion of NBO species decreasethe CAS
glasshecomsincreasingly peraluminous and become undetde (< 0.5%) at theoretical NBO/T
values of ~70.18t0 0.24.This inconsistencypetween our simulatiederived NBO content and
the experimentalNBO content obtained from the modeling 0of?°Si NMR spectrain the
peraluminous regiosuggests possible inacegies associated with the fitting of the NMR data
[15] given the overlapping spectra from differ€nhspecies. In fact, we can clearly see differences
between simulated and experiment®i NMR spectra irref. [15], especially for the highly
peraluminous glasses (i.e., D2 and D®8)hich has been attributed to several simplified
assumptions in the model (as discusseekt. [15]). In addition to the clear discrepancies found
in the NMR fitted spectrdimitations associated with MD simulatioosuldalsocontribute tahe
differencesseen between experimahtand simulation results in Figui. This includes the
accuracy of the adoptddrce field and several other factors that have been briefly outlined in

Section 3.1.1ln spite ofthese limitationsherethe MD simulations havadequatelyaptured the
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mgor structural feature@.e.,thenearest interatomic distance, CNs and oxygen speciationg

with theanticipatedcompositionstructure relationships for these CAS glasses.
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Figure 7. Comparison between experimental and simulation results drdifferent Al
coordination and (b) BO and NBO contenthe Group D CAS glasses (experimental results from
ref. [15]). Linear fits of the I\V¥ and \:fold Al contens are shown in (a) using dotted lines, with
the goodnessf-fit R? values also given. The impact of increasing cutoff distance frono 23

A on the simuldbn-derivedproportion of I\t and \Afold Al in the CASglassess also shown in

(a) using red squares and cirglesspectivelyA linear fit of the BO content is given in (b) using
a dotted line, witithe R? valuegiven in the figue. All the simulation results are averaged based

on six structuratepresentationsith one standard deviation given in the figure.

3.2 Structural descriptors for CMAS and CAS glass reactivity

The reactivity of CMAS and CA$lassess importantfor ther applicationsas SCMs irblended
Portlandcements andsprecursomaterialsin AAM systems, yethe atomic origin controlling
their reactivityis not well understoodaswasbriefly discussed in the Introductiofihe chemical

compositionand atomic structue of these glassy phaskave beerseen to significantly impact
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their reactivity in the above applications, although other factors such as the particle size
distribution, degree of amority, solution chemistry and curing conditionan also havea
profound impact omeactivity [1-3, 10, 36, 77]In thisinvestigation we focuson understanding

how theCMAS and CAS glasseactivity is influenced bythe atomic structurahttributesof the

glass Specifically,in the following sectionwe evaluate how severatructural descriptorderived

from structural analysis(i.e., averagemetal oxide dissociationenergy and degree of
depolymerizaton) and dynamics analysis (i.everage selfliffusion coefficient at meltingdf the
MD-generatedstructural representatiorfiom Section 3.Icorrelate with different reactivity data
obtainedfrom the fourliteratureinvestigations outlined in Table 1€i,thecorrespondingCMAS

and CAS glassdasa Group AD) [8, 11, 12, 15]

3.2.1 Averagemetal oxide dissociationenergy(AMODE)

The dissolution of the CMAS and CAS glasses reguireaking of different metadxygen bonds
(i.e., StO, Al-O, Mg-O and Ca0) [32]. Giventhe oxygen CN number for each typeatdm(i.e.,
Ca, Mg, Al and Sijrom the MD simulations in Section 3.1 and single metalgen bond strength
from literature data, it is possible to derive a paramibtarprovidesan overall estimatof the
energy required to break/dissoltres oxide glass. This parameteienotedas theaverage metal

oxide dissociation energdAMODE), is defined as follow(Equation 1):

oB o (1)

ovbuvo0O0O

where( is the number otach type of metalation M = Ca, Mg, Al, or Si in the oxide glass
0 U and0 Y are the average coordination number #r@hveragemetatoxygensingle bond
strengh (BS) for eachtype of atomM, respectivelyThed 0 values arealculated from the MD
simulations (Tables 3 amt), whilethed Y values can bebtainedfrom theliterature. TheBS
of thesingle S10, Mg-O and CaD bondin IV-, VI- and VHold coordinationare ~106,~-37 and
~32 kilocalories, respective[y8]. The BS ofthe Al-O single bonddepends highly othe Al CN:
IV -fold Al has a BS o¥79-101 kilocalories (the average value of 90 is takeng while VI-fold
Al has a BS 063-67 kilocalories (the average of 60 is tak¢n8]. The averag®S of the single
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Al-O bondis calculated by assuming that the BS/efold Al-O is the average of IVand VHold
Al-O (i.e., (90+60)/2 =75 kilocalorie3. According toFigure S5and $% in the Supplementary
Material both Ca and Mg cations in the CMAS and&glasses have a distribution of CMsth
averagevaluesof ~6.77.5 and 4.9-5.2, respectively, Tables 3 anjl 40 the actual average BS
for CaO and MgO bond will be slightly different from those adopted hdog VI-fold Ca and
Mg (i.e., ~37 and ~3Rilocalories). However, theimpact should be relatively small duette
significantlylower BSof CaO and MgO single bond¢as compared to |A0 and SiO bonds.

Figure 8ad shows how this AMODE parameter derived using Equatibrorrelates with the
different reactivity data fromefs.[8, 11, 12, 15For Group A, B, C and D glasses, respectively.
Although efforts were made in those experimental investigatiorexsuresimilar particle sizes

for each groupthereis still ~2-20% difference in particle surface angahin a group A recent
investigation on GGBS reactiviiy alkaline environmentshowed that theeactivity (based on

ICC measurements) increases limgas a function of particlepecificsurface areaR? values of
0.97-1.00 for linear fits]36]. Hence, all the experimental data presented in Figure 8 (and thereafter)

have been normalized by the particle surface wartan each group.

It is clear from Figure 8a that the AMODE of the four CMAS glasses in Group A is strongly and
positively correlatd with the time to reach the first reaction peak in the ICC data collected
NaxCOz-activated GGBSs (with alR? value of 0.95)A logarithmicscale of ICC time is used for
the xaxis (as opposed to a linear scatloptedor other reactivity data in Figar8bd) because
the extent of reaction (or IC€imulativeheatcurve is approximately a logarithmic functiavith
time, as illustrated in Figure S7 of tisipplementary MateriaFigure & shows thad ~3.3%
increase in the AMODE value leads to a dramadilaly (over 3thourg for the appearance of the
first ICC peak. Foithe NaxCOzs-activatedGGBS system, the first ICC reaction peakmainly
associated with the formation of the initial reaction products (e.g., calcite and gaylstsitegn
the dissolved species from tineatGGBS (e.g., Caspecies) and the carbonate species in the
activator solution[8]. Hence,this suggests thahe GGBS witha higher AMODE experience
significantly slowerGGBS dissolution(e.g., release ofCa speciesin these systemsThis is
consistent withour expectatiorsincea hicher AMODE value means thah average more energy

is required to break/dissohamoxide glass
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Figure 8b shows the correlation between the AMODE paranietdhe CMAS glasses in Group
B and the bound water content in the resulting:9W2s-activated GGBS obtained from
thermogravimetric analysis (TGA), which is a reflection of the degreeadtionof GGBSs,
defined as th@ercentageveight loss between 30 and 650[X2]. The bound water content data
in Figure 8b (and thereafter) have beseragd over five datasets collected at different curing
times to increase robustness, and this does not change the overall trearmd@egmdividual data
set as illustrated in Figure8%f the Supplementary Materialt is clear from Figure 8b that the
bound water content in the P&Os-activated GGBSs strongly and inversely correlatadth the
AMODE value of the CMAS glassy phasethe GGBS (with af? value of0.95for a linear fit).
A decrease IMMODE is seen tdead to a higher degree of reaction and herfagher reactivity,
which is consistent with the results in Figure 8a. A similar trend is seatkfdkactivated GGBSs

based on th€EMAS glass compositioria Group C (Figure 8awvith anR? value 0f0.93).

Figure 8d shows the relationship between the AMODE parameter of the eight synthetic CAS
glasses in Group D and the extent of reaction of these glassddandedmixture of NaOH,
Ca(OH} and CaCQ@ (reacted for 180 days), obtained from quantitative XRBlyais[15]. Due

to the larger compositionabnge in Group Dtheseglasses exhibit a wider range of AMODE
values (i.e., ~320-400) than the CMAS glasses in Group@(i.e., ~300-315). Despite thevider
compositionarange ofGroup D glasses, the AMODE parameter is dedrealmost linearly and
inversely correlated with the extent of reaction data from quantitative XRD anglgssessing

anR? value of 0.97or a linear fit(Figure8d). The CAS glass with a lower AMODE valis seen

to exhibit asubstantiallyhigher degree of reaction afte80 days and hence a higher reactivity in

the blended Portlandlkaline environmentThis trendis also consistent with theesultsfor the

CMAS glasses in Group-& (Figure 8ec).
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Figure 8. Correlation between the average metal oxide dissociation energy (AMODE) parameter
of the CMAS and CAS glasseand the reactivity data collected for the corresponding
aluminosilicate glassg8, 11, 12, 15for (a) Group A, (b) Group B, (c) Group C and (d) Group

D. The isothermal conduction calorimetry (ICC) data (time to reach the first ICC peak)
obtained fronref. [8] based on N&LOs-activated GGBS witlthe samechemicalcomposition as

the CMAS glasses in Group A. The thermogravimetric analysis (TGA) bound water content data
in (b) and (cwereobtained fronrefs.[12] and[11] on Na&SiOs-activatedGGBSwith Group B

and Cchemicalcompositions, respectively. The extent of reaction data iwéd@obtained from
ref.[15] based on quantitative-Kay diffraction (XRD) analysis of synthetic CAS glasses in Group

D activated by &lendedmnixture of NaOH, Ca(OH)and CaC@. A linear fit between the AMODE
parameter and éreactivity data (dotted line) is given in each figiimete that the saxis for (a) is
logarithmic) with the R? value (goodness of fit) also givemhe error bars are one standard
deviation based on the analysis 9% structural representatioricom three independent MD

productionruns
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Overall, the results in Figureshowthat the AMODE parameter gisanaccurate description of
the relative reactivity ofhe CMAS and CAS glassagshen exposed talkaline environmeist We
have also used thkMODE parameter to correlate with other reactivity dagpegifically the
extent of reaction from NMR and/or thermodynamic modeling, compressive strength data, and
TGA bound water data collected fhimaOH-activated samplgsavailable inrefs.[8, 11, 12, 15]

The results are presented in Figuredbthe Supplementary Materiahnd the level of agreement
as evaluatetly the R? values are@enerallycomparable with those presented in Figure 8 for each
group of glass. The performance of the AMPParameter is encouragingarticularlygiven the
inherent uncertainty of the experimental measurementdatadnalysis process (e YRD phase
guantificatior), along with several limitations associated with the calculations of the AMODE
parameter: (ijhe potential deviation of the actual average BS of the singi®©Mgd CaD bonds
from those adopted here for¥8ld Mg and Ca cations, (ii) thepproximatiormade with the BS

of Al-O in Al polyhedra (in particular, Mold Al), and (iii) the potential inaccuracies of the
estimated CNs from MD simulations especially fora#dmsin the highly peraluminous region as
discussed in Section 3.1.Phe ability for AMODE to predict relative reactivifpr the synthetic
CAS glasses in Group s especially noteworthysince this group spana much wider
compositional range and does not exhibit obvious compositionaldoteglation as seen for the
CMAS glasses in Group-& (see Figure 1 and Figures &1dS2 of theSupplementary Material
Furthermore AMODE is seen to perform much better than BO/T for describing CAS glass
reactivity (NBO/Tshown inref.[15]), wheretheNBO/T is determinedby considering Vand VI

fold Al (quantified from?’Al NMR data)as network modifiex(more details have been given in
ref. [15]).

3.2.2 Selfdiffusion coefficientat melting

At temperatures above the melting pointtled CMAS and CAS glasses, the mobility of atoms
increass dramaticallydue to ongoing making armeaking of metabxygen bond# the melt in
a sense similar to the metaygen bonebreaking process during glass dissolution. With this in
mind, wehavecalculated the mean square displacen(®t8D) of the differentelementsn each

glass at 2000 K as a function of timeingthe MD trajectoriesrom theNVT equilibration stepat
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