
  Jan 3  

I stated that I did not ‘contact the board to offer’ or ‘submit a proposal,’ but rather was approached by a board member and asked if I would be willing to 

do the web site work. You’ll note that the message here appears underneath the user identifier that shows this is the first communication I have ever had 

with this board member. There are no previous PMs, we were not friended – this message is clearly a first-time contact from someone who has no 

facebook connection to me. 

In comparing notes with Robyn, and the comments that had been made to her at the time, we found that she had been told that there was a competing 

proposal from Janice.  There was a pop-up in this paragraph with added detail – it is presented in its entirety below (I have moved that to the section 

“Jan 23” as the relevant evidence of what Robyn was told occurred on that date.) 

1. I was approached by a board member and asked whether I was still willing to build a new site for the club, as I had indicated in a Facebook 

comment some weeks before. 

a. This request came just as the board was discussing whether to move forward on a remake using Robyn’s Wix site; it appears to have 
been presented to the board as a “competing proposal” rather than as an outward-reaching inquiry that originated with a board member 

 



I outlined the response that I provided to this inquiry, and precisely what I committed to. (I have included the bottom part of Christina’s original 

message here, so that you can clearly see that (a) this was indeed my response and (b) you can see the time stamp, showing that I didn’t notice this 

“other” message in my inbox for several days, reinforcing the fact that we had no prior ties or communication. 

2. My response: 

a. I confirmed that I would, and outlined quite clearly what I would do (architect and construct a site, seeking opportunities to improve 

utility) and what I do not do (web design: appearance, content layout, etc.) 

b. I recommended the WordPress platform, and gave my reasons for doing so (manageability by a non-technical individual, capabilities, 

ubiquity [which indicates longer life and easier access to support resources]). I expressed my concerns about Wiz as a platform (single- 

source, more addon purchases required to achieve the same functionality) 

 
 



I was advised that the meeting was ‘coming up’ and they’d get back to me within a few weeks. 
 

 
 



  Jan 22 [Day of Board Meeting]  

Advised that they would want a new site with the following in time for Westminster (18 days): 

✓  “Main page with updated content” 

✓  Contact page 

✓  Breed information / history / 
standard / owning a 
Beauceron (content can be 
copies) 

✓  Judges Education 

✓  Rescue needs to be live with 
updated content o Note that 
“there is a Wix page that isn’t 
live yet, where they built out 
some rescue stuff already, 
that maybe could be used for 
the rescue link, temporarily?” 

 
With updated content provided “for those 

pages that needed revising.” 

 
 

 
 



[Note: this screen shot appears out of order, as this part of the conversation actually came just before the list of page content. It’s all a single 

conversation, as you can see by the time stamps, and was merely organized to separate ‘what I was told’ from ‘what I committed to doing.’ I have 

included enough of the surrounding to allow readers to see exactly where the conversations overlap] 
 

I pointed out that such a project would normally be a several-month project, and begin with a more concrete outline, but advised that I’d be willing to 

take it on if WordPress turned out to be their platform choice. 
 

 
 



If that were to occur, I committed to: 
 

1. Having current content as specified above online for WM. (edits/changes up if feedback happens in a timely fashion.) 

2. Creating a basic project design and outline that BoD can review, confirm/fine-tune - with a clear sequence of what happens in what order. 

3. Joining the cub so that I have access to the member FB group 

4. Post a high-level outline of the plan 

5. Plan in some member feedback opportunities so that members feel they have a conduit to express opinion and have a voice in decisions. 
 

 
 



 

  Jan 23 [Day After Board Meeting]  

Board Member 1 advised me that they had “opted not to vote yet,” but would look at doing so the next day (Wednesday, Jan 24). 

 

In my original recap, I included this popup in the first section:  

 

“Chance conversations lead Robyn and me to the discovery that the entire decision process around web platform appears to have involved 

some background politics and manipulation that we weren’t aware of. Once we started comparing notes on the subject, we found that: 

 

- Around the time Robyn was told the board would be voting on whether to move forward with expanding the sample Wix web site she had 

created, the Board Member had approached me to ask if I was still willing to build a WordPress site. 

 

- This was apparently presented to the board as a “competing proposal” – as if I had come to the board with the proposal myself. 

 

- The same individual who was supposedly championing this proposal also went to Robyn with this message: “if you tell me to, I’ll vote for your 

proposal, but I really think you should consider working with Di on this.”  

 



We still don’t understand what the purpose of this was – only that it created a situation where Robyn and I were unknowingly pitted against 

one another. Thankfully, we are both mature people who were able to look past that and establish a better working relationship than one could 

have expected to develop from that situation. 

 

The following screen cap was sent to me by Robyn, demonstrating what *she was told at this time. Since it does not come from my own 

conversations, it has been trimmed to remove the identities (the two messages come from two different individuals).  Having been told that 

there were two proposals to consider (bottom screen shot of the two below), the “last minute” proposal in the first screen shot can only have 

been the WordPress proposal – which, according to the messages above, Christina had been discussing with the board for nearly three weeks.  

It wasn’t until  more than three hours after this first message was sent (timestamp is on the message above, on the previous page) that I was 

even aware that Janice was a part of the conversation (making it impossible for me to have ‘submitted a joint proposal” with her) – and you can 

see in the screen shot on the previous page that Janice was mentioned to me as a random person who had stepped up at the last minute and 

offered to “help” in some unspecified capacity. 



  Jan 24 [15 Days to Westminster]  

The Board once again puts off the vote. Based on the comments provided to me, the board is busy debating about the people involved, rather than 

identifying which platform they feel best serves the club in the long run. 

 

 
 



  Jan 25 [Two Weeks to Westminster]  

12:30 Thursday morning 

I sent a link to a mocked up site with rescue information that they could side-by-side, noting that it was very basic, but at least this would give them an 

idea. 

 

Thursday Afternoon 

I receive the response – in the form of a test devised by a board member who clearly has not the slightest understanding of the difference between a web 

architect, a web designer, and a webmaster, as every element of the test is web design – which, of course, has nothing to do with the immediate need or 

the current conversation. That the board member feels this is an appropriate choice (both in terms of content and in terms of timeline) indicates strongly 

that they are likely not qualified to assess such an exam regardless. 

 
 



I decline the test, pointing out that (a) I have already put in quite a bit of work just to help them understand those elements that ARE necessary to their 

current decision, and (b) they would do better to be focused on the business at hand, choosing a platform that will best meet the club’s needs. 

I further outlined a move-ahead strategy (which roughly corresponds to the timelines provided in the original project plan). 
 

 

[half a dozen images that were sent are not included here] 

 
 



 



 



 



 



 

 



  Jan 28 [THREE DAYS LATER, 10 Days to Westminster]  

I am advised that the board has selected WordPress, and we will be moving forward. This is a one-line message with a promise of details later. 
 

 
 

  Jan 29 [9 Days to Westminster]  

Robyn and I connect. We are informed that the current web site’s hosting agreement ends on February 4 – which means rather than 9 days, we now have 

6 days to get a new site up and all transitions complete. 

Having provided confirmation that my membership application has been mailed, the board grants an exception to allow me into the members Facebook 

group so that I can communicate with members around this project. 
 

 
 

 
 



  Feb 2 [2 Days to Hosting Expiration]  

Robyn focuses energy on the coordination with the hosting service while I work on physical content and site build. In just over 72 hours [all work days for 

both of us], we have a new site up and online with: 

✓  All existing content from the old site including historical Journee results 

✓  A full-featured event calendar (later upgraded to include event management – reservations, attendee 

lists, etc.) 

✓  A live ‘upcoming events’ list 

✓  Up-to-date rescue information 

✓  Contact forms 

✓  Constitution and bylaws 

✓  Links to our CafePress store 

✓  All of the breed info and related links from our old site 

✓  Live links to ABCs Facebook and Instagram pages 

✓  Statistical tracking to tell us who is coming to the site, how they are getting there, and what pages they 

visit 

No new content or guidance was received for judges ed, so we linked existing content that looked related, in order to provide some manner of Judges Ed 

info for launch. 

We also turn in a four-page project outline to the Board for review. 
 

The project plan and week one update that verifies this info are available in the member facebook group. 
 

  February 5 [Friday before Westminster]  

Project outline, now approved by the board, was posted to the Facebook groups (both the committee and the members groups). 

A member noted that the breeder list had not yet been recreated. This was not part of our prior-to-Westminster tasking, so was expected and not due; 

however, due to member interest in the topic, the board asked us to put it up immediately. We drop everything and do so. Two board members comment 

positively. 

 

This information can be verified by the posts in the member facebook group. 



 

The entire instruction we 
were provided on adding 
the breeder listing back to 
the site “ASAP.” 



One sends us a private e-mail, bypassing our liaison and not cc’ing the rest of the board, chewing our butts like errant eight-year-olds for something she 

did not like about the way the listings were created. 

Note that this comes from the board email account – a formal reprimand from the president of the club. “Getting input is one thing, converting 

comments to policy without review is another.  The website is the public face of the club and what goes on it (or not) needs review before 

implementation. I don’t know where the “free ads for all” disguised as a breeder referral list is coming from, but it did not come as an approved practice 

or layout from the board. This needs walking back.” 

Apparently, that rule only applies when we are given the last-minute task to add something that wasn’t even on our to-do list, with no guidance 

whatsoever about how it should be added.  It wasn’t long after this that this same board member began sending content for the web site, with 

instruction to remove existing content that was slated to be reviewed by the committee – and the explanation changed to “I am in charge of Judges Ed 

so I am in charge of the content.”  I’m still unclear as to which occasions “what goes on [the web site] must be reviewed” and which occasions its OK for 

someone to direct the web site committee to ignore the board-approved plan and add or remove content “because they’re in charge of it.” 

Interestingly, if committee membership defines the ability to do that – it is worth noting that no member of the CoE committee (who, presumably 

would be “in charge of” breeder listings) commented either way about the breeder listings, as far as I am aware, nor were they copied on the message 

above. 



The conversation on breeder listings continued – the entire mail chain will be included 

with this update. At the time of my departure from the project (nearly a month later), 

the team still had not received a template or specific guidance form the board 

regarding how they would like the listing to look, other than Marion’s comment about 

making them “boring.” But we did receive this…. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This board member has, since that time, made a continual habit of bypassing the club’s established communication paths in order to issue 
unilateral edicts regarding the web site, without consulting the board or the membership, including one instruction which was so counter to 
the interests of the organization that it has been referred separately to the board for review.  
 



 



 



  

Note: there is no “Judges Ed Section” of the web site.  
All content is sitewide and the only divisions are 
based on being a logged in member or being a visitor 



  

 

The “Judging White” comment is the answer to 
question #1 of 4 sent on 2/14 
 
The PowerPoint is in response to question #2 of 4 
sent on 2/14, asking for the original document rather 
than a PDF, so we could correct some formatting 
issues. 



After several weeks of her continuing stream of 
denigrating and disrespectful communications, 
Robyn expressed her concerns about this to our 
board liaison, who essentially replied by blaming 
us for that behavior, telling us that she was sure it 
would be resolved “when we had a plan” (this 
statement was made more than two weeks after 
the board approved the four-page plan. Robyn 
responded by putting up the full project plan and 
Gantt chart where the entire membership could 
access it).  

The issue here, according to our board representative, isn’t that a Board Member is 

repeatedly bypassing all of the established processes and communication conduits to 

give unilateral directives regarding the members’ web site. Rather, the problem here is 

that Robyn and I want to work “our way” and it will all be better when the board just 

has some idea of what to expect from us and when (because apparently the four-page 

plan that they approved is not enough of a “general outline”).  
 

 

 

 

 

The info presented above clearly shows that: 

- The original commitment was that any needed new content (of the info specified to be on the ‘new site’ immediately would be provided prior to 

Westminster. (message displayed from Jan 22 above) None was received. 

- Conversation via the committee chair (indicated in the detailed project plan and in the board-approved initial plan) was that all content would be 

reviewed as part of the committee process. 

Therefore, any changes to content would represent a departure from the approved plan. Messages were sent from varying email accounts (board, 

committee, personal), bypassing the board and the liaison, in order to direct us to ignore the board approved plan and remove/add/replace content. 

One might argue that perhaps there was time-sensitivity in posting this information. One might also note that two weeks later, this individual wrote to 

ask ‘when’ one of those items would be posted (it had been on the site for 13 days), but still did not answer the questions that would have allowed the 

remaining materials to be finalized and posted. At the time of my departure those questions still had not been answered and the “so urgent that we 

must bypass every person and every plan” material was apparently not missed. 



Similarly, the information regarding breeders was such a high priority – that at the time of my departure there had still been no response to the message 

from 14 Feb asking about all of the entries in the member directory which had kennels listed, but did not have a breeder listing on the site. In the end, 

Robyn and I decided to let that one go, knowing that if those kennels were still active, eventually the breeders themselves could let us know that. At the 

time of my departure, there had also been no acknowledgement of this message: 

 



  After Week One  

We approached the Ways and Means committee to talk about options for making some of our sales activities work more smoothly. There are options 

within our site and outside of it that might bring them some gains. We found both the committee chairs and our treasurer more than ready to discuss 

how we can make life easier. They’re presently trying to get a handle on existing inventory, and once they get through that morass, we’ll be working with 

them to see how we can leverage the web site or other resources to make their lives easier, and to make our merchandise more trackable and reportable. 
 

 
 



We’ve chatted with Karen about event management needs, and as a result we upgraded our site function from a basic event calendar to a basic event 

management system that allows for reservations/bookings, attendee lists, etc. We’ll be working forward with her to understand how that can help support 

some of ABC’s event planning. 
 

We’ve built functions into the site that could essentially replace our membership application, renewal, and directory functions with a nearly-zero- 

maintenance solution. Amelia rescheduled with us several times and never did have the opportunity to review; we know now she had other priorities, 

and this is, perhaps, understandable. When we were advised that she had resigned, we forwarded written overview of those functions to the board, in 

the hope that those functions could help ease the stress of being without a secretary. As of this writing, that information has been in the board’s hands 

for 72 hours; they have not yet chosen to acknowledge having received it. 

Since this functionality has not yet been released, I’d need admin access to the site to take images to show it here. However, the web site committee, at 

their first meeting, reviewed this functionality via a webmeeting. That meeting was recorded, and a walkthrough of this functionality can be found in that 

recording, which is posted in the web site committee’s facebook group. Amelia has acknowledged in Facebook comments the challenges she faced in 

scheduling a review, and confirmed that, as this came immediately before her resignation from the board, she was indeed just unable to coordinate the 

time. I don’t know whether Robyn has received any response from the board on the subject since my departure. 

We can’t say enough about the cooperation and support we have received from Kara in regard to both rescue functionality (I have to mention that she 

dropped everything to try out the new process for posting rescues, even though she was sick), and in responding to questions and concerns around 

potential newsletter impact/issues. 

 
 



Kara posted to the member group at the time, and her comments, along with mine and Robyn’s, will verify this. 
 

  In Summary  

I have had a wonderful time building a site with Robyn, and I am convinced that, if permitted to do so, she and the committee will build a fantastic 

resource. 

My experience with the ‘new, better’ Board has been variable, at best. Half have never had occasion to interact with me, and of the remainder, the 

experience has ranged from “fantastic” (Kara), to “indeterminate” (Amelia, who was within days of resigning) to “negative”. In that process I have referred 

one legal matter (not concerning a board member, which has not been acknowledged) and one ethical matter with legal implications to the board. 

My overall impression is that you have some nice folks on the board, who are probably a bit ‘too nice’ – and are still being steamrolled by a few self- 

interested voices who, absent any voices willing to represent the interests of the members by opposing them, are doing whatever they please with little 

regard for the members, the club, or basic civility. 


