
 

  

“I quit.” 
 

On Monday 18th December; I resigned as Chair of auDA’s Constitution Reform Committee in 
protest over the attitude of auDA management to demoralize the purpose of the Committee. 
 
Why?  
 
In my opinion, management refused to inform or collaborate with the Constitution Reform 
Committee in the following ways: 
 

• Undermined its purpose from the start.  

• Promised to provide ‘full support’ and did nothing. 

• Wanted all members to sign NDA’s for basic governance documents. Effectively 
blocking information because we will not all commit to that unreasonable request.     

• Created excuses for not responding to reasonable and legitimate requests for 
collaborative assistance.  

• Suppressed information vital to the objectives of the Committee. 

• Increased my workload 10-fold, at my own expense.   
 
What really stinks was management working behind closed doors to draft their own reforms 
and later stated “they had no time to engage members”. These circumstances were not 
created by an oversight or by poorly timed decisions, but resulted from what I believe was a 
deliberate intent to stifle a member driven assignment, and make it look like members are 
useless and redundant.   
  

In light of this disturbing game, I gave them their wish - I quit.  

 



Read more …   

“Freedom doesn’t last forever; eventually someone wants to regulate it, 

monetise it, and make it their own freedom.” 

 
auDA Director Erhan Karabardak and CEO Cameron Boardman were initially active proponents in setting 

up a Constitution Reform process. We discussed various issues in person, via email, and over the phone, 

and I genuinely felt that we could work together in creating positive change for the company.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It seems auDA Management never intended to be open and receptive to the 

Constitution Reform Committee. The question is why? 

 

In auDA’s Government Review submission, management recommended 4 different membership and 

board models which seek to either remove or significantly limit the mechanism of accountability; by 

limiting industry representation, reducing board numbers, and or, to remove the legal rights of members 

by composing the Board of independent representation. In this regard, management can rule their own 

roost free from the accusive tone of pesky members aware of their finagling. Worse, auDA’s Government 

Review submission stated, they had very little time to consult and engage members. No wonder, given 

their recommendations oppose the very purpose members initially established the company to achieve.   

Why not simply work with us, you know, the membership 

committee set up for this very purpose? 

 

Over the months, I volunteered my time and effort in 
support for reform by providing them with ideas, 
suggestions, and information to assist them in the reform 
process.  
 
During this time, Erhan laid the ground work for the 
board to appoint me as the Chair of the Constitution 
Reform Committee because I provided a strong analysis 
of the issues, and a resolution for positive reform.  
 
However, in the course of time, suspicion crept in because 
from my past experience with Erhan, you give and give 
and get nothing in return from this guy, and those signs 
were everywhere. But I ignored it. Blinded by hope, I just 
want to make things right, you know, good again. 
 
  

And, when the Board decided to create the Constitution Reform Committee, Erhan and Cameron went 

totally silent. It seemed to me that they were not interested in constructively contributing to a 

collaborative process with the Committee. Instead, somebody was busy behind closed doors secretly 

drafting constitutional recommendations for the Government Review. In doing so, management were 

undermining the very purpose they appointed the Constitution Reform Committee to fulfil.   

 



ASX ‘Principles’, consider this… 

auDA highlighted in their Government review submission the importance of adopting ASX principles as a 

centre piece for governance. In my view, a law should be introduced into the Not-For-Profit sector to 

prohibit companies like auDA from abusing volunteerism. Accordingly, a mandatory standard for 

Volunteerism should be enacted as a best practice principle to ensure a minimum standard of volunteer 

provisions are made available to participants; as per, The National Standards for Volunteer Involvement. 

How’s that for ‘Principles’ auDA?   

o We know auDA won’t do it, not with this type of management, because it has millions in the bank 

to buy what they want to hear. Effectively making members irrelevant along with the entire 

volunteer ecosystem upon which this company was founded and built.     

 
Our hands tied behind our back and a black hood over our heads, we are Held Hostage.  

auDA is a ‘self-regulatory model’ yet, multiple ‘independent’ advisory reviews and reports are due because 

management is broken. Interesting to see, auDA Accountability and Transparency Framework is not 

finalised after 3+ years?   

o The promised Cameron Ralph Report was to be released in October. Where is it?   

o The Dandolo Report. Where is it?   

o What will be the outcome of the pending Government Review?   

o And, what are the structural changes that are occurring at the company (as per the 

CEO statements re: company restructure)  

 Note:  

 

Terms of Reference 

 

See Terms of Reference: 
https://auda.org.au/mailouts/Members+Newsletter/auDA+Members%27+Newsletter+%E2%80%93+October+2017 

https://auda.org.au/mailouts/Members+Newsletter/auDA+Members%27+Newsletter+%E2%80%93+October+2017


auDA response to Government Review:  

 
In the Government Review auDA stated that the Cameron Ralph Report is delayed.      

 

Obviously, the CEO did not consider it relevant to inform the Constitution Reform Committee about that 

small detail?  As stated above…The CRC Terms of Reference state; we are TO BE INFORMED BY IT?    

Why did Management withhold vital information relevant to 

the Terms of Reference assigned to this Committee?  

auDA’s Government Review.  

Cameron. Ralph. Khoury advice suggests members are irrelevant to the success of the company.  

…It could be argued that these organisations are more reflective of a multi-stakeholder digital 

ecosystem, which lessens the relevance for auDA’s current membership model.  

 

Again, why did management not inform the CRC about that small piece of vital information. 

Albeit, advising auDA that its membership is irrelevant is not surprising to see; especially, in 

light of managements insidious motive to slowly retard, degenerate and reduce the 

membership, of which, can be seen in the decision made by the past board that opposed the 

2016 Camron Ralph Khoury recommendation to increase the membership.  

auDA Board Review Report for Governance Committee October 2016   

o auDA staff should continue work to expand and broaden the membership base.  

• Not agreed (Decision by the Board 

 
 

 



Little wonder why Cameron Ralph Khoury is now recommending the removal of auDA’s 

current membership model. Management effectively made it redundant by seeking to 

reduce its capacity to influence the decision-making process of the company by means of 

oppressing its members. We all saw this playout with the new member scandal, whereby, 

management seemingly thwarted new membership applications in order to stop them from 

voting in this year’s election.     

How can members effectively fight against a few who conspire to undermine the members of 

this company?  

Members cannot access up to date relevant information about the management of this 

company …it’s a shemozzle by design; everyone is randomly guessing what management are 

up to, and sadly, what we, the misinformed and uniformed members invent for ourselves 

only further escalates the complaint against the management of auDA.  

 
What remains of the constitution reform committee? 

If the CRC remains; I can see the next Chair appointed to it will be well 
paid and highly supported by management. Unlike the unpaid voluntary 
effort which management used and abused without consequence 
because volunteers do not have legal rights.  

 
If all the multitude of perspectives were consolidated into one unified answer that could 

explain every link in this chain as reasonable and beneficial to the company and its members, 

I would remain in denial. In my view, management deliberately oppressed my role as the 

Chair of Constitution Reform Committee in order to build a confirmation bias of support for 

the idea that auDA membership is irrelevant to the success of the company.  

In doing so, management can seek to build a solid argument against the role of members, by 

suggesting, its members are not an effective mechanism of value in the development of 

policy outcomes beneficial to the company and the industry at large.   

Ironically, the very membership model which acts as a mechanism of accountability against 

bad management behaviour is being used against members through the invitation of 

Government intervention, resulting from, managements bad behaviour.  

In this regard, I resigned and cancelled my membership because I no longer trust auDA will 

survive using these sort of tactics to administer the namespace.     


