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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 2, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: NFPA 1127 ROP TC FINAL Ballot Results (A2012) 
 
 
The Final Results of the NFPA 1127 ROP Letter Ballot are as follows:  
 
32  Members Eligible to Vote  
  3  Not Returned (W. Bulifant, P. Grucci, and D. Shatzer) 
28  Affirmative on All 
  1  Negatives (A. Cesaroni, on one or more proposals as noted in the attached report) 
  0  Abstentions  
 
There are two criteria necessary to pass ballot [(1) affirmative 2/3 vote and (2) simple majority]. 
 
(1) The number of affirmative votes needed for the proposal/comment to pass is 20. 

(32 eligible to vote - 3 not returned - 0 abstentions = 29 × 0.66 = 19.14) 
 
(2) In all cases, an affirmative vote of at least a simple majority of the total membership eligible to vote 

is required. This is the calculation for simple majority: 
[32 eligible ÷ 2 = 16 + 1 = (17)] 

        
Reasons for negative votes, etc. from alternate members are not included unless the ballot from the 
principal member was not received. 
 
According to the final ballot results, all ballot items received the necessary 2/3 required affirmative votes 
to pass ballot. 
 



Circulation Explanation Report for PYR-AAA   Proposals Wednesday, March 2, 2011
Document # 1127

1127-1 Entire Document (Log # CP1 )

Affirmative with Comment

Cochran, E. I agree with the updating of the references. I disagree with the redefinition of Inhabited
Building; this issue was thoroughly addressed in the last NFPA 1127 revision cycle and this substitution was
properly rejected at that time.

The most important use of the definition of inhabited building in NFPA 1127 is in defining an exclusion zone
for HPR operations in 4.15.3(1); the key issue is whether the building is occupied, not the nature of the
building itself.

I also disagree with the incorporation of the reference to ATF Ruling 2005-3, which has no impact on, but is
distracting for, those adhering to this code.

For these reasons I argue that changes to 3.3.7 and the addition of A3.3.7 should be deleted from this
revision.

1127-8 4.5.3 (Log # CP9 )

Negative

Cesaroni, A. The wording of the committee's proposed text is too vague and may conflict with NFPA 1125 requirements as well
as other regulations and practices. If adopted as written, it says nothing about the committee's substantiation nor does it refer
specifically to adjustable delays. Furthermore, a manufacturer could potentially allow *any* alteration without certification
verification or other means consistent with the codes under the proposed wording. This could pose safety and liability issues for
users, organizations and manufacturers.
The following alternative wording is suggested for the committee's consideration;
4.5.3 The components of a reloadable high power rocket motor shall only be altered:
a) as allowed by the manufacturer AND,
b) as certified in accordance with NFPA 1125 (Manufacture of Model Rocket and High Power Rocket Motors)
`altered' shall include:
a) modification of any manufacturer-supplied component,
b) removal / exclusion of any manufacturer-supplied component,
c) addition of components supplied by alternate manufacturers, with or without modification.
`manufacturer supplied component' includes all items shipped as a complete rocket motor reload package, certified as described in

4.5.3 (b) above.

1127-11 4.14.2(3) (New) (Log # CP15 )

Affirmative with Comment

Cochran, E. The committee should consider changing the total impulse limit maximum,to 320 N-sec, not 160
N-sec  since the limit for installed total impulse in model rockets is 320 N-sec. This would permit rockets that
are in the model-rocket total impulse class but are defined as high power rockets solely due  the characteristics
of the installed motors or the number of motors installed to be flown on the same field as model rockets,
provided the enhanced distance requirements in 4.15.3 are complied with.

1127-17 4.19.2 (Log # CP3 )

Affirmative with Comment

Dean, G. While I accept the committee action, I have submitted a comment modifying what the appropriate
magazines should be. A Type 3 magazine is not acceptable for unattended, overnight storage of propellants.

1127-19 4.19.3 (Log # CP5 )

Affirmative with Comment

Dean, G. While I accept the committee action, I have submitted a comment modifying what the appropriate
magazines should be. A Type 3 magazine is not acceptable for unattended, overnight storage of propellants.
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