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The ROC letter ballot for NFPA 1127 is attached.  The ballot is for formally voting on 
whether or not you concur with the committee’s actions on the comments.  Reasons must 
accompany all negative and abstention ballots. 
 
Please do not vote negatively because of editorial errors.  However, please bring 
such errors to my attention for action. 
 
Please complete and return your ballot as soon as possible but no later Wednesday, 
November 9, 2011.  As noted on the ballot form, please return the ballot to Joanne 
Goyette either via 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.   
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 1127
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1127-1     Log #5

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David Schultz, Arlington, TX

1127-2
Revise text to read as follows:

Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, Chapter 1, Subchapter F, Subpart C, Part 101, Paragraphs 101.1-101.29,
Subparts A and C, "Federal Aviation Administration Regulations," or revisions or amendments thereto.

The proposed revision references all of the paragraphs from 101.1 to 101.29 which includes Subpart A -
General, Subpart B - Moored Balloons and Kites, and Subpart C - Amateur Rockets. So the bit about Subpart C is
incomplete and there is no need to reference the bits from Subpart B.

In addition, inserting “Subpart C” ahead of “Part 101” is incorrect since we are talking about subparts of Part 101. Plus
calling out the paragraphs is redundant once the subparts are identified. Unless of course you aren't referencing all of
the contents of the subparts.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1127-2     Log #4

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David Schultz, Arlington, TX

1127-1
Revise text to read as follows:

4.15.3(1) An inhabited building that is occupied. Property not associated with the launch.
The proposed change to the definition of the term “inhabited building” includes an exception for

buildings used for the manufacture, storage, use, etc. of explosive materials. The term “Inhabited building” appears in
NFPA 1127 in two places. The first is 4.15.3 which is a launcher offset requirement and the second is in the storage
distance table at 4.19.3. While this change is reasonable with respect to Table 4.19.3 since it essentially mirrors ATF
requirements it is not reasonable for the launch offset. Launching high power rockets near explosive manufacturing
facilities as this change would allow is a bad idea. A really bad idea. While it is unlikely (due mainly to the exempted
facilities being very few and widely scattered.) that a launch would ever occur near an exempted facility, allowing for it in
a safety code is foolish.

Since 4.15.3 is about launcher location, a subject on which the ATF has nothing to say, it would be better to align the
launcher location requirements with those of government agencies that do have something to say about it. The FAA has
a requirement (14 CFR 101.25(b)(7)) for separation “ from any person or property that is not associated with the
operations”. Which is a bit more expansive than inhabited building. It in fact makes the habitable status of the building
unimportant.

Changing the requirement at 4.15.3(1) to align it with the FAA requirement mitigates the problem of launches close to
explosives facilities and imposes no new requirements since it matches the FAA requirement.

Revise 4.15.3 (1) to read as follows:
4.15.3(1) An inhabited building that is occupied. An occupied building.

The way the submitter has written this proposal requires a site dimension of 3000’, rather than
the 1500’ stipulated in 4.14.2.  This would be required for all high power rockets, even those below FAA Class 2.  The
intent of the Committee is to maintain the existing dimensions.

The definition for "inhabited building" contained in paragraph 3.3.7 is not recommended for change since the definition
of “inhabited building” is extracted from NFPA 495 and used in Table 4.19.3 consistent with the application from that
code.

However, the Committee believes that changing to "occupied building" from "an inhabited building that is occupied" is a
subtle change but one that meets the submitter’s concerns.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 1127
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1127-3     Log #6

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David Schultz, Arlington, TX

1127-3
Revise text to read as follows:

High Power Rocket. A rocket vehicle that (1) is propelled by one or more high power rocket motors; or (2) is propelled
by a combination of model rocket motors having an installed total impulse of more than 320 N-sec (71.9 lb-sec); or (3) is
propelled by a combination of model rocket motors having more than a total of 125g (4.4 oz) of propellant weight; or (4)
weighs more than 1500 g (53 oz) with motors installed.

The substantiation for removing the propellant mass limit is incorrect.
First, there are no propellant mass requirements for high power rockets in NFPA 1125 (that code is about

manufacturing rocket motors and ignores how they are used) so perhaps this refers to the changes to the requirements
for motors.   Even then it would be wrong. While the definitions have changed there is still a propellant mass limitation
on model rocket motors at 7.6.

Second, the FAA retained the 125 gram propellant mass limitation for Class 1 model rockets. (14 CFR 101.22(a)(1)) By
removing the propellant mass limit here you create a conflict between NFPA code and FAA regulations. While the FAA
regulations win this conflict, creating differing requirements will create needless confusion.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1127-4     Log #7

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David Schultz, Arlington, TX

1127-4
Revise text to read as follows:

Model Rocket. A rocket that (1) weighs no more than 1500 g (53 oz) with motors installed, and (2) is propelled by a
combination of model rocket motors having an installed total impulse of no more than 320 N-sec (71.9 lb-sec); and (3)
contains no more than a total of 125g (4.4 oz) of propellant weight.

The substantiation for removing the propellant mass limit is incorrect on two points.
First, the propellant mass limit on model rocket motors has not been removed from NFPA 1125. While it has been

removed from the model rocket motor definition, the limits at 7.6 remain. In any case that is a limitation on model rocket
motors and not model rockets.

Second, the FAA retained the 125 gram propellant mass limitation for Class 1 model rockets. (14 CFR 101.22(a)(1)) By
removing the propellant mass limit here you create a confusing conflict between NFPA code and FAA regulations.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 1127
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1127-5     Log #8

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David Schultz, Arlington, TX

1127-5
Add text to read as follows:

A rocket motor that has no more than 40,960 N-sec (9208 lb-sec) of total impulse 125g (4.4 oz) and does not otherwise
meet all of the requirements for a model rocket motor set forth in NFPA 1125,

.
The proposed revision is incoherent and only makes the upper limit on high power rocket motors clear.

To illustrate the incoherence I have included the as revised version above. For some reason text on a 125 gram limit is
just dropped into the middle of the sentence for no reason at all.

In any case in spite of the claim that this “clearly delineates between a model rocket motor and high power rocket
motor”, it does not. To find out what separates model from high power rocket motors it refers to another code document
without even hinting at where to look in that document. This defect is only moderately offset by the following definition of
a model rocket motor including impulse and average thrust limits. But since it also refers to NFPA 1125 for unstated
other criteria, it is again not clear from this definition just what is and is not a high power rocket motor. I could dig
through NFPA 1125 to locate all (unless I miss one) of the things that differentiate model from high power but that is a
job that should have been performed by the NFPA committee. I will thus leave it to them to complete the task.

This change is being driven by the sudden realization that NFPA 1125 prohibits model rocket motors designed to emit
sparks. This has caused some confusion which will not be corrected by punting the definition from a user document to a
manufacturers document.

The composition criteria shown as "125g (4.4 oz)" is a typo in the published ROP and was not
in the Committee's letter ballot version of the proposed changes.  It should not have been included in the ROP for this
definition.

The intent of the Committee is to have the definition for "high power rocket motor" in NFPA 1127 be identical with the
definition already approved for NFPA 1125-2012 edition.  The Committee removed limitations from the definition at the
ROP stage in order to comply with the NFPA Manual of Style requirements for definitions.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1127-6     Log #9

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David Schultz, Arlington, TX

1127-6
Revise Definition 3.3.15.3.

The revised definition removes one of the criteria and refers the user to NFPA 1125 for any other
limitations. Thus the user cannot be sure if any particular rocket motor is or is not a model rocket motor just by using this
definition. For that they must read another document and hope that they do not miss a requirement. Definitions in a user
document should be clear and complete. This is not complete since it refers to a manufacturers document for other
unknown requirements.

The definition must be revised to make it clear and complete. This should have been done by the committee in the first
place so I will not do the job for them here as I might miss a requirement.

The user cannot depend on markings on the rocket motor because the requirements are changing and it will be a long
time before motors manufactured prior to the changes are consumed.

The submitter provided no specific language for the Committee to consider with the
recommendation to revise the definition for "model rocket motor."  In addition, the intent of the Committee is to have the
definition for "model rocket motor" in NFPA 1122 identical with definition in NFPA 1125, 2012 edition.  The Committee
removed limitations from the definition in order to comply with the NFPA Manual of Style requirements for definitions.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 1127
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1127-7     Log #10

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David Schultz, Arlington, TX

1127-7
Revise text to read as follows:

The RSO shall be permitted to delegate authority described in this code to other persons meeting the requirements of
4.1.1, and 4.1.2, and 4.1.3.

The proposed change includes 4.1.3 as a requirement to be RSO when it in fact describes the authority
of the RSO.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1127-8     Log #3

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
William Spadafora, Saugus, MA

1127-8
Add new text to read as follows:

4.5.3 The components of a reloadable high power rocket motor shall not be altered except as allowed by the
manufacturer and as described by the manufacturer in the instructions that were submitted when the motor was certified
and as approved by the original motor certification agency.

The committee's proposed wording is not specific enough. For example, it would allow a manufacturer
to propose modification of a propellant grain such as drilling the core larger. While this may not alter the performance of
the motor enough to cause action as described in 1125 8.2.6, it could easily be something the end user could no do
easily or safely. The wording would not allow the original certification agency the ability to determine if the modified
motor was compliant with 1125 8.2.7.

See Committee Action on Comment 1127-9 (Log# 11).
See Committee Action and Committee Statement for Comment 1127-9 (Log# 11).  The

Committee's action in Comment 1127-9 (Log# 11) addresses the submitter's concern for maintaining the certification
and approval that comes with the initial certification of the components for the high power rocket motor and ensures that
any alteration that is permitted by the manufacturer requires further certification by a recognized testing organization in
accordance with the requirements of NFPA 1125.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 1127
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1127-9     Log #11

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David Schultz, Arlington, TX

1127-8
Revise text to read as follows:

The components of a A reloadable high power rocket motor shall not be altered except as allowed by the
manufacturer and certifying authority.

The proposed change would allow any manufacturer recommended change even if it was of dubious
utility or drastically changed the motor performance from when it was certified. By requiring the approval of the certifying
authority there is at least some check on changes.

The substantiation uses adjustable delays as an argument for this change. Yet NFPA 1125 has been revised to require
significant testing of adjustable delays. Testing and/or approval by the certifying authority should be required for all other
modifications as well.

A reloadable high power rocket motor shall not be altered except as allowed by the manufacturer and certified by
a recognized testing organization, acceptable to the authority having jurisdiction, to meet the certification requirements
set forth in NFPA 1125, .

The Committee's action  addresses the submitter's concern for maintaining the certification and
approval that comes with the initial certification of the components for the high power rocket motor and ensures that any
alteration that is permitted by the manufacturer requires further certification by a recognized testing organization in
accordance with the requirements of NFPA 1125.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 1127
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1127-10     Log #15

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
John DeMar, Las Cruces, NM

1127-8
Revise text to read as follows:

A reloadable high power rocket motor shall not be altered except as allowed by the manufacturer and as certified
under NFPA 1125.

The intent of the committee’s revision of the text of paragraph 4.5.3 was to codify user modification of
ejection charge delays and user removal of ejection charges. The substantiation paragraph discusses the purpose of the
revision but the revised wording of 1127 (4.5.3) does not include ejection charges specifically. The revised single-line
paragraph states simply: “A reloadable high power rocket motor shall not be altered except as allowed by the
manufacturer.” Although this sentence implies that ejection charges are part of the allowed user-modifications (by
definition of high power rocket motor), it leaves the issue open to interpretation by the user and the manufacturer. If the
primary intent of the revision is to codify ejection charge delay modifications, the paragraph should be specific.

The general statement of “as allowed by the manufacturer” opens loopholes that will require future action by the
committee to refine paragraph 4.5.3. Which other forms of modification, substitution, or omission could be promoted by
the manufacturer in the future? Who would verify that the manufacturer’s procedure and components do not cause
deviation beyond the motor’s parameters as tested by the certification agency? Furthermore, how would a launch-site
safety officer or other AHJ track what is allowed if there is no independent agency handling the testing and verification?

One could answer these concerns by stating it is obvious the motor, in its modified form, must not violate any other
requirement stated elsewhere in NFPA 1127 or NFPA 1125. However, without specifically requiring certification of the
modifications, there is no verification that the motor complies with performance or safety requirements.

One codified portion of NFPA 1125 (7.12.1 under Rocket Motor Instruction Requirements) states that “A rocket motor,
motor-reloading kit, or component shall be shipped and sold with complete instructions for its storage, handling, and
use”. The modifications allowed under the proposed revision to 1127 (4.5.3) would violate this requirement unless the
certifying agency was required to recertify the motor with the new instructions. If the modified rocket motor system
maintained its previously certified performance parameters within allowed deviations, and the modification procedure did
not violate other safety concerns, the altered motor would be adopted under the testing organization’s certification
program. As an added benefit, the publication of the revised certification would provide independent tracking of all
allowed modifications to aid launch officials and AHJ’s.

See Committee Action on Comment 1127-9 (Log# 11).
See Committee Action and Committee Statement on Comment 1127-9 (Log# 11).  The

Committee's action in Comment 1127-9 (Log# 11) addresses the submitter's concern for maintaining the certification
and approval that comes with the initial certification of the components for the high power rocket motor and ensures that
any alteration that is permitted by the manufacturer requires further certification by a recognized testing organization in
accordance with the requirements of NFPA 1125.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 1127
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1127-11     Log #12

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David Schultz, Arlington, TX

1127-10
Revise text to read:

No firing circuits or onboard pyrotechnic firing systems shall not be armed with the rocket in other than a
launching position.

All firing circuits and onboard pyrotechnic firing systems shall be disarmed prior to removing the rocket from a
launching position.

The term “pyrotechnic component” suggests that it is the igniters and ejection charges that are being
armed when it is in fact the firing systems (hopefully with some sort of safe/arm device) that are being armed. Changing
this to “pyrotechnic systems” better reflects what is really happening.

4.13.7 The function of firing circuits and onboard energetics shall be inhibited until the high power rocket is in the
launching position.
4.13.8 The function of firing circuits and onboard energetics shall be inhibited prior to removing the high power rocket
from the launching position.

The submitter was correct in pointing out that the requirement needed to be better specified.  In
considering the recommendation for revision, the Committee recognized that other forms of energetics, in addition to
pyrotechnic systems, needed to be included (such as compressed gas).  The Committee also noted that further change
was needed to indicate that the function of energetic systems needs to be inhibited.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 1127
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1127-12     Log #13

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David Schultz, Arlington, TX

1127-14
Add new text:

When launching three or more rockets simultaneously, the minimum spectator and participant distance shall
be the value set forth in Table 4.16.3 for a complex rocket with the same total installed impulse.

Mass launches with a total installed impulse of greater than 40,960 N-s are prohibited.
Nothing in this rule shall prevent the use of greater distances at the RSO's discretion.

While I heartily approve of increased safety distances for mass launches, the proposed rule has
several defects. The greatest being that it does not scale with the number of rockets and total installed impulse. If the
problem is with tracking multiple airframes, then the solution should at the very least scale with the number of airframes.
My revised version has the following advantages:

(1) It is conceptually simpler because it treats a mass launch as if it were the launch of a single complex rocket.
(2) It scales automatically with the number of airframes and total impulse.
(3) It has a limit (4.9.2) which I restate for emphasis.
(4) It uses the existing distances from Table 4.16.3. Ranges and equipment are designed around those distances and

adding new distances creates additional problems.
The text at 4.16.3.3.2 is strictly optional. This should go without saying but it is sometimes missed.
As an example of how the proposed and my alternate rules would apply consider the following comparison when

launching groups of either 3 or 16 rockets with either H impulse or M impulse motors:

****Insert 1127_L13_Rec_Comparison Table Here****

This illustrates several things. First is that the proposed rules have minimum distances that are not in Table 4.16.3. The
3 × H180 would have to be pushed out to 500'. It is a rare launch that has more than one pad set up at 500' so this
would in effect be a prohibition on mass launches for most clubs. Perhaps that is the intent. My alternate rule moves the
3 ×H180 launch to 200'. Since you could launch 2 rockets with H motors (or even J motors) at 100' this is not
unreasonable.

Plus it is much easier to support and clubs have more equipment available at this distance.
The biggest difference is in the treatment of the 16× K550 launch. 600' seems a bit close for my tastes (I would prefer

to be in the next county) while 2000' is acceptable for this sort of insanity.

Reject the proposed addition of 4.16.3.3.1 and 4.16.3.3.2.
Revise proposed 4.16.3.3 as shown:
4.16.3.3 When launching three or more high power rockets simultaneously, the minimum spectator and participant

distance shall be the value set forth in Table 4.16.3 for a complex rocket with the same total installed impulse but not
more than 610 m (2000 ft), or 1.5 times the highest altitude expected to be reached by any of the rockets, whichever is
less.

The Committee revised the recommended text for 4.16.3.3 consistent with the submitter's
recommendation.  However, the requirement has been modified for rockets not designed or expected to fly to higher
altitudes.  The Committee did not accept the modification of the limitation for 40,960 Ns because the submitter did not
provide technical rationale in the submitted substantiation with the comment.  The Committee reviewed the comparison
provided by the submitter and notes that per the recommendation 16 K motors would be permitted with a standoff of 600
ft, while the revision to this recommendation approved by the Committee now requires 2000 ft standoff.  The submitter
did not provide any justification for the proposed language regarding the RSO's discretion to impose stricter standoff
distances.  The Committee notes that in paragraph 4.1.3 the duties and authority of the RSO are already addressed and
appear to give the RSO such discretion as suggested by this submitter.
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1127_L13_Comparison Table_R/A2012 ROC 
 

 Proposed Alternate 
3 × H180  400' (twice complex H)  200' (complex J) 
16 × H180  400'  500' (complex L) 
3 × K550  600' (twice complex K)  500' (complex L) 
16 × K550  600'  2000' (complex O) 
 
(H180 = 218 N-s, K550 = 1568 N-s) 



Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 1127
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1127-13     Log #2

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Glenn A. Dean, Virginia Department of Fire Programs

1127-17
Revise text to read as follows:

4.19.2 Not more than 23 kg (50 Ib) of net rocket propellant weight of high power rocket motors, motor reloading kits, or
pyrotechnic modules subject to the storage requirements of 27 CFR 555, "Commerce in Explosives," shall be stored in a
Type 32 or Type 4 indoor magazine.

In accordance with NFPA 495, as referenced by NFPA 1 or the IFC, and ATF regulations, Type 3
magazines are not permitted or are suitable for unattended or overnight storage of propellants such as high power
rocket motors or pyrotechnics. Type 3 magazines are commonly referred to as "day boxes" and as the name may imply,
they are used solely for the temporary storage of explosives while on the site where the explosives will be used. Any
quantity not used during the course of a day shall be returned to a properly permitted magazine at the end of the day.
Since no provisions are found for a Type 1 indoor magazine, in accordance with NFPA 495 paragraph 9.3.1 and Table
9.3.1 (b), the only indoor magazines allowed to store this maximum amount of propellant are Types 2 or 4.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1127-14     Log #1

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Glenn A. Dean, Virginia Department of Fire Programs

1127-19
Revise text to read as follows:

Large-quantity storage shall comply with both of the following requirements:
(1) Quantities greater than 22.7 kg (50 Ib) of net rocket propellant weight of high power rocket motors, motor reloading

kits, or pyrotechnic modules subject to the storage requirements of 27 CFR 555, "Commerce in Explosives," shall be
stored in a Type 1, 2 or 4 or greater outdoor magazine.

(2) The Type 1, 2 or 4 or greater magazine shall meet the distance requirements in Table 4.19.3.
This change will remove ambiguity on what the appropriate storage magazine should be and removes

Type 3 magazines as one of the "greater" magazines since, in accordance with NFPA 495 as referenced by NFPA 1,
the IFC, and ATF regulations, Type 3 magazines are not permitted or are suitable for unattended or overnight storage of
propellants such as high power rocket motors or pyrotechnics. Type 3 magazines are commonly referred to as "day
boxes" and as the name may imply, they are used solely for the temporary storage of explosives while on the site where
the explosives will be used. Any quantity not used during the course of a day shall be returned to a properly permitted
magazine at the end of the day.

Revise text to read as follows:
4.19.3 Large-quantity storage shall comply with both of the following requirements:
(1) Quantities greater than 22.7 kg (50 Ib) of net rocket propellant weight of high power rocket motors, motor reloading

kits, or pyrotechnic modules subject to the storage requirements of 27 CFR 555, "Commerce in Explosives," shall be
stored in a Type 1, 2 or 4 or greater outdoor magazine.

(2) The Type 1, 2 or 4 or greater magazine shall meet the distance requirements in Table 4.19.3.
The committee added the word "magazine" into the text in 4.19.3 (2) so as to make it agree

with the ROP text.  The committee agreed with the submitter's recommendation and corrected this editorial item.
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Report on Comments  –  June 2012 NFPA 1127
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
1127-15     Log #14

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
David Schultz, Arlington, TX

1127-20
Revise text to read as follows:

User Permit Requirements. Where required by 27 CFR 555, "Commerce in Explosives," a "User of Low Explosives
Permit" shall be obtained prior to either of the following:

The ATF changed the regulations at 27 CFR Part 555 in 2005
(http://edocket.access.gpo.gov/2005/pdf/05-10618.pdf) to eliminate any requirement to upgrade permits before using a
new class of materials. This was followed up with a notice in the December 2005 ATF Explosives Newsletter stating that
class distinctions of “high”, “low”, etc. Were being deleted.

While the ATF has been painfully slow in adopting these changes, the current permit application forms list only “User of
Explosives” and not “User of Low Explosives”. The term “User of Low Explosives” is obsolete. As an alternative, the ATF
appears to use the term “Federal Explosives License” (FEL) frequently when referring to all types of  explosive permits
and licenses.
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