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REASONED DOCUMENT OF COMMENTS OF FIRMS RECEIVED ON REVISED DRAFT 
SPECIFICATION NO. RDSO/2007/CG-05 FOR PROPOSED UPGRADED FIRE PROPERTIES 

i.e. TOXICITY>1 AND HRR HL-3  
 
S. 
N. 

Respondents Comments  RDSO comments 

1 M/s polymer product of India. (S.No.1862&.1872) 
Vide letter placed at S.No.1862, Firm has confirmed that 
they have achieved HL-3 value for HRR and toxicity 
less than 1 with existing polymer i.e. Polychloroprene 
and submitted Test report. 
Vide letter placed at S.No.1872, Firm has stated that  
with use of Polychloroprene as primary elastomer the 
required value as given in clause No. 5 of RDSO 
spec. No. RDSO/2007/CG-05 is impossible to meet. 
Firm has requested to change the primary elastomer as 
AEM (Acrylic Ethylene Elastomer) with brand name of 
Vamac from M/s EI Dupont India Pvt. Ltd. which 
meets all the requirements of clause 5 of spec. 
Firm has suggested the following point to ensure quality 
and usage of only  qualified polymers and to prevent 
adulteration 
a)  “MOU with primary Raw Material Supplier for 

supply and quality control of the basic polymer. 
b) Polymer identification test: sample drawn from 

the flanges in delivery condition when tested by 
FTIR method shall show the polymer to be AEM. 

c) The FTIR graph of the approved sample 
should be substantially identical to the FTIR 
on supplied flange when tested by RDSO at 
its discretion. 

d) RDSO, from time to time, may at its 
discretion, collect supply data of polymer 
from the firm to ensure that appropriate 
quantities of the polymer are being used by 
the firm. 

 
Firm’s comment is not 
acceptable as the firm has 
submitted contradictory 
statement. Initially they 
agreed to achieve the 
upgraded property with 
existing polymer. Later on 
firm deviated from their initial 
statement. 
Firm’s request to change 
primary Raw material in 
specification is not 
acceptable as the other firms 
are agreed to achieve the 
proposed property with 
existing polymers.  However, 
AEM may be used as an 
alternative with prior 
approval of RDSO in terms 
of Para 4.1 of RDSO 
specification. 
The suggestion of firm to 
include the MOU with 
primary Raw Material 
manufacturer is acceptable 
to ensure the consistent 
quality of the material. 
Polymer identification is 
acceptance test and all the 
firms have to install FTIR 
Test equipment which is 
costly equipment. Hence the 
suggestion of firm is not 
acceptable.  

2 M/s Indian Friction Material Engg. Co. (S.No.1873) 
 
Firm has stated that they had made a product confirming 
to the revised spec. RDSO/2007/CG-05(Rev.1), but due 
to modification in the spec. the product will be costlier 
than the existing product. 
 
Firm`s also requested to incorporate the LHB 

 
 
Significant increase in cost is 
not acceptable.  
 
 
 
RDSO do not control UIC 
type vestibule for LHB 
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vestibule name and drawings in this spec. as the 
same spec. is applied for LHB vestibule. 

Coaches.  

3. M/s Suncrest Industries (S.No.1874) 
 
Firm has stated that they achieved the proposed 
properties as per revised spec. No. RDSO/2007/CG-
05(Rev.1) 
Firm also stated that due to these changes in spec. 
product will be more costly than earlier. 

 
 
Significant increase in cost is 
not acceptable.  

4. M/s Suresh Synthetic. (S.No.1875)   
Firm has declared that with the use of Polychloroprene 
as primary elastomer the required value as given in 
clause No. 5 of RDSO spec. No. RDSO/2007/CG-
05(Rev.1) is impossible to meet. 
Firm has requested to change the primary elastomer as 
AEM (Acrylic Ethylene Elastomer) with brand name of 
Vamac from M/s EI Dupont India Pvt. Ltd. which 
meets all the requirements of clause 5 of spec. 
Firm has suggested the following point to ensure quality 
and usage of only  qualified polymers and to prevent 
adulteration 
a) “MOU with primary Raw Material Supplier for 

supply and quality control of the primary 
elastomer. 

b) RDSO may collect procurement data of the firm to 
ensure the equivalent quantity of the approved 
elastomer are being consumed by the firm. 

c) When samples from flanges in delivery condition 
are tested by FTIR method shall show the primary 
elastomer used as AEM or any other approved 
elastomer. 

d) FTIR test of supplied samples should be 
significantly  identical to the FTIR test of supplied 
flange, done at RDSO`s own discretion 

 
Firm’s request to change 
primary Raw material in 
specification is not 
acceptable as the other firms 
are agreed to achieve the 
proposed property with 
existing polymers.  However, 
AEM may be used as an 
alternative with prior 
approval of RDSO in terms 
of Para 4.1 of RDSO 
specification. 
The suggestion of firm to 
include the MOU with 
primary Raw Material 
manufacturer is acceptable 
to ensure the consistent 
quality of the material. 
Polymer identification is 
acceptance test and all the 
firms have to install FTIR 
Test equipment which is 
costly equipment. Hence the 
suggestion of firm is not 
acceptable.  

5. M/s Kiran Rubber Products (S.No.1876) 
 
Firm has informed that they have acquired the proposed 
properties as per revised spec. No. RDSO/2007/CG-05 
(Rev.1) but product will be 15% costlier than earlier. 
 Firm submitted internal test report in which polymer 
identification show synthetic rubber.  

 
 
Such significant increase in 
cost is not acceptable. 
 
Synthetic rubber is a 
generic name, firm should 
specify exact polymer 
name in internal test report 
of polymer identification test. 

6. M/s Ameenji Rubber pvt. Ltd. ( S.No.1877) 
 
Firm has informed that they achieve proposed properties 
as per revised spec. No. RDSO/2007/CG-05(Rev.1) but 

 
 
Significant increase in cost is 
not acceptable.  
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there will be a steep escalation in cost of product. 
7. M/s Elastomer lining Works (S.No.1878) 

 
Firm has informed that they achieve the required results 
of clause No. 5 with respect to the compliance of clause 
No. 4 of Spec. no RDSO/2007/CG-05(Rev.1) 
In their letter firm suggested that NIPOLAR grade can 
also be use as base material for construction of UIC 
vestibule. However with the use of this material price of 
product will be increases. 
Firm also submitted internal test report for Toxicity and 
HRR test. 

 
 
NIPOLAR grade may be 
used as an alternative with 
prior approval of RDSO in 
terms of Para 4.1 of RDSO 
specification. However, such 
significant increase in cost is 
not acceptable. 

8. M/s Escorts limited(S.No. 1879) 
 
Firm has informed that toxicity <1, is possible but can 
only be achieve if we use alternate polymers. Toxicity 
<1 with polychloroprene is practically not possible as 
the presence of halogen in it makes intrinsically toxic 
polymer, Further use of anti oxidant ,accelerator, 
and vulcanisers in compounding also increase 
the toxicity level. 
 
HL-3 value for HRR can possible with 
polychloroprene as base polymer but tensile 
strength, % elongation and hardness of product will 
be decreases. 
Firm has made following observation on achieving 
fire retardancy of 60kw/cm2 under R1(HL-3)   
 
• Max tensile strength reduced from 1600 N/Cm2 to 

1000N/Cm2. 
• Elongation percentage achieved 250% in place of 

350% 
• Shore A Hardness went up 80±5 from the required 

level of 70±5 

 
 
Alternative Polymer may be 
used with prior approval of 
RDSO in terms of Para 4.1 
of RDSO specification.  
 
Firm’s comment with 
compromise in other 
properties to achieve HL3 
value of HRR is not 
acceptable as this may affect 
the service performance of 
the product. 

9. M/s Cemcon Railway Industries (S.No.1880 &1881) 
 
Vide letter at S.No. 1880 Firm has declared that with the 
use of Polychloroprene as primary elastomer the required 
value as given in clause No. 5 of RDSO spec. No. 
RDSO/2007/CG-05(Rev.1) is impossible to meet. 
 
Firm informed that they have developed a compound 
based on AEM (Acrylic Ethylene elastomer) with 
brand name of vamac from M/s EI Dupont India Pvt. 
Ltd. which meets all the requirements of clause 5 of 
spec. 
Firm request to change the primary elastomer AEM 
(Acrylic Ethylene elastomer) in place of 

 
 
Firm’s request to change 
primary Raw material in 
specification is not 
acceptable as the other firms 
are agreed to achieve the 
proposed property with 
existing polymers.  However, 
AEM may be used as an 
alternative with prior 
approval of RDSO in terms 
of Para 4.1 of RDSO 
specification. 
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Polychloroprene to achieve required properties as per 
spec. 
 
Firm has suggested the following point to ensure quality 
and usage of only  qualified polymers and to prevent 
adulteration 
a) “MOU with primary Raw Material Supplier for 

supply and quality control of the basic polymer. 
b) Polymer identification test: sample drawn from 

the flanges in delivery condition when tested by 
FTIR method shall show the polymer to be AEM. 

c) The FTIR graph of the approved sample should be 
substantially identical to the FTIR on supplied 
flange when tested by RDSO at its discretion. 

d) RDSO, from time to time, may at its discretion, 
collect supply data of polymer from the firm to 
ensure that appropriate quantities of the polymer 
are being used by the firm. 

Firm declares vide their letter No. 
CRI/RDSO/Car/02/2017 dt. 26.04.2017 that they achieve 
proposed properties as per revised spec. No. 
RDSO/2007/CG-05(Rev.1) but due to these changes in 
spec. product will be more costly than earlier. 

The suggestion of firm to 
include the MOU with 
primary Raw Material 
manufacturer is acceptable 
to ensure the consistent 
quality of the material. 
Polymer identification is 
acceptance test and all the 
firms have to install FTIR 
Test equipment which is 
costly equipment. Hence the 
suggestion of firm is not 
acceptable.  
 
 
 
 
 
Such significant increase in 
cost is not acceptable.  

10 M/s Waheguru Rubber Manufacturing co. 
(P)Ltd.(S.No. 1883) 
 
Vide letter at S. No. 1883 Firm has stated that they 
achieved the proposed properties as per revised spec. 
No. RDSO/2007/CG-05(Rev.1) 
Firm also stated that due to these changes in spec. cost 
of the product will go up. 

 
 
 
Significant increase in cost is 
not acceptable.  
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SUMMARY 
 

 
  

S.No. Name of Firms Base 
Elastomer(Existing/proposed) 

MOU with 
Raw material 
supplier 

Effect on 
product 
cost 

1.  Indian Friction Material 
Engineering 

Polychloroprene  ……. 
 

increases 

2.  Suncrest Industry Polychloroprene  …… increases 
3.  Kiran Rubber Polychloroprene  ……. 15% 

increases 
4.  Ameen ji Rubber Polychloroprene  …….. increases 
5.  Waheguru rubber 

manufacturing co. (P)ltd. 
Polychloroprene  …….. increases 

6.   Escorts Limited Alternate polymer 
 

…….. …… 

7.  Cemcon Railway 
Industries 

Polychloroprene / AEM (Acrylic 
Ethylene Elastomer) 

Yes 
 

Increases 

8.   Elastomer Lining Works Polychloroprene/nipolar  …….. increases 
9.   Polymer Product of India Polychloroprene / AEM (Acrylic 

Ethylene Elastomer) 
Yes 
 

…… 

10.   Suresh Synthetic AEM (Acrylic Ethylene 
Elastomer) 

Yes 
 

……. 

 
 


