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TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Fire Tests 
 
FROM: Linda MacKay 
 
DATE: September 21, 2009 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 251, 253, 262, 265, 285, 286 ROP Letter Ballot Final Results 
 

 
The Final Results of the NFPA 251, 253, 262, 265, 285, 286 ROP Letter Ballots are as follows:  
 
NFPA 251 
 
21 Members Eligible to Vote 
  1 Ballot Was Not Returned (Hartzell) 
18 Affirmative on All 
  2 Negatives on one or more proposals as noted in report (Badders, Hirschler) 
  0 Abstentions on one or more proposals as noted in report 
 
According to the final ballot results, all ballot items received the necessary 2/3 required 
affirmative votes to pass ballot.  (21 eligible to vote - 1 not returned - 0 abstentions= 20 × 0.66 = 
14) 
 
 NFPA 253 
 
21 Members Eligible to Vote 
  2  Ballots Not Returned (Hartzell, Hogan) 
13 Affirmative on All 
  5 Negatives on one or more proposals as noted in report (Badders, Fitch, Hough, McPhee,  
 Sumathipala) 
  1 Abstentions on one or more proposals as noted in report (Milke) 
 
B. Fitch and K. Sumathipala submitted changes in vote during circulation. 
 
According to the final ballot results, all ballot items received the necessary 2/3 required 
affirmative votes to pass ballot.  (21 eligible to vote - 2 not returned – 1 abstention = 18 × 0.66 = 
12) 



 

 
 
NFPA 262 
 
21 Members Eligible to Vote 
  2 Ballots Not Returned (Hartzell, Hogan) 
17 Affirmative on All (R. Bill w/affirmative comment on one or more proposals as noted in  
 report) 
  0 Negatives on one or more proposals as noted in report 
  2 Abstentions on one or more proposals as noted in report (Hirschler, Milke) 
 
According to the final ballot results, all ballot items received the necessary 2/3 required 
affirmative votes to pass ballot.  (21 eligible to vote - 2 not returned - 2 abstentions = 17 × 0.66 = 
12) 
 
NFPA 265 
 
21 Members Eligible to Vote 
  2  Ballots Not Returned (Hartzell, Hogan) 
13  Affirmative on All (R. McPhee w/affirmative comment on one or more proposals as noted  
 in report) 
  5 Negatives on one or more proposals as noted in report (Fitch, Lathrop, McPhee,  
 Sumathipala, Thornberry) 
  1 Abstentions on one or more proposals as noted in report (Milke) 
 
K. Sumathipala and R. Thornberry submitted changes in vote during circulation. 
 
According to the final ballot results, all ballot items received the necessary 2/3 required 
affirmative votes to pass ballot.  (21 eligible to vote - 2 not returned - 1 abstention = 18 × 0.66 = 
12) 
 
NFPA 285 
 
21 Members Eligible to Vote 
  2  Ballots Not Returned (Hartzell, Hogan) 
15 Affirmative on All (M. Hirschler w/affirmative comment on one or more proposals as  
 noted in report) 
  1 Negatives on one or more proposals as noted in report (McPhee) 
  3 Abstentions on one or more proposals as noted in report (Beitel, Milke, Thornberry) 
 
R. Thornberry changed his vote during circulation. 
 
According to the final ballot results, all ballot items received the necessary 2/3 required 
affirmative votes to pass ballot.  (21 eligible to vote - 2 not returned - 3 abstentions =16 × 0.66 = 
11) 
 
NFPA 286 
 
21 Members Eligible to Vote 
  1  Ballots Not Returned (Hartzell) 
18 Affirmative on All (R. Bill w/affirmative comment on one or more proposals as noted in  
 Report) 
  0 Negatives on one or more proposals as noted in report 
  2 Abstentions on one or more proposals as noted in report (McPhee, Milke) 
 
According to the final ballot results, all ballot items received the necessary 2/3 required 



 

affirmative votes to pass ballot.  (21 eligible to vote - 1 not returned - 2 abstentions =18 × 0.66 = 
12) 
 
Reasons for negative votes, etc. from alternate members are not included unless the ballot from 
the principal member was not received.  The following alternate members submitted votes for their 
principals; P. Hough for T. Fritz, S. Adams for A. Hogan, and J. Lathrop for W. Koffel. 
 
The number of affirmative votes necessary for the ballot to pass balloting is based on the number 
eligible to vote, minus the not returned and abstentions.  Therefore, based on the responses 
received the final results show that the aforementioned ROP ballots achieved the necessary 2/3 
majority needed to pass ballot. 
 
R. McPhee and D. Sheppard submitted ballots during circulation. 
 
ATTACHMENT:  Final Report 
 



Report on Proposals  –  November 2010 NFPA 251
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
251-1     Log #1

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Arthur J. Parker, Hughes Associates, Inc.

Delete text to read as follows:
Recommend withdrawal of entire document.

Three nearly identical test standards exist for evaluating the fire-resistance of building construction and
materials – ASTM E 119, UL 263, and NFPA 251.  ASTM E 119 and UL 263 are referenced only in the International
Building Codes while NFPA 251 is referenced only in NFPA 5000.  Significant technical changes to ASTM E 119 have
been made or are being worked on over the last few years to improve the requirements for the thermocouple pads,
restraint test conditions, loading criteria, defining the cotton pad test, positive pressure, heat flux measurements,
calibration, etc.  These changes to ASTM E 119 has resulted in NFPA 251 falling significantly behind ASTM E 119 in
terms of technical accuracy.  Due to the amount of work which would be required to bring this standard back to a
comparable technical level with the other fire-resistance test standards, the relatively limited use/reference for this
standard, and the ongoing effort to harmonize alike standards (withdrawal is one form of harmonization which has been
applied by all organizations), withdrawal of this standard is recommended.

Affirmative: 18  Negative: 2
1  Hartzell, G.

BADDERS, JR., B.:  NFPA 251 is referenced in other NFPA documents besides NFPA 5000.  For example, NFPA 252
and 275 reference 251 and there are others.  The harmonization effort is only resulting in NFPA standards being
withdrawn.  ASTM and UL are not withdrawing standards for the sake of harmonization.   By the logic of this committee
action, NFPA should get out of the code and standard writing business all together.
HIRSCHLER, M.:  I oppose the withdrawal of this standard because I feel that the NFPA Fire Tests Committee should

retain the opportunity to participate in the maintenance of a key standard, since NFPA 251 is widely used throughout the
NFPA set of codes, standards and guides.  Code development should be given the opportunity to choose an alternate
standard to ASTM E119.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
251-2     Log #CP2

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Technical Committee on Fire Tests,

The Technical Committee on Fire Tests proposes the withdrawal of NFPA 251,
.

The committee concurs with the substantiation provided by the submitter of Proposal 251-1 (Log #1).

Affirmative: 18  Negative: 2
1  Hartzell, G.

BADDERS, JR., B.:  See my explanation of negative on Proposal 251-1 (Log#1).
HIRSCHLER, M.:  See Proposal 251-1 (Log#1).
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Report on Proposals  –  November 2010 NFPA 251
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
251-3     Log #2

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Marcelo M. Hirschler, GBH International

Revise text as follows:
1.3.9 The standard does not provide the following:
(1) Full information on the performance of assemblies constructed with components or lengths other than those tested
(2) Evaluation of the degree to which the assembly contributes to the fire hazard by generation of smoke, toxic gases,

or other products of combustion
(3) Measurement of the degree of control or limitation of the passage of smoke or products of combustion through the

assembly
(4) Simulation of the fire behavior of joints between building elements, such as floor-to-wall or wall-to-wall connections
(5) Measurement of flame spread over the surface of the tested element
(6) Effect on fire resistance endurance of conventional openings in the assembly (e.g., electrical receptacle outlets,

plumbing pipe) unless specifically provided for in the construction tested
4.3.5 Where a temperature rise of 30 percent in excess of the specified limit occurs at any one of the individual

measurement points, all other points shall be ignored, and the fire resistance endurance period shall be judged as
ended.
5.2.7 If during the conditioning of the specimen it appears desirable or is necessary to use accelerated drying

techniques, it shall be the responsibility of the laboratory conducting the test to avoid procedures that significantly alter
the structural or fire resistance endurance characteristics of the specimen, or both, from those produced as the result of
drying in accordance with the procedures in 5.2.1.
6.1.2 For the purpose of obtaining additional performance performance data, the test shall be permitted to be

continued beyond the time the fire resistance rating endurance classification is determined.
7.2* Loading. Throughout the fire resistance endurance and fire and hose stream tests, a constant superimposed load

shall be applied to simulate a maximum load condition superimposed load shall be applied to simulate a maximum load
condition.
7.3 Conditions of Acceptance.
The test shall be regarded as valid if the following conditions are met:
(1) The wall or partition shall have sustained the applied load during the fire resistance endurance test without passage

of flame or gases hot enough to ignite cotton waste for a period equal to that required for the fire resistance rating
desired.
(2) The wall or partition shall have sustained the applied load during the fire and hose stream test, as specified in

Section 6.2, without passage of flame, gases hot enough to ignite cotton waste, or the hose stream.
(3) The wall or partition shall be considered to have failed the hose stream test specified in Section 6.2 if an opening

develops that allows a projection of water from the stream beyond the unexposed surface during the hose stream test.
(4) Transmission of heat through the wall or partition during the fire resistance endurance test shall not be sufficient to

raise the temperature on the unexposed surface more than 250°F (140°C) above the assembly's initial temperature.
8.2 Conditions of Acceptance.
The test shall be regarded as valid if the following conditions are met:
(1) The wall or partition shall have withstood the fire resistance endurance test without passage of flame or gases hot

enough to ignite cotton waste for a period equal to that required for the fire resistance rating desired.
(2) The wall or partition shall have withstood the fire and hose stream tests, as specified in Section 6.2, without

passage of flame, gases hot enough to ignite cotton waste, or the hose stream.
(3) The wall or partition shall be considered to have failed the hose stream test specified in Section 6.2 if an opening

develops that allows a projection of water from the stream beyond the unexposed surface during the hose stream test.
(4) Transmission of heat through the wall or partition during the fire resistance endurance test shall not be sufficient to

raise the temperature on the assembly's unexposed surface more than 250°F (140°C) above the assembly's initial
temperature.
9.2 Loading.
9.2.1 Throughout the fire resistance endurance test, the column shall be exposed to fire on all sides and shall be

loaded in a manner calculated to develop as nearly as practicable, in theory, the working stresses contemplated by the
design.
9.2.2 Provision shall be made for transmitting the load to the exposed portion of the column without unduly increasing

the effective column length.
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Report on Proposals  –  November 2010 NFPA 251
9.2.3 If the submitter and the testing body jointly so decide, the column shall be permitted to be subjected to 13/4 times

its designed working load before the fire resistance endurance test is undertaken.
9.2.4 Where the test permitted by 9.2.3 has been performed, it shall not be construed as having had a deleterious

effect on the fire resistance endurance test performance.
9.3 Conditions of Acceptance.
The test shall be regarded as valid if the column sustains the applied load during the fire resistance endurance test for

a period equal to that required for the fire resistance rating desired.
10.4 Exposure to Fire.
Throughout the fire resistance endurance test, the specimen shall be exposed to fire on all sides for its full length.
11.3.2 A fire resistance endurance test shall be permitted to be conducted by application of a restricted load condition

to the specimen that shall be identified for a specific load condition other than the maximum permitted load condition.
12.3.1 Throughout the fire resistance endurance test, a superimposed load shall be applied to the specimen.
A.4.2 The following paragraphs provide guidance on the desired characteristics of instrumentation for recording the

flow of fuel to the furnace burners. Fuel flow data are useful for a furnace heat balance analysis, for measuring the effect
of furnace or control changes, and for comparing the performance of assemblies of different properties in the fire
resistance endurance test.

The integrated (cumulative) flow of gas (or other fuel) to the furnace burners should be recorded at 10 minutes, 20
minutes, 30 minutes, and at least every 30 minutes thereafter. The total gas (or other fuel) consumed during the test
period also should be determined. A recording flowmeter has advantages over periodic readings on an instantaneous or
totalizing flowmeter. A measuring and recording system should be selected to provide flow rate readings accurate to
within ±5 percent.
The type of fuel, its higher (gross) heating value, and the fuel flow [corrected to standard conditions of 60°F (16°C) and

30.0 in. Hg] as a function of time should be reported.
The term "fire endurance" is being replaced in all NFPA documents by the preferred term "fire

resistance". The term "fire endurance classification" is being replaced by "fire resistance rating". See also A.3.3.1 and
A.3.3.2.

The Committee has proposed the withdrawal of NFPA 251. See Committee Action on 251-2
(Log #CP2).

Affirmative: 18  Negative: 2
1  Hartzell, G.

BADDERS, JR., B.:  See my explanation of negative on Proposal 251-1 (Log#1).
HIRSCHLER, M.:  See Proposal 251-1 (Log#1).  The change in terminology is necessary.
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