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A p p e n d i x  3

S t r u c t u r a l  E x a m p l e s

This appendix is intended to o  er examples of how 
these proposals could possibly work in di  erent types of 
NA communi  es. The examples are o  ered to give a sense 
of what these abstract ideas would look like if concretely 
applied in di  erent types of communi  es. They do not rep-
resent a mandate for these communi  es or any others, and 
are not proposals to be voted on. The actual reality of how 
any given community may look if it restructured could be 
very di  erent from these examples. They should be used to 
aid a crea  ve discussion on ideas for improving local service 
delivery. 

We have chosen to use speci  c examples of NA commu-
ni  es – Philadelphia, Wisconsin, and Brazil – as examples. 
They have been chosen because they represent several very 
di  erent NA environments: Philadelphia—an urban com-
munity in a densely populated state, Wisconsin—a state 
with a great deal of rural space (and the unusual consider-
a  on that part of another state, Michigan’s Upper Penin-
sula, is more convenient to Wisconsin), and Brazil—a large 
country that currently contains many mee  ngs and more 
than one region. Another part of the reason for choosing 
these examples is that each of these loca  ons has mem-
bers of the workgroup and/or the board living there, so we 
hoped the examples might bene  t from their experience as 
residents in these communi  es.

We have not repeated all the informa  on from the main 
body of the report in this appendix—that is, to avoid repe  -
 on we have not de  ned “local service unit” or “planning 

assembly.” We are assuming that anyone reading these ap-
pendices will have already read the main body of the report 
and will have a basic understanding of the various compo-
nents of the proposals. 

Services in an

Urban Environment:

Philadelphia

We chose Philadelphia as an example for this type of NA 
environment. Again, this is just an example–similar environ-
ments can be found in many major ci  es around the world. 
How Philadelphia would actually look if restructured may 
di  er from the ideas outlined here. 

The City of Philadelphia and its surrounding coun  es 
are currently served by the Greater Philadelphia Region, 
which contains an es  mated 315 groups holding over 445 
mee  ngs per week, and the Eastern Pennsylvania Region, 
which contains an es  mated 100 groups holding around 

100 mee  ngs per week. Currently these regions consist of 
15 ASCs. (These  gures are taken from the NAWS database.) 
It is es  mated that there are about 175 mee  ngs in the City 
of Philadelphia. There are currently eight ASCs within the 
city boundaries.

The Urban GSU
Ideally GSUs will consist of a manageable and produc-

 ve number of groups. This should be small enough to 
avoid the excessive expense of ren  ng a large facility, but 
large enough to draw in the experience needed to make the 
GSU e  ec  ve. For instance a GSU may consist of members 
from around 10-15 groups, as well as any other interested 
members. In the more densely populated parts of Philadel-
phia (for example the Inner City ASC in North Philadelphia) 
this number may be higher, and in the less dense suburban 
areas it may be lower.

Each GSU will consist of the groups from a Philadelphia 
“neighborhood.” In some cases we may see groups with a 
common language come together from across the en  re 
city in a GSU that encompasses a wider geographical area 
than a neighborhood. For instance, currently there are a 
number of Spanish-speaking groups in Philadelphia that 
might want to form a GSU. It could be that there will be 
around 16 GSUs in the city of Philadelphia. 

Citywide Services
Whenever possible and prac  cal, the borders of a ser-

vice body should correspond to those recognized in soci-
ety at large—ci  es, coun  es, and states—so that addicts 
seeking recovery and the main organiza  ons that interact 
with addicts can more easily  nd us. It may also be helpful 
to remember that clearly naming a service body so that its 
boundaries are understood by those outside of NA is desir-
able. 

The most desirable outcome for Philadelphia could be 
to form one large LSU that encompasses the boundaries 
of the city and provides the majority of local services. This 
could reduce the costs and service duplica  on associated 
with the current structure of eight ASCs, and enable the 
more e   cient coordina  on and delivery of citywide servic-
es. Again, this is just one example of how these proposals 
might look if concretely applied.

Philadelphia has many independent treatment facili  es 
that are not governed by any central citywide authority in 
the same way that correc  onal or medical services are. The 
Philadelphia LSU could provide services to these facili  es by 
training volunteers, supplying literature for presenta  ons, 
and maintaining rela  onships with the facility’s sta  . The 
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LSU could connect with groups through the LSU delegates 
to inform members of the need for volunteers and to o  er 
ways for members to get involved.

The sec  on of these second dra   proposals devoted to 
the LSU explains that the LSU is comprised of a local ser-
vice board and a regular planning conference. In the case of 
Philadelphia this would mean that the local service board 
would meet monthly to oversee ongoing services and 
projects. The en  re LSU would meet for planning confer-
ences three or four  mes a year, with one of these being 
an annual planning assembly. These three or four mee  ngs 
would have group and/or GSU delegates in a  endance, 
along with the service board, project coordinators, ongoing 
service coordinators, and interested members. The exact 
arrangement for par  cipa  on would be up to the LSU itself 
and would most likely depend on whether the Philadelphia 
groups adopt the linear or two-track op  on, as that would 
greatly in  uence the number of trusted servants a  ending. 
Any interested members would be especially encouraged to 
a  end the annual planning assembly.

If the size of the planning conference proves to be chal-
lenging, one addi  onal possibility for Philadelphia could be 
to form an intermediate body that covers part of the city, 
and that would sit in between the groups and the LSU in 
the delega  on stream. This may help to reduce the num-
ber of a  endees at the Philadelphia LSU making it more 
manageably sized. It should be noted, however, that the 
LSU structure of regular planning mee  ngs and separate 
board mee  ngs is capable of dealing with larger numbers of 
par  cipants than the current ASC structure. 

Some of the services the Philadelphia LSU could provide 
are:
• Public rela  ons with the city government
• Public rela  ons with citywide correc  onal authori  es, 

as well as facilita  ng services such as security clear-
ance for volunteers

• Coordina  ng citywide fellowship development e  orts
• Coordina  ng the planning of services in Philadelphia 

and sharing best prac  ces and resources
• Running a citywide phoneline
• Producing a citywide (or broader) mee  ng list
• Holding a Philadelphia conven  on
• Maintaining rela  onships and providing PR services 

to local treatment facili  es, including supplying litera-
ture and gathering trained volunteers for presenta-
 ons

• Facilita  ng local H&I services by publicizing vacant 
panels, supplying literature for panels, and gathering 
volunteers 

• Ac  ng as a communica  on link between groups and 
the rest of the service structure

The Philadelphia LSU may also be responsible for sending 
delegates to the statewide Pennsylvania service mee  ng. 

The city of Philadelphia is surrounded by the more 
rural coun  es of Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, and 
Bucks. These are currently part of the exis  ng Greater Phil-
adelphia and Eastern Pennsylvania regions, but do not fall 
within the boundaries of the City of Philadelphia. The num-
ber of groups in these coun  es ranges between approxi-
mately 35 and 60. These coun  es would be encouraged to 
form their own local service bodies. These would probably 
consist of a single LSU and 2-3 GSUs for each county. In 
more rural parts of Pennsylvania it may make sense for an 
LSU to consist of more than one neighboring county. 

Services in a Rural State: 

Wisconsin

Wisconsin is a state with large rural areas and sca  ered 
urban centers, with the greatest concentra  on of mee  ngs 
found in the city of Milwaukee. Once again, this is just an 
example o  ered to s  mulate discussion about how appli-
ca  on of the ideas in the proposals could work in a similar 
environment.

There are currently around 380 groups served by 16 
areas in the Wisconsin region. (These  gures are taken 
from the NAWS database.) Much of the neighboring state 
of Michigan’s Upper Peninsula is part of the Wisconsin 
region as it is con  guous to Wisconsin and not to the rest of 
Michigan. There are also groups situated in northern Illinois 
and north-eastern Minnesota within the Wisconsin region. 

Groups are reasonably well spread across Wisconsin, al-
though they are sparser in the south-western and northern 
parts of the state and more concentrated in the south-east-
ern part. There are 72 coun  es in Wisconsin, some of which 
have no NA mee  ngs. Groups either form clumps around 
sizable towns or are individually sca  ered across rural 
areas, o  en along major roads. It is common for there to be 
considerable distance between rural groups. Wisconsin also 
has a regional service o   ce in Oshkosh.

Urban Areas
NA groups in Wisconsin are most dense in the Milwau-

kee area, and the four neighborhoods on the north, south, 
east, and west sides of the City of Milwaukee, along with 
the city center, could form natural boundaries for GSUs. 

Milwaukee is currently served by two ASCs contain-
ing around 80 mee  ngs combined. These two ASCs share 
a mee  ng list, helpline, and website. It would seem to be 
prac  cal for a single local service unit covering the County 
of Milwaukee to con  nue providing these services. These 
services could be arranged along similar lines to the Phila-
delphia example.
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