Board Readiness Small Team
Interview with Avri Doria, 1 April 2025
Board Perspective on EPDP Phase 1 & Phase 2

Questions to Board members

Q1. What the board liaison role was, could be, should be?
· Board liaison at that point was evolving role, - the BGC hadn’t defined role then. - E.g., Avri functioned as liaison and as the/ co-chair of the Board caucus (for SubPro). - but The liaison passes information to caucus, also but depends onsometimes limited by how much info is requested. Subject to blackout mode when out of Board. May be different now due to different BGCs. Avri was originally not in the EPDP caucus. When asked to join, she was tracking other things which were impacted by the EPDP deliberations.
· Evolving role, - the BGC continually looks at how this the role works., The Board itself is evolving as its personel changes, every Board is different, e.g., personality mix, different approach, etc. Few board members are there from the beginning of an issue. Regarding Board and Board liaison intervention in the PDP, the Board is Ssensitive to the EPDP Charter, - i.e., it is very against putting finger on scale and- trying not to influence developing views and not pre-develop views (remainneutral).

Q2. How did Board members receive information regarding PDP working group’s progress, during the Policy Development Process and after recommendations were received?
· Often from a Board utside caucus, The. Caucus receives information from the liaison and staff and passes a subset of that onto the Board.  different level of info - external trigger requiring more attention -Other Board members generally  trusting their colleagues in caucus as they receive all information from the causus. There is due process, as other s can request information and else can observe in the caucus meetings. LThe scope is limited by Org, questions. Level of info changes conveyed to non-caucus members, increases over time - (in the form of presentations in various Board meetings as PDP finishes - to non-caucus members. When review is on - there are presentations to the Board, which are used by caucus to drive need for Board comment/statement etc. To-and-fro between Board-caucus.
· Board establishes caucuses for everything or specifics? Caucus set up to track issues, not specific PDPs (e.g., registration data), which increased in scope over time because of Goran. Caucus got more defined over time, led to them being specific/mapped to a PDP. Tracking a PDP can be incorporated into the caucus scope
· How/what to change? Generally caucus meetings are not recorded, so if you miss one then cannot rely on what’s not printed. Uncomfortable with this little less intra-board transparency. Entire board is responsible but doesn’t necessarily get all the information equally.
· In a PDP, the Board Liaison - staff support work quite closely, and generally meet,  more often than caucus itself. The caucus generally receives information from the liaison and staff.

Q3. What (negatively or positively) surprised Board members in the policy recommendations? At what stage of the PDP did those surprises occur?
· Don’t Avri doesn’t remember policy being a surprise, - more of a shock on architecture being designed. She recalls noting difficulty expressed by different people in the community accepting different things.Recall difficulty by different people accepting different things. Shock was the ODA output. (ODP-ODA also an evolving thing), with a big price tag, and long delaystime to implement.
· Kurt: Was the shock moment precipitated by an intent  or point of view of the EPDP Team: “Don’t go there EPDP Team” pov? If policy didn’t shock, then what led to the problem with Board adoption? 
· Don’t remember with this EPDP. Except for specific things done - comment, letter - Board reception is reaction to what it receives from Org etc. Commentary - GPIF arguments → Board conundrum. Often not Board’s internal issue, Board is the last place for all stakeholders to come together. Ultimately Board member decision on GPI - has all concerns/questions from community been heard and responded to? Getting to consensus.
· Questions were there but subtle - usually preceded by somebody - comment, writeup coming in externally.
· Regarding ALAC/GAC participation in the EPDP and providing advice to the Board separately, the Board Ccan’t stop ALAC/GAC Advice. However,  - but if issues have been discussed in PDP and documented publicly then the Board can point to it as the issue having been. dDone, discussed, and if there is no new information, then the issue can be considered taken care ofaddressed. 
· Regarding the risk of EPDP-Board collaboration being considered as the Board making Policy, aAt the time of the EPDP, the Board was sensitive to putting a finger on the scale - but now, even though the GNSO-Board to-and-fro has helped, Board doesn't want to do that too much to displace the bottom-up process. She Avri sees GNSO-Board talking tcollaboration more via small teams, but starts to worry about the Board getting into making policy. Caution: Do we need to-and-fro or there’s enough to determine whatever which ends up being policy. Negotiation for policy is bad - sets expectations. 
· Rely on asking of questions and recording of answers - but impacted by Board mix, caucus. Until voted on, remains very fluid. Caucus vs Board. Board does spend a lot of time during workshops but during PDP there’s some watching, talking, and review time that would drive inquiries.

Q4. Through what channel (reading the PDP report, reading the summary report, the Board liaison report) did the Board member receive the specific information?
· SMEs from staff travel with PDP, work closely with the liaison, caucus, and act as source of combined information. The staff SMEs, answer questions from Board questions with reports. Board questions always generate a report from staff. There are various periods when the whole Board gets a report to review on what’s going onsubstantive PDP issues, - review, etc - and always when PDP is coming to an end, At those points, intense discussion happens - (sometimes going down every rabbit hole) - until everyone is satisfied that they’ve done their due diligence. Although it’s perfectly fine for a Board member to say, “I trust my colleague in the board committee”. 

Q5. To what extent was recommendation “implementability” a concern or requirement? How is it measured during the recommendation evaluation?
· If not implementable itthe Board would be stuck -– doability, feasibility, legality, etc, are all part of due diligence. It is a redline issue for the Board. This includes recommendations that can be implemented, but at a prohibitive cost.
· Board has questioned org’s recommendations on implementability before - eg,and specifically on the cost of implementation. - Bbut ultimately, it is staff / org that builds it. It is not the Board’s role is not really to question or overrule org’s position on implementation. A sStrong case on non-implementability (or high cost) is hard for the Board to argue against. The Board has a Bylaw-mandatedated Fiduciary duty to perform its, due diligence duty because of the Bylaws mandates Board’s function in policy domain, but not implementationthat covers policy and implementation issues.

Q6. Jen’s question on GPIF checklist - is this the signal from the Board of what the Board looks for? 
· Yes, Avri was selling the GPIF when she was on the Board. Board’s task is to consider public interest → Bylaws tell you the public interest, commitments, values - that’s what the Board needs to look at. The Community should use the Board checklist in its PDP in the same manner as the Board.  Community knowing this is the case, what does the community look at with the GPIF? [didn’t catch the answer]

Q7. Kurt’s question on GNSO’s duty vs Board’s fiduciary duty: could this small team seek to minimise any gaps between those two goals?

· Yes, particularly we the GNSO PDP teamCcan usually tell when advice is coming from, say, the GAC or ALAC, Those liaisons are the source of red flags, which must be included in the Board fiduciary equation. Therefore the Council should report on the consideration of ALAC and GAC positions in the Final Report.


