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Notation # 644 (Funded Membership in CCPS) Dissent by Board Member Wright

I philosophically disagree with becoming a funded member of any entity, particularly
when that entity may be subject to our recommendations. In the case of CCPS they have
stated specific benefits from being “dues paying members”, namely:

a. realize reduced book prices

b. ability to sit on various committees within their organizational structure
c. have a voice at the table

d. increased networking and or awareness

Simply put, we would have access to what is happening in their world if we pay for a
membership in CCPS. They have also stated that absent a membership they would not
allow us to sit in or have “observer status™ as they do not allow others to participate if
they are not paying members. However, I see this as problematic for us as we may be
perceived as “buying” a seat at the CCPS table (even though we have well meaning
intentions here). This perception may appear even greater when that entity we provide
funds to may in fact be subject to some recommendations we may proffer in the future.
We should maintain an objective position with respect to this and other similar entities
(CCPS, ACC, SOCMA, USW, others). I believe we can stay informed by subscribing
various periodicals and or buying books at full price vice signing up to get a discounted
price. Again, the perception here is what we need to keep in mind here. Further serving
on committees and being a full participant also skews perception of others with respect to
our “objectivity”. To serve in those capacities sends a signal that we share the same
ideas and/or pursuits presented by the CCPS committees vice reaching our own
conclusions. And if we voice our opinions at their meetings we could be viewed as
trying to unduly influence what happens within the industry vice simply reporting on
incidents or assessing various proposals. We are in effect “part of them” vice “apart from
them.”

Again, | believe we should remain objective here and not use agency funds to join this
or any other organization, even though we have well intentioned motives, e.g., getting
discounted books or being able to observe meetings from the table. Further, I believe our
membership can be played against us too. For example, they may look for us to
favorably endorse their work on some activity which we need to remain neutral on until
we assess the input from those we made recommendations to in the past. The key
example that comes to mind here is CCPS’s effort on addressing Leading and Lagging
Indicators as the way forward when we made the recommendation to API and USW vice
CCPS. This approach can put us in a very precarious position if we are not careful. We
would await a response to one of our recommendations from one entity while endorsing a
particular approach as the answer to that recommendation. I believe we are better served
by remaining objective and not pursuing funded memberships with these types of
organizations.

Finally, where do we draw the line with respect to these types of memberships? Unions
are strong advocates for safety and yet we have not, to my knowledge, applied for funded
memberships in those organizations. [ am also unaware of any organizations that our




sister agency (NTSB) has funded memberships in today. I believe they do not because
they desire to remain objective about potential future recommendations they may issue
with respect to those entities and purposefully distance themselves from such funded
affiliations.

Finally, what is “special” about the CCPS versus say, SOCMA, ACC or USW? Again
[ 'am not aware that we have funded memberships with any of these entities now or plans
to do so in the future? Is the benefit greater here? Can we keep abreast of what is going
on by simply purchasing periodicals and books at full rates? In the past I advocated we
not have a voice at these meetings but rather observe, yet CCPS professes one must pay
to observe — and by paying we can be perceived as being fully involved here vice
objective in our approach here.

>

For the above cited reasons I voted against this Notation item (644) and proffer this
dissenting opinion.




