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ECO compounds after exposure to alcohol fuel blends

Executive summary
The notion of motive fuel systems that can also utilize alcohol-containing

fuels is not new. For decades the proposition to switch motive transportation
systems to some form of green fuel technology has ebbed and flowed. 

Today, however, the renewed interest in this idea seems more genuine than in
the past. A growing awareness about the finiteness of fossil-fuel reserves com-
bined with greater emphasis upon environmental stewardship, seem to indicate
a more permanent, global relationship is now possible with the technology. 

Traditional fuel hose elastomers such as polyepichlorohydrin (ECO) have a
long and reliable history in motive fuel system service. 

This paper presents data focusing on ECO-based compounds after long-term
exposure to ethanol- and methanol-containing fuels. 

Comparison is made with other common fuel hose elastomers such as NBR
and HNBR. Reference data is generated based upon varied ratios of fuel media
ranging from neat reference fossil-fuel through and including the neat alcohols.

Background information is presented in combination with the study results to
provide the modern system designer and formulator with information to facilitate
design of effective, more environmentally conscious fuel system components.          

By Samuel C. Harber
Zeon Chemicals L.P.

Well into the 21st century, the popu-
lace generally seems to regard green or
bio-fuel technologies as new or innova-
tive. 

While some avenues to produce bio-
fuel are new and cutting edged, the use
of alcohol as a fuel additive or neat fuel
is not new. 

In fact it has been rather cyclical in

nature.
Prior to this current resurgence of in-

terest, the technology ebbed and flowed
mainly three times in the twentieth cen-
tury.1

Baby boomers will no doubt recall
Gasohol (10-percent ethanol) that be-
came common during the oil embargo crisis of the 1970s. Gasohol was short-lived and subse-

quently faded with the glut of oil in the
80s and 90s. 

Prior to that, alcohol as a motive fuel
was investigated quite heavily in the
pre- and early 1900s, culminating in its
failed rollout in the early automotive in-
dustry of the 1930s. 

This was largely as a result of smear
campaigns waged by the American Pe-
troleum Institute when it went into pan-
ic mode in 1933 as a result of the grow-
ing popularity of alcohol fuels.2

While being interviewed by a New
York Times reporter in 1925, Henry
Ford called ethyl alcohol “the fuel of the
future” which seems a commonly held
opinion by many of the great minds of
that time including Thomas Edison and
Alexander Graham Bell. 

The list of advocates also included
Ford’s rival, Charles Kettering at Gen-
eral Motors.3

Viewed through the lens of our time,
Ford’s seeming prescience in his view of
ethyl alcohol as “the fuel of the future”,
actually had more to do with Ford’s
sense of rural America and admiration

Table II. Key original properties, ethanol study.

Table I. Base formulations.
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Fig. 1b. Hydrin, hardness A change, pts.

Fig. 1a. Hydrin, hardness A change, pts.

Table III. Key original properties, methanol study.
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for the American Farmer. 
This coupled with the Great Depres-

sion and his desire to re-energize the
agricultural economy, led to the forma-
tion of a broad movement commonly
known as “Farm Chemurgy” with its re-
lated “Chemurgy Conferences” of the
1930s around and in Dearborn, Mich.4

Ford threw his considerable political
and financial muscle behind the move-

ment, ultimately to no avail however,
because of API’s aforementioned activi-
ties.

But what of alcohol fuels in the first
decades of the 21st century? 

Essentially, usage lines between
ethanol and methanol are drawn geo-
graphically. With pros and cons for
each, their usage in mainstream motive
transportation can be essentially dis-
tilled down—with minor variations—to
this: China uses methanol while the
U.S., Brazil and Europe are focused
mainly on ethanol. 

The Chinese are vested heavily in
methanol mainly because of their vast
stores of coal and natural gas, with coal
being the feedstock of choice.5

This begs mention of a major concern
regarding methanol fuel production; its
conversion using fossil fuel resources
and methods required to achieve carbon
dioxide sequestration to limit green-
house gases during its production.6

Ethanol on the other hand is touted as
being more environmentally friendly be-
cause it does not use fossil fuel resources
in its manufacture.

Additionally, because of readily avail-
able agricultural resources—much akin
to Ford’s vision—ethanol has found
widespread usage in both the U.S. and
Brazil.

Regarding ethanol
Ethanol or more precisely ethyl alco-

hol—sometimes referred to as grain al-
cohol—is distilled from corn in the U.S.
and from sugar cane in Brazil. 

Both the U.S. and Brazil have the
largest ethanol fuel industries in the
world.7

Of all the users of ethanol fuels,
Brazil is perhaps the more advanced. 

Just as in the U.S., the first interest
in using ethanol as a motive transporta-
tion fuel occurred in the early 20th cen-
tury. 

Though similar to the situation in the
U.S. at that time, the market in Brazil
never materialized due to very cheap oil
prices. 

During the early 70s a perfect storm
of sorts hit in Brazil. 

First, like most of the rest of the world
they were impacted by the oil embargo
of OPEC. Second, there was about this
time, much spare capacity in sugar cane
production. 

These two events led to a government
sponsored program called “Pró-Álcool”
which was initiated in 1975. 

This program included government fi-
nancial incentives for large-scale sugar
cane processing facilities as well as ba-
sic development of the technology and
its infrastructure. 

Auto makers already producing vehi-
cles in Brazil built vehicles in two ver-
sions; one gasoline powered and the oth-
er ethanol powered. 

By the early 1980s, most cars sold in
Brazil were ethanol only. In 2003 the
first flex-fuel—runs on gasoline and
ethanol—vehicles were introduced. (In
Brazil “regular” gasoline is E20–E25
while the ethanol is E100, not E85 as in

the U.S.)
It is interesting to note that Brazilian

part suppliers report that many of the
rubber compositions used in Flex-Fuel
vehicles are similar to those used in
standard gasoline systems.8

Current estimates are that 95 percent
of cars sold in Brazil are Flex-Fuel pow-
ered.9 

The production of ethanol in Brazil is
about 14 billion liters per year, which is
a level approximated to replace 40 per-
cent of their gasoline usage.10

In the U.S., of course, ethanol produc-
tion is predominantly based on corn
with an annual capacity of about 15 bil-
lion liters as of 2005, with a target as re-

quired by the Energy Act of 2005, to
reach 28 billion liters by 2012.11

The historical perspective previously
discussed regarding the U.S. shows
many similarities to Brazil’s experience
with respect to the ups and downs of de-
mand, shortages, and economic issues
related to oil versus ethanol. 

In the U.S., federal legislative initia-
tives in the early 1990s began to bring
about change. 

For example, the Energy Policy Act of
1992 targeted a nationwide goal of 30
percent use of alternative fuels in pas-
senger-type or lighter duty vehicles by
2010. In the last quarter century, be-
cause of the mandates of Congress, it is

estimated that more than 2 trillion
miles have been traveled using ethanol
fuel blends.12 

In the U.S. there are two types of
ethanol based fuels available commer-
cially: E10 (10-percent ethanol) and E85
(85-percent ethanol). 

Very common in most refueling sta-
tions, E10 is rated by automotive produc-
ers as safe for all vehicles. In addition,
most recreational vehicle producers also
recommend the use of ethanol-enriched
fuels. 

Conversely, an E85 capable vehicle—
Flex-Fuel Vehicle—is a specially de-
signed model to accommodate the richer

Fig. 2. NBR, Hardness A change, pts.

Fig. 3. HNBR, Hardness A change, pts.

Fig. 4. Hydrin, tensile retention, %.

Fig. 5. NBR, tensile retention, %.

Fig. 6. HNBR, tensile retention, %.

See ECO, page 16
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content of ethanol.

Regarding methanol
Methanol or more precisely methyl al-

cohol—sometimes referred to as wood al-
cohol—is obtained from several sources.
In the U.S. virtually all commercial
methanol is produced from natural gas. 

It can also be produced from biogas
(by-product of organic matter that is fer-
menting) as well as coal. 

As mentioned previously, globally
China has the main commercial market

for methanol as a motive fuel. 
In their report, revised in 2010, MIT

researchers Bromberg and Cheng dis-
cuss this growing technology in China.13

As mentioned above, methanol pro-
duction differs from ethanol in that the
main feed stocks are largely fossil-fuel
related. 

As such there is inherently a concern
regarding more volumes of carbon diox-
ide or greenhouse gas being released
into an already crowded atmosphere. 

China anticipates heavy reliance on
coal as a feedstock because of its plenti-
ful supply. 

There is an expectation that by 2015
coal will be used for 90 percent of the
methanol production.14

While 15-percent methanol (M15) is
the most commonly sold grade, fuels
such as M5, M10, M85 and M100 are
also common.

It is reported that the state-run oil
companies are reluctant to promote any
particular or standard blend(s) of these
fuels, which in some respects is hinder-
ing efforts to standardize the commer-
cial market.

Notwithstanding, there are main-
stream efforts—due to the Central Gov-
ernment—to develop the technology be-
cause of its economic feasibility (the
retail price of M15 in Shaanxi Province
in May 2010 was 10 percent less than
gasoline) and the possibility that many
more local producers may come on
line.15

Many automotive companies in Chi-
na are actively developing and promot-
ing Flex-Fuel Vehicles, and this has
aided the development of China as a
leader in methanol as a motive fuel
source. 

One example is Shanghai Maple Auto-
motive, which produced 50,000 methanol
FFVs in 2008.16

Experimental
A series of compound standards were

formulated based on Hydrin poly-
epichlorohydrin terpolymer (GECO),
Nipol acrylonitrile butadiene copolymer
(NBR), and Zetpol hydrogenated acry-
lonitrile butadiene copolymer (HNBR),
as shown in Table I. 

The polymers were selected to, as
much as possible, make an across-the-
board and fair comparison. 

The Hydrin terpolymer is T3100
which has the highest level of unsatura-
tion available in the product line. 

This is balanced with a higher level of
epichlorohydrin to enable very good re-
sistance to hydrocarbon media. 

The nominal Mooney is 70. 
The NBR chosen was Nipol DN4555, a

45-percent AN polymer with a nominal
Mooney of 55. 

Finally the HNBR chosen was Zetpol
1020L which has enough unsaturation
to allow conventional curing. It has a 44-
percent AN level. 

The nominal Mooney is 57. The for-
mulations are identical, save the differ-
ence in polymers. 

The reader should also note that these
have not been optimized necessarily for
any one specification. 

They could be broadly thought of as
representative of moderately extended,
carbon-black-filled hose compounds
with semi-EV cures. 

The stocks were mixed “pass and a
half” (masterbatched, then refined and
finaled on the mill) in a 1,600cc labora-
tory internal mixer and sheeted off us-
ing a 20.3 cm x 40.7 cm laboratory mill
having a roll speed ratio of 1.28 : 1. 

The mill was prepared for milling Hy-

Fig. 7. Hydrin, elongation retention, %.

Fig. 8. NBR, elongation retention, %.

Fig. 9. HNBR, elongation retention, %.

Fig. 10. Hydrin, volume change, %.

Fig. 11. NBR, volume change, %.

Fig. 12. HNBR, volume change.
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Abrasion-resistant and chemically inert, DeWAL
UHMW-PE covers hoses, belts and rubber profiles.
It can be as thin as 0.002" (.0508mm) or as thick as
0.020" (0.5mm) in widths up to 5 feet (1.5m).

For high temperature hose applications — up to 500°F
(260°C) — DeWAL PTFE is unsurpassed.

Both UHMW and PTFE can be supplied natural, black,
or colored and filled to allow static dissipation.

Durable, consistent and dimensionably stable, DeWAL
UHMW will bond to itself and most rubber materials
during vulcanization. DeWAL PTFE will bond to itself
or, chemically treated, to most rubber substrates.

These properties make DeWAL UHMW and PTFE
easy and economical to use.

For details and specs, go to www.dewal.com, e-mail
usa1@dewal.com, fax 800-488-6780 or phone 800-
366-8356. (International: 001-401-789-9736.)

DeWAL UHMW and PTFE
have your hoses covered...inside and out.

15 Ray Trainor Drive, Narragansett, RI 02882

Quality of Product...First

drin by coldcleaning with Millathane
Glob abrasive cleaning stock and then
preheating to 60-80°C for the refining
and sheeting operations. 

The NBR and HNBR based stocks
were processed on a cooled mill.

Basic rheological characterizations of
the stocks were made using a Mooney
Viscometer, ML (1+30) at 125°C and
ODR curemeter at 100 cpm and 3° arc
using a 20-minute clock at 170°C. 

The stocks were then molded into
standard ASTM 15.2 cm x 15.2 cm ten-
sile sheets in a 60.9 cm x 60.9 cm, 100-
ton electric press. 

Vulcanization was completed for a pe-
riod of 10 minutes at 170°C. Stress-
Strain properties were measured using
ASTM D412 procedures. 

In Tables II and III, key original
rheological and physical test properties
of base formulations for the ethanol and
methanol set of compounds respectively
are shown.

Fluid immersions were performed per
ASTM D471. 

The aging media designations are in-
dicated as either the neat fuel—Fuel C,
Ethanol (EtOH) or Methanol (MeOH)
for example, and the blended fuels using
the standard conventions of E or M fol-
lowed by the percentage (5, 15, 25 etc.)
of each alcohol in the media. 

The compounds were aged in these
media, with samples suspended in test
tubes inserted in heater controlled im-
mersion blocks. 

Each tube had a condenser apparatus
attached. 

No fluid changes were made, so that
the original fluid underwent full contin-
uous aging with the rubber compounds. 

The data is analyzed and plotted by
physical property for each polymer’s
compound and shows comparative aged
data for Fuel C, then each percentage
blend of alcohol followed by the neat al-
cohol. 

Discussion of the results is organized
by property type with a focus on the
1,008-hour data.

Discussion
The first parameter analyzed is the

impact that the various media have on
hardness. 

It is telling to look in summary fash-
ion at each data set, especially noting
the shape that the collective bars form
(ex. Fig. 1a).

In each case the largest amount of
change can be observed to occur in the
low-to-midrange alcohol blends, begin-
ning about the 15-percent level and con-
tinuing through the 50-percent range. 

For example, in Fig. 1 the Hydrin
compound is observed to have the
largest hardness change in both E25
and M25, about -24 points. 

This is in stark contrast with the 85-
percent blends as well as the neat alco-
hols which only saw changes in the sin-
gle digits. 

In Fig. 2 the plot of NBR hardness
change is shown. 

A trend similar to the Hydrin is noted
here but the 85 percent and neat alco-
hols had larger hardness losses, -10 to -19
points, than the Hydrin. 

The HNBR data trended in a similar
fashion to the Hydrin and NBR, but
again the Hydrin has the least hardness
loss in the 85-percent blends and neat
ethanol and methanol. 

It was also interesting to observe that
in the 25 percent blends HNBR has a 41
point loss of hardness in ethanol and a
35 point loss in methanol after 1,008
hours at 40°C (Fig. 3). 

Finally it was also of note that HNBR
had the largest loss of hardness in Fuel

C (28 points) compared to NBR (20
points) or Hydrin (15 points). 

It is also important in interpreting
this and other data to recall the many
years of archival laboratory and field ex-
perience with materials tested and certi-
fied using reference Fuel C. 

Again in each case, the hardness val-
ues trend at or less than Fuel C in the
85-percent blends and the neat alcohols.

The impact that the fuels have on ten-
sile is indicated beginning with Fig. 4,
the Hydrin compound, where the re-
tained tensile in percentage is illustrat-
ed. 

Viewing this whole data set as a com-
posite, the overall bow-shape points
once again to the more aggressive na-
ture of the low (15 percent) to mid-range
(50 percent) blends. 

It is, however, interesting to see that
the very low percentage (5 percent)
blends in each case about the 1,008-hour
Fuel C data.

Specific to this observation are the 60
percent to 67-percent tensile retentions. 

These are in contrast with the greater
tensile retention relative to Fuel C in
the 85-percent blends and neat alcohols. 

Another key observation is that with
the Hydrin stock—compared to NBR
and HNBR—one does not observe the
large deltas within alcohol blend sub-
sets. 

These are noticeable as downward
stair-step effects and discussed next.

In Figs. 5 and 6, retained tensile for
the NBR and HNBR compounds respec-

tively is shown, where the downward
stair-step effect—or pattern mentioned
previously—is quite noticeable. 

This is caused by the more aggressive
nature of methanol. In Fig. 5 (NBR)
each test condition up to the 85-percent
blend retains significantly less tensile
than the standard of Fuel C which is at
about 62 percent retention after 1,008
hours. 

Also, a significant tensile loss is noted
which ranges from the 5-percent alcohol
blend (for example, E5 has 48-percent
retention and M5 has 41-percent reten-
tion) to a low point at the M25 level of
only 32-percent retention.

This trend does change, however, as
can be observed in the 85 percent level
blends as well as the neat alcohols.

These fluid results indicated tensile
retention levels well above those found
in the Fuel C reference. 

The overall trend in the HNBR stock
as shown in Fig. 6 is similar to NBR but
more pronounced. 

In HNBR (ethanol to methanol
blends) the retained tensile within each
blend point has a significantly greater
delta. 

For example, one of the stair-steps
goes from 64-percent retention of tensile
after 1,008 hours with E25 down to 37-
percent retention with M25. By far the
most aggressive blends are in this low-
to mid-range area. 

As before, however, the stocks recover
nicely in both 85-percent blends and
neat alcohols, to end up at between 68

percent and 85 percent retained tensile
after 1,008 hours. 

As stated before, the ethanol is by far
the least aggressive fuel/fuel blend for
HNBR while methanol reacts in signifi-
cantly aggressive fashion.

Next an evaluation of elongation re-
tention—also after 1,008 hours at
40°C—is made. 

Beginning with Fig. 7, the Hydrin
compound is shown. 

Once again, when picturing the over-
all data curve shape, a new trend be-
comes clear; beginning with reference
Fuel C the curve is not as dramatically
bowed from that point through the 50

Fig. 13. E15 immersion, 1,008 hours at 40°C.

See ECO, page 21
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percent blends. 
A dip, is observed however, in elongation

retention around the 25-percent blends,
where the retained elongation is only 39
percent (E25) and 32 percent (M25). 

At the 85-percent level blends through
those of the neat alcohols, retained elon-
gation percentage recovers to well above
the Fuel C level, to greater than 60 per-
cent retention after 1,008 hours. 

In Fig. 8 data for the NBR stock is
shown. 

The downward stair step appearance
repeats itself here, albeit not to the
same extent as in the HNBR. 

Fuel C data shows 75-percent reten-
tion while E5 is 61 percent, E85 is 78
percent and the neat ethanol is 77-per-
cent retained elongation.

Methanol and methanol blends are
the most aggressive here, with M25 be-
ing the more aggressive ratio. 

In this case, only 38-percent elonga-
tion was retained after 1,008 hours. Fi-
nally in Fig. 9, the HNBR results for
elongation are shown. 

These are significantly different than
either the NBR or Hydrin compounds. 

In each case very significant elonga-
tion is retained. 

The downward stair step pattern is
still evident as far as the aggressiveness
of the methanol is concerned, but not
nearly to the same extent as with ten-
sile, for example. 

In the mid- to low-range blends, in
some cases the retained elongations
were more than 100 percent.

A possible explanation for the overall
greater aggressiveness of methanol to-
ward nitrile-based rubber could be that
since the molar mass of methanol is
smaller (32.04 g/mol) than that of
ethanol (46.07 g/mol) the chemistry and
physics of the polymer and compound al-
low greater access by the methanol than
ethanol. 

As to the significant elongation reten-
tion of the HNBR compound possible ex-
planations continue to be researched. At
this point it is unclear why this charac-
teristic exists, although it has been not-
ed in other similar work.

The last area of analysis is the volume
change or swelling characteristic of the
compounds.

Beginning with Fig. 10, the Hydrin
stock, an interesting trend is observed. 

Compared to the other data points,
volume change in E5 (47 percent) com-
pared with M5 (29 percent) after 1,008
hours, reverses and the methanol sud-
denly appears less aggressive than the
ethanol. This trend could be legitimate
because it is found slightly in the NBR
(Fig. 11) and the HNBR (Fig. 12), al-
though not to nearly the same degree. 

In each compound thereafter the most
aggressive swelling is seen in the low-to-
midrange blends. Also evident in these is
the stair-step effect where the methanol
is more aggressive than ethanol. 

In all three polymers, the 85-percent
level blends and the neat alcohols show
very low swelling, significantly less than
with Reference Fuel C. 

It is noteworthy that Hydrin has very
low swelling compared to the nitrile-
based stocks in the 85-percent level
blends as well as the neat alcohols.

While the aggressiveness of several
blends, especially in the low- to mid-range
Fuel C-alcohol blends, is noted, it would
be of benefit to also understand if this
characteristic is temporary or permanent. 

In a previous study, similar base for-
mulations of Hydrin and NBR were
evaluated in much the same fashion as
in this work.17

However those evaluations also in-
cluded a dry-out protocol. 

An example of the data from that
study is illustrated in Fig. 13, showing
the as-tested and dry-out data after ag-
ing for 1,008 hours at 40°C in one of the
more aggressive media, E15. 

It is noteworthy by way of example,
that the Hydrin terpolymer stock
showed a 20-point loss of hardness and
56-percent volume change. 

On dry-out, however, these were
found to only be an 8-point loss of hard-
ness and 1-percent volume change. 

What this demonstrates is that the ag-
gressive nature of these low-range media
is not permanent in the sense of destruc-
tion of the polymer/compound matrix. 

Fig. 13 also shows an NBR stock
which behaves in this same way. 

A final note about the aggressiveness
noted in the low-range blends: just as
Fuel C can be utilized as a good refer-
ence due to its long history of laboratory
use as a successful field service predic-
tor, most modern vehicles have been cer-
tified for some time now to run on
blends of ethanol as high as E10 and

have successfully done so with no issues.

Conclusions
Interest in and use of alcohol and/or

alcohol containing fuel blends for motive
transportation has a long and storied
history, and indeed is not new. 

After the three main cycles of interest
in the technology that occurred in the
20th century, this current cycle seems to
be one which possesses circumstances
that will enable its longevity. 

With more focus from a societal stand-
point on green technologies—whether as
a result of genuine environmental con-
cern or for financial investment—there
seems to be a deeper, more integral in-
terest this time around. 

In addition, several main global
economies are continuing to develop and
integrate these technologies, with more
and more solid infrastructures. 

The U.S., Europe, Brazil and China,
for example, all utilize standard produc-
tion vehicles (FFVs) designed for power-
ing with various types of alcohol and fos-
sil fuel blends as well as neat alcohol,
such as in Brazil. 

This paper examined common, stan-
dard elastomeric technologies which are
compounds based on Hydrin poly-
epichlorohydrin terpolymer (GECO),
Nipol acrylonitrile butadiene copolymer
(NBR), and Zetpol hydrogenated acry-
lonitrile butadiene copolymer (HNBR).
These are polymer technologies used for
many years with both fossil and flex-fuel
motive power. Key observations of note
from this study are:

• By considering the charted data in
composite or overview form, curve-trend
shapes can be seen which indicate the
aggressiveness of various blends. Com-
paring this technique and actual data
values it is found, generally speaking,
that the most aggressive alcohol fuel
blends are those containing between 5-
and 50-percent alcohol.

• Overall each compound/polymer
performed very well in 85-percent
blends (“E85”; “M85”) and neat alcohols.

• Relative to ethanol, methanol
blends act much more aggressively to-
ward nitrile-based compounds than
those formulated from Hydrin.

• Using Fuel C results as a standard,
the compounder can more readily under-
stand the relative performance of each
compound/polymer along the range of
fuels and fuel mixtures.

• Although swelling and some proper-

ty changes appear large in the lower
blend ranges, for example E15, when
compared to previous similar compound
studies, dry-out data indicates that no
permanent damage occurs to the Hydrin
or nitrile polymers.

• While ethanol blends in the lower
ranges (5 percent to 15 percent) appear
aggressive in the laboratory, it should
be noted that E10 has been used in non-
flex-fuel rated vehicles for quite some
time with no problem.
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moplastic goods, including items made of
thermoplastic rubber, thermoplastic poly-
urethane and polyvinyl chloride.

Novaflex moved all its industrial rub-
ber hose equipment to the factory and
added some new lines for the thermo-
plastic business. The new plant sits on
seven acres, giving plenty of expansion
space, and has 12 loading docks. All 40-
50 employees from the prior plant trans-
ferred to the new site.

“We were able to set up the manufac-
turing space exactly how we’d envisioned
it,” Melinda Donnelly said. “The former
location was long and narrow. This one is
conducive to longer lengths of hose. That
in itself is a major opportunity for us.

“We’ve gained immediate efficiencies
just by being able to put those strategic
pieces of equipment in the layout that
we knew they should be in had we had
this opportunity 20 years ago. That
translates into increased throughput.”  

Novaflex also makes industrial rubber

hose in a 220,000-sq.-ft. plant in North
Carolina and a 40,000-sq.-ft. plant in
Granby, Quebec. It started producing
composite hose at a facility in the Unit-
ed Kingdom earlier this year at a site
previously used as a distribution center.
Overall, Novaflex employs 400.

Business for the hose maker has been
generally up with a good backlog of or-
ders, though the firm doesn’t disclose
sales. The industrial hose and ducting
division saw sales growth of roughly 25
percent the past two years, according to
Melinda Donnelly. Sales have been flat,
though, for its other businesses—com-
mercial HVAC ducting and home vent-
ing of appliances and commercial boil-
ers, areas that typically follow the
construction market.

She said Novaflex’s competitive ad-
vantage is its ability to custom-engineer
products to customer needs, something
the plant in Ajax is set up to do. “If a
customer needs smaller volume, a cus-
tom end or custom color, we’re ideally
set up to take that kind of order,” she
said. “Or we can work with the customer
to design a whole new product.”

Ian Donnelly said the experience in the

Novaflex
Continued from page 1 Family

affair
Melinda Donnelly, president of
Novaflex Group, and her father,
Ian, chairman and CEO of the
hose and ducting manufactur-
er, pose during the NAHAD an-
nual conference in Las Vegas.
They reported their company
has moved into a new, larger
hose production facility in
Ajax, Ontario, from an old loca-
tion in Whitby, Ontario.

RPN photo by Bruce Meyer

U.K. has been a learning one. He said
the biggest difference between doing
business in North America and Europe
is the tighter standards in place over-
seas.

“There are also language barriers in
every country in Europe,” he said.

“Every country has its own wrinkle on
standards. They all profess to be the
same, but they’re not.”

Melinda Donnelly said Novaflex will
use the U.K. operation as a stepping
stone to the European continent and
Southeast Asia. 
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