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M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
TO: NFPA Technical Committee on Pyrotechnics 
 
FROM: Joanne Goyette 
 
DATE: March 17, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 1124 ROP TC Circulation Ballot (A2012) 
 
 
The March 15, 2011 date for receipt of the NFPA 1124 ROP letter ballot has passed. 
 
The preliminary ROP ballot results are as follows: 
 
31  Members Eligible to Vote  
  4  Not Returned (R. Bowes, R. Davidson, J. Lazarus, and D. Shatzer) 
 
In accordance with the NFPA Regulations Governing Committee Projects, attached are reasons for 
negative votes for review so you may change your ballot if you wish.  Abstentions and affirmative 
comments are also included.  Ballots received from alternate members are not included unless the 
ballot from the principal member was not received.   
 
If you wish to change your vote, the change must be received at NFPA on or before Thursday, 
March 24, 2011.  Members who have not returned a ballot may do so now. Such changes should be 
sent to Joanne Goyette via either e-mail to jgoyette@nfpa.org or via fax to 617-984-7110.  You may 
also mail your ballot to the attention of Joanne Goyette at NFPA, 1 Batterymarch Park, Quincy, MA 
02169.  
 
The return of ballots is required by the Regulations Governing Committee Projects. 
 
Attachment:  

Circulation Explanation Report 
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1124-1 Entire Document (Log # CP1 )

Affirmative with Comment

Weeth, C. The work done by the Pyrotechnics Committee to address the concerns raised by the NFPA report over consumer
fireworks retail sales facilities has been exemplary.
I am particularly pleased to see objective standards for covered fuses and packaging as these will significantly retard the spread of a

potential fire. The covered fuses and packaging standards in combination with the requirements for additional egress exits, wider
aisles, reduced travel distances and lower shelf heights along with the basics of construction materials, housekeeping and other
standards will substantially increase public safety.
I was also pleased to see the objective clarifications and substantiations for many of the Committee's actions, in particular in

reference to the flawed Battelle Fire Test that has been the source of so many of the erroneous conclusions regarding the behavior of
consumer fireworks during a conflagration in a retail environment.
I urge the trade to continue to invest in objective, scientific research to further our understanding of what we can do to provide for

public safety at consumer fireworks retail sales facilities.
The two areas I remain concerned with are:
the primary focus on “new” vs. existing consumer fireworks retail sales facilities, the latter group accounting for the majority of the

permanent stores in the USA. Most of these stores can be easily and inexpensively adapted and retrofitted to include the egress, aisle,
shelf height and other standards. Public safety should trump the relatively inexpensive investment needed to meet these reasonable
standards; and the lack of separation of aerial and/or explosive consumer fireworks (i.e. firecrackers, Roman candles, cakes, and
aerial shells, etc.) from non-aerial and/or explosive consumer fireworks (i.e. sparklers, fountains, and novelties, etc.) so that
appropriate standards for the latter can be developed. There are more stores that sell only the non-aerial and/or explosive consumer
fireworks on a seasonal basis and pose less risk to public safety, thus needing different standards than stores that sell aerial and/or
explosive consumer fireworks on either a year-round or seasonal basis.
I understand these two concerns are not simple and take some effort and time to address, and that it was our intention of doing so

before the NFPA report required the Committee's focus on issues that had already been addressed, however the need remains.

1124-2 3.3.x Mobile Storage Unit  and 7.3.12.7 (New) (Log # 18 )

Affirmative with Comment

Dean, G. While I'll support the committee's position of accepting in principle, I question the substantiation
wherein the submitter says in the 3rd paragraph it is "felt" that a 10-foot separation distance should be
adequate. My question is, what is this feeling based on? Is there another section or standard that uses 10 feet
for this condition? Or was it a negotiated distance?

1124-13 3.3.66 Rocket (Log # 11 )

Negative

Dean, G. For the purposes of 1124, the current definition should be retained. While it may be in need of some
refinement, substantially it is the appropriate definition for consumer type rockets based on its design and
composition of the propelling means. (See also NFPA 1126-11 for "Line rocket" and AFSL 110 for "sky
rockets".)

Affirmative with Comment

Cochran, E. While this is the current definition, it appears that this wording could be read to include novelty
ground fireworks such as tanks, spinners, and racers, which would be inconsistent with definitions in  C.3.x.x.
Since the only use of the word "rocket" in NFPA 1124, other than in the annexes, is to exclude devices covered
in NFPA 1122, 1125, and 1127, would it be better to delete 3.3.66 altogether?

1124-14 3.3.66 Rocket (Log # CP9 )

Affirmative with Comment
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Cochran, E. I agree with the need to clarify the current definition. Nevertheless, since the only use of the
word "rocket" in NFPA 1124, other than in the annexes, is to exclude devices covered in NFPA 1122, 1125,
and 1127, definition 3.3.66 appears redundant, and since it appears that this wording could be read to include
novelty ground fireworks such as tanks, spinners, and racers, which would be inconsistent with definitions in
C.3.x.x, it may be unnecessarily confusing, as well. I believe the definitions in C.3.x.x can stand on their own.

Dean, G. I see this as a needed refinement of the definition.

1124-15 3.3.75 Temporary (Log # 12 )

Negative

Dean, G. I simply disagree with the submitter's substantiation for the overall change but I would agree with a
change to exclude sprinkler protection from the interior of a magazine. I would also disagree with the
committees implied reasoning for deletion simply because "local building codes might already require
automatic sprinkler protection". If that's the case what's really being discussed is the appropriateness or value
of redundancy.

1124-19 4.13.3 (Log # 4 )

Negative

Dean, G. With this change the proponent is seeking to shift the impracticality from the facility owner/operator
of providing a disconnecting means to the responding suppression forces who may have need of disconnect the
electrical supply. The purpose served by requiring a master electrical disconnect, even if there are multiple
disconnects on-site, avoids a delay by having suppression forces wait for the utility company to respond and
kill electrical power. Fire suppression forces know and understand they do not fight fires that involve
explosives. But deleting the requirement for a disconnecting means robs them of the ability that may have
situational implications or is situational dependent.

1124-29 6.14 (Log # 21 )

Affirmative with Comment

Dean, G. Like with 1124-2 (Log #18), I question the substantiation wherein the submitter says in the 2nd
paragraph this is "considered to be a reasonable separation distance." What is this consideration based on?

1124-56 Table 7.4.7.2, Footnote e (New) (Log # 31 )

Affirmative with Comment

Dean, G. I see this as a coordinated change with 1124-2 and raise the same question of 10 feet was arrived at
as being the appropriate distance.
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