Rochelle, first of all thank you for asking for my input. I have had the privilege of serving on the Service System workgroup and was a part of the World Board when the idea for this project was conceived, so I hope the information I provide is helpful and useful to the members in your Region.  There are two things I ask you to convey to them. Anyone can email the World Board at any time with any input or questions. Secondly regardless of if or when these proposals are supported and implemented, there will be a learning curve that all of will have to go through. Some of these changes represent a cultural shift and it will take time to become acclimated and familiar with many of the process and structural changes. I believe we will be evaluating and measuring the effectiveness of them as progress. I would encourage all of us to trust the process as much as we trusted the change process that made our recoveries possible!!
Are we proposing changes to any or all 12 concept references from “structure” to “system”? 
· I am not sure if all references to structure would be changed. They would probably be reviewed in the context of a particular concept. There are six references to ‘structure and/or service structure’ in our concepts- Concepts 1, 3,5,8,9 and 12. We are describing a service system that includes structure, where coordination among service bodies is critical and the first Concept establishes that principle. Also I think if a transition work group is formed, then part of their task would be to review current service materials and tools for changes. For example the project plan indicated that changes in the Guide to Local Services might be necessary as a natural outcome of the project and that current service tools will need to be reviewed/evaluated and possibly new tools developed. I think when all is said and done, we will end up with what is practical for our fellowship.
Questions regarding “Foundational Principles”: (identified on p. 54.)
Purpose driven: 
· Can you explain the purpose that will be driving the bodies, in your reference to “purpose driven bodies”, under the SSP??? 
· Purpose driven is viewed as a foundational principle that underpins all of our service system. When any service unit is established, thoughtful discussion is held and clearly defined responsibilities are agreed upon. This will help minimize misunderstanding, miscommunication and inefficient utilization of resources. This principle supports the process of having effective planning, short term and long term, at all levels in the service system. We believe that ‘form should follow function’ and before service bodies or units are established, some thought should be given as to the need, purpose and role. As a result, we might discover that ‘structure’ is not the most effective solution but rather changes in communications, training and/or leadership would better suit delivery of services and/or provide a better solution
· What makes the GSU/LSU split superior to the subcommittee’s that currently function with “defined purpose” ie: PI committee; H&I committee, etc.? 
· I am not sure what is meant by ‘GSU/LSU split superior’ but the proposals describe local service that includes GSU (s) and LSU (s). The subcommittees referenced are part of the ongoing services provided within the LSU. Better planning processes would help any subcommittee.
Defined by geographic boundaries: 
· Who establishes the geographic boundaries for our service bodies?
· The geographic boundaries spoke of in the proposals are already established in the vast majority of cases, especially in the US. We are speaking of county, province and state. All US groups reside in one county or another. All counties are within the boundaries of one of the 50 states. So in many cases this will not be a major challenge for many NA communities to ‘define’ their boundaries. For example, I live in Montgomery County, PA. The current ASC here is MONTCO ASC. Most if not all groups associated with us are within the legally recognized county of Montgomery, so our boundaries are established. The same applies to states. If the proposals, as measured by the resolutions and straw polls, receive adequate support, my idea is that planning discussions could be held with representatives of current services bodies that focuses on looking at a map of their county/state and pin pointing the location of groups/areas/regions to determine where there is overlap and ‘gaps’ of underserved geographic areas. They would also look at the services provided for duplication and inefficiencies.
P64 paragraph 5 states: “A clear need must be established to create an intermediate body, and most communities will not have such a need”
· Is this done through a proposal?
· What defines a “clear need”?
· Whose responsibility is it to decide if the “clear need” was established??? Consensus?
If not...Who delegates that decision making authority?
· These questions relate back to the foundational principle of purpose driven and the process of planning, both short term and long term.  The first order of business would be to have an understanding of the circumstances that might warrant establishing an intermediate body. This collective understanding would define a ‘clear need’. Because the Intermediate body is a structural solution and form follows function, it would be wise to adequately study the problem. Is the need better communications as result of distance or language? Is the problem one of density and service units being numerically overwhelmed which can make it difficult to deliver services? The Intermediate body is meant to be an option and offer some flexibility but not the first or only option.  No one can provide a solution to every set of circumstances that arise but the principles and processes contained in the proposals are meant to move our NA communities away from sometimes creating additional service bodies, subcommittees, areas or regions without thoughtful discussion and planning, which can have a negative effect on service delivery in the short term and create unintended consequences long term. We might discover that ‘structure’ is not the most effective solution but rather changes in communications, training and/or leadership would better suit delivery of services.  The Service System Processes, pages 74-81 provide additional guidance on planning and decision making. 

· Is our region with its range, and population density, a candidate for an intermediate service body??? If not who is responsible to maintain the umbrella insurance that the groups have designated the region responsible for acquiring on its behalf?
· I would not attempt to presume or assume that the Tri State Region or any other region is a candidate for an Intermediate body without sitting down and thoughtfully and thoroughly reviewing the current service body boundaries (ASCs), services being provided and where the gaps are. Once that is done, if there is a service need somewhere, options can be considered. The issue of insurance is important and will warrant additional discussion but the proposals describe the mountainous of it as a State/National/Province service responsibility. So in this case, the Pennsylvania statewide unit would be responsible. We would have members selected and delegated with that service responsibility just as the local service unit has a local board and coordinators for specific service tasks.
· In undermining the function of our region which contains 19 areas and 614 groups, do you anticipate any destabilization in our unity? 
· How do you rectify the idea that creating state bodies of greater distance, with our current level of participation, will “make us feel more connected” to the process?
· I don’t think ‘undermining’ accurately describes the proposals as it relates to the current functions of our regional service bodies. I say that because direct delivery of service to addicts, inside our rooms and those that have not arrived yet, usually occurs locally and not from a RSC. The proposals describe a statewide service unit that provides streamlined services for the entire state (Pennsylvania in this case) that will serve to eliminate duplication of services (i.e. websites) while helping to ensure that any communities within our boundaries that might not be aware of NA as a resource, be given attention and service. This service body will have a state wide public relation focus which in and of itself, can help carry our message and provide awareness of NA meetings/groups. That is a fundamental element of why any of us are involved with service and of our service system. In my opinion, these changes in the current regional configuration, functions and processes will enhance our unity by improving communications and interactions both internally and externally, coordinating statewide services and making it easier for addicts to find us. This builds on the local service unit focus on strengthening our home groups, working to make our service environment more attractive, better training, more effective planning and prioritization of services. Hopefully this will help members feel more connected to the service process. We want to empower our members/groups to get involved and help direct the services they need through planning assemblies.  All of these and more contribute to our common welfare and spirit of unity rather than take away or destabilize our efforts. I recognize that creating a state body increases the distance between trusted servants but it does not create longer distances between the actual delivery of service because that occurs locally. The proposed functions of a statewide body are streamlined and focused on more widespread, long term services, rather than locally day to day. We feel that can be easily accommodated via conference calls, Skype and email. Many service bodies currently make use of these tools to carry out their tasks. In addition this body would not have a need to meet face to face as often as current RSC bodies do.
Collaborative
“Consensus based decision making encourages collaborative efforts within service bodies.”- p. 54 bullet 4 under header: Foundational principles for a revitalized service system 
What authority is referenced in the above claim? How do we know this to be fact?
Can you give some examples of bodies of equal or larger size to NA that use CBDM effectively? And explain how this decision making process has helped their growth and function?
· The above statement is based on some of the fundamental elements of CBDM and from our experience in applying this process throughout our fellowship. In this case, I see more value in looking at our own experience rather than an outside organization because we have Traditions and Concepts that guide us while they might not. The primary result of the CBDM process is not growth but rather better decisions and creating an atmosphere of inclusiveness. There are numerous groups, areas and regions within NA that use this process effectively and have found value in it. I would also submit that many more NA groups use it but are unaware that they are practicing some of the basics of this process. The WSC also utilizes a variation of it during its decision making. We included it in the proposals because it encourages more and better communication and discussion and working together collaboratively. All of these are essential elements to planning and decision making
· Are you aware of the Abilene paradox which states that a group may unanimously agree on a course of action that no individual member of the group desires because no one individual is willing to go against the perceived will of the decision-making body under CBDM principle??? How do we avoid this potential downfall? How will this potential affect our unity?
In referencing CBDM p.78 paragraph 2 states: “We begin by gathering information and experience to make informed decisions. We then take the time to discuss ideas and share perspectives.”
· How much time is typically taken?
· How much info and experience is considered adequate?
· Who decides adequate consideration?
· First of all, consensus is not unanimous agreement. Members can consent to an agreement they disagree on and still allow an action, task or initiative to  move forward based on what is best for the group. I would say that in a circumstance that ‘no one individual is willing to go against the perceived will of the decision-making body’, then the consensus building process was ineffective.  The Abilene paradox is also called ‘not rocking the boat’ or groupthink. This is not a new phenomenon or occurrence to NA. That happens now in NA when more powerful personalities, people with more clean time or members with an advanced degree in Robert’s Rules of Order, hijack discussions and dictate decisions.  In CBDM, everyone has an opportunity to share their ideas or beliefs about a particular proposal. One key to this process is an effective facilitator who will help create the atmosphere for divergent views and experiences to be shared openly and freely. It also helps to begin with the idea that everyone has the best of intentions even when we disagree on methods or approaches. Trust, broadmindedness, perseverance, mutual respect, cooperation and goodwill are essential. The time taken to make decisions will vary based on what is being asked to consider or decide. Adequate consideration is usually based on when everyone who is willing to take part as expressed themselves and there is either consensus to move forward or not.

· How much time was taken in the Regional Motion/Proposal changes in CAR 2012?
· Why was this decision, to shift made in new business, and why wasn’t adherence to principle of prudence taken to group conscience vote or straw poll before implementation?
· With the consequent change from a "call for action" to a "proposed idea to discuss" were the 2nd and 9th concepts given appropriate consideration in the consensus decision to change “regional motions” to “regional proposals” given that this shift effectively takes authority from the groups you are entrusted to serve? 
· Page 34 in the CAR provides background on moving from Regional Motions to Regional Proposals for WSC 2012. I also think these questions indicate a  fundamental disagreement of perspective about the application of the 2nd and 9th Concepts referenced as well as the 3rd Concept as it relates to the experiment with Regional Proposals in the CAR and consensus building at the WSC. The WSC certainly adheres to the spiritual principles inherent in Steps, Traditions and Concepts but some of the processes, roles and responsibilities are most certainly different than my home group, area or region. I know for a fact that sometimes as a result of those differences, there can sometimes be mistaken perception about what actually happens and why it happened
· If all points are to be considered in a consensus based system, which contends that every member possesses some bit of the truth, why are we ignoring a potential for incorporation of a USFA at some level of our Service System Project? Was this considered? Isn’t this consideration mandated through the principles of consensus based decision making? 
In referencing CBDM p.79 paragraph 1 states: “There is a responsibility to clearly communicate and explain the details of the decision to those who are affected by it.”
· What is the single point of accountability for this act?
· What’s the expected time frame between decision and communicated details?
· How do groups exercise authority when necessary?
· What is the recourse?
· As I understand it the USAF was proposed or created as a direct result of opposition to the Service System Project and is somewhat recent. The SS project was proposed, discussed and approved unanimously on the floor of the WSC in 2008 and reaffirmed at WSC 2010. From my perspective as a member of the SS project workgroup, I don’t think we are not ignoring anyone who wants to provide input on any of the ideas proposed or proposing new ideas. Creating a US zonal forum was not part of our delegated tasks and quite frankly is not a good idea from our perspective or the vast majority of any input we have received. The World Board did not ignore it. As trusted servants, they decided to only focus on what was mandated from the people they are directly accountable to. The World Board is directly accountable to the Regional Delegates that comprise the WSC. Those members are directly accountable to their respective Regions/Areas/Groups. The SS workgroup is directly accountable to the World Board. If a course correction was warranted for this project to incorporate a US zone, a change would have happened at WSC 2010.  Also looking at this from a practical and spiritual perspective, our proposals strive to incorporate more wholly the principles of the 12 Concepts into our service environment while the USAF is opposed to them entirely. We also believe that the proposals take into account the entire current service ‘structure’ and the entire fellowship and not just the US. Some of the resulting issues from the advent of the idea of a USAF gave rise to problems such as misunderstanding, miscommunication and confusion. Ironically these are some of the very problems in NA service that our proposals hope to minimize. The 2012 CAR provides details on next steps for decisions and tasks as it relates to this project. I am not sure what is meant by groups exercising authority or recourse and can only assume this is in reference to the USAF. In NA, we have an agreed upon process for changes, implementing new ideas, either locally or globally, in service. The WB followed that process in bringing forth an idea for a plan to revitalize our service environment and to transition from a service structure to a service system that is driven by unity in fulfilling our primary purpose while providing a degree of flexibility to meet our fellowship’s diverse service needs. Just for today, we believe these proposals to be the most effective vehicle to meet that need. The CAR will provide opportunity for members to let us know whether we are on the right track or not. At the WSC 2012 if anyone has any preference for a USAF or ideas to incorporate it, they will present them in the discussions that take place in building consensus. Any good idea will rise to the top on its own merit and not just out of opposition to an agreed upon process and/or outcomes.
Closing
In referencing p56 paragraph 1: “The complexity of some of the services provided by the ASC prevent groups from receiving the time they need during an area meeting to raise issues that are affecting their ability to carry the message. This can lead to groups feeling that their needs are underserved.”
· Isn’t time allotted for group reports??? 
· Couldn’t a simple provision of open issue discussion be incorporated into their current practice before opening business?
· These ideas were a compilation of years and years of having ‘group reports’ and a ‘simple provision of open issue discussion be incorporated into their current practice before opening business’ process in our ASCs and members reporting this as generally inadequate. From those experiences with ASCs it was clear, that ‘group reports’ do not provide the best forum for discussing some of the issues and solutions or providing some of the functions that the proposed GSU will provide such as training and helping prepare newer members for service. The other side of this change is that adequate time can be given to the planning, coordination and prioritization of ongoing services and service projects. Consequently, the frequency of ASC meetings as we know them now, will be reduced and be better organized, which can be appealing to many members. 
Page 53 paragraph 3 contends that: “This degree of systematic change needs to be organized and coordinated…”
· Who’s determined this necessity?
· What is your direct responsibility to those groups, areas, and regions that this change adversely affects?
· Is this change practical??? In other words, are these changes reasonably judicious where they adversely affect existing bodies?
· It is really not just a question of ‘who determined this necessity’ but also why. As stated in the background information from Page 8-15 along with the Service System Proposal Report beginning on page 51, these proposals are new solutions to old, long standing problems in NA service. The sentence referenced above, ‘This degree of systematic change needs to be organized and coordinated’, omitted 4 key words, ‘on a global level’. What this means is that World Services is the only service body with the resources and capabilities required to initiate and sustain a discussion fellowship wide. In addition they are the only body in position to support and help coordinate a change of this magnitude.  This is a core element of the purpose of World Services- provide the services that deal with the problems and needs of NA as whole by focusing on communication, coordination, information and guidance. The World Board is delegated with the responsibility of contributing to the continuation and growth of NA. These proposals are a direct result of many years of identified needs and problems in the NA service environment and the World Board has a mandated responsibility to address them. For these proposed changes and proposals to have a reasonable chance to be effective, we need all of us working together. Working together does not mean we will all agree on everything. It does mean though, that we make an effort to discuss this with as many members as possible, provide varied opportunities for them to input, listen thoughtfully and respectively to that input, pray for knowledge of God’s will and then come to a collective agreement based on what is best for the fellowship as a whole. We believe these changes are practical because they are based on principles, applied experience, prudence and input from our members and capture the ideals of our Vision for NA Service. I also think ‘adversely’ is not the most accurate word when describing how these changes might affect existing bodies. That is all in the eye of the beholder and while it is quite apparent some service bodies deliver services effectively, our objective is to improve services throughout our fellowship and to make effective, reliable and consistent service delivery, the norm rather than the exception.
Thanks,
Craig R
