


























the role the fellowship sees them in, even it it is illusory and to try to function in that
role. Donna related that she feels shared membership on both boards would
remove the need for the BOT to input as a whole and increase the joint
collaboration in decision making. The main drawback would be the emotional and
physical drain on the shared members. Mario feels that someone needs to take a
leadership role, as the WSC is more dysfunctional than either the BOT or BOD. He
doesn't feel the Guide to Service will solve all the problems, but does like the one
board concept with divisions of labor and a small priority list. He sees that the
Board needs to cut back on projects rather than creating more work.

There continued much more discussion on identification of the problem. Ed
D. related his perception that the Boards and Committees are too wrapped up in
their own projects to really see the broad pictures, with a suggestion to develop a
unified approach. Kim related that her perception is that when the Board is seen as
mainly philosophical, it is removed from the business and there is not a unified
front. Several members agreed that there are problems with both the one board
and three board systems. Both Becky and Stu agreed that dual membership
between the BOT and BOD would by the best alternative at present. Garth feels
that dual membership will not assist in reaching a single point of decision. Stu
advised the Board that sometimes it is misinterpreted that the staff makes decisions
for the fellowship, but this is not true; rather the decisions are made by the Board of
Directors after they are advised by staff of existing situations.

Bob S. indicated that the main issue seems to be who's managing who? He
sees that the BOT now seems to feel they should have a management role over the
staff with their intention being to direct the planning and priorities of the staff. This
was denied by the members of the Board but it was stressed that the allocation of
staff and resources needs to be done with WSC priorities in mind. Jack related that
he sees a need to develop policies and procedures, i.e.; international travel, P.I.
events, etc.

Tom indicated that he sees a real need to communicate what is happening on
a feeling level within the Board. He indicated that even though he will not be
standing for re-election at the WSC, he is available to continue serving the
fellowship. Jack recommended that time be set aside at least once yearly to share
feelings within the Board.

A decision was made to begin the meeting tomorrow morning at 8:30 A.M.
Adjourned for the day at 7:33 P.M.



Sunday, February 4, 1990

The Trustees in attendance were the same as yesterday. Present from the
WSO staff were Bob S., Steve S., Anthony E., Hollie A. and Steve L.

The first item of business was a review of the Board priorities. This led to a
discussion of the purpose of the Board. Chuck feels that the Board needs to define
their purpose and determine what the role they should fill within the fellowship.
Kim related that she wants to review the policy draft from P&S/T&E. She would
also like to see the Board identify three main goals. Greg reminded the members
that about 1 1/2 years ago, each member developed a purpose statement and these
would be helpful for review. Garth related that the policy draft gives equal weight
to the BOT initiating projects as well as reviewing WSC projects. There was
discussion that the description of the Board of Trustees in the TWGSS is fairly
limited. Mario indicated that there is no focus on Trustee involvement with
international development in the TWGSS. Both Mario and Donna feel that the
Board needs to be involved in long term planning and projections for the fellowship.
She indicated that even if the Board could agree on their purpose, it might not be in
agreement with what the fellowship sees as their purpose. She would like to see if
the Board could get agreement and concurrence from both the WSC and the
fellowship to further identify the purpose of the BOT, as well as their agreement
that our role has to do with forecasting, planning and goal setting. Jack requested
that the material developed on the purpose of the Board (1 1/2 years ago) be sent
to all the members. Each member is then to draft a statement of purpose for the
Board. He also feels it might be helpful to solicit input from the fellowship
concerning the role of the Trustees. Chuck inquired whether there should be a
request for input or if they should develop an evaluation form, to be sent to the
fellowship. He also wondered if it is the intent of the Board to publish their
purpose? Becky feels that if there is no clear focus for the gathering of the
information and how it would be used, then it is not an effective idea. Several
members indicated that they feel they have agreement in what their purpose is but
would like to have more direction. Greg feels the main problem regarding the BOT
purpose is that the relationship between the service arms has been watered down
until it is almost non-existent.

Jack reminded the Board that when they tried to get assertive, they were
directed not to present anything to the fellowship without 2/3 agreement (WSC '87).
He saw that people were amazed the Board of Trustees could not have 100%
agreement. He sees that the Board seems to constantly go back and forth between
passive and aggressive, and wondered if they were constantly going to do this?
Mario feels that the Board needs to be more assertive as the tide of thought in the
fellowship has shifted. He feels that the fellowship has lost faith in the WSC
committee system and is looking to the Board for direction.



Jack informed the Board that he will be writing two reports between now and
the Conference: the Fellowship Report in March and the Conference in April. He
requested that if any of the Board members have input for the reports that it needs
to be sent to the Trustee Coordinator.

The assignments to the Conference Agenda Workshops were discussed. Bob
H. and Bryce S. are in Michigan this weekend. Bob H., Becky M. and George H.
are going to Pennsylvania in March. Tom M. tentatively agreed to go to Ohio from
Feb. 23-25. Danette B. has tentatively agreed to go to the Convenference in
Harrisburg, PA on Feb. 17.

The next item on the agenda was Trustee elections. There were three
separate procedures discussed and descriptions of these will be developed prior to
the April 22 meeting. This will be the first item on the agenda for that meeting. A
decision was made to refrain from electing any member as v-chair of the Board
during the last year of their term in office.

The request from the Mental/Emotional Disorders Anonymous group
(MEDA) to allow adaptation of N.A. literature was discussed. Chuck feels that
their adaptation is not consistent with what N.A. means. Greg reminded the Board
that there is a philosophical point that needs consideration, i.e.; what is the nature
of our writing and adaptation of our literature. He sees three options: 1) take A.A.'s
lead and maintain a stranglehold on our printed material, 2) take the middle ground
and look at requests piece by piece, or 3) allow for open adaptation which may be
spiritually positive. The main issue is whether our message is captive or do we give
it freely. There was agreement that the idea of "who owns N.A.'s message" will be
on the April agenda, for discussion in principle with the possible development of a
motion for the conference. There was much discussion of whether and/or why our
message should be controlled, as the spiritual principle involved is trust in our
Higher Power. A letter will be drafted to the Board of Directors advising them that
there is a need for more time for discussion on this issue.

Jack reminded all of the members to send in any information they want to be
included in the Conference Report.

The meeting was closed at 11:25 A.M. with a moment of silence, followed by
the Serenity Prayer.
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