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1. Introduction

1.1 Background and Objectives 

 The Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) awarded the 
Peer Recovery Center of Excellence (PR CoE) grant (#5H79TI083022) to the University of 
Missouri – Kansas City (UMKC) in 2020. The PR CoE provides training and technical assistance 
to build and elevate an equitable peer workforce to deliver peer recovery support services for 
individuals and families with substance use disorders (SUDs). We accomplish this through 
supporting peer integration, recovery community organization (RCO) capacity building, peer 
workforce	development,	and	evidence-based	practice	dissemination.	At	the	end	of	the	first	year	
of funding, SAMHSA provided the PR CoE with supplemental funding for a special project to 
identify and recommend best practices and strategies to optimize funding for high quality and 
effective recovery support services. UMKC’s two-part approach for the special project involves 
a deep-dive analysis of how states are administering funds to support recovery services and an 
assessment of the opportunities and barriers experienced by organizations in the ecosystem 
of	recovery	in	accessing	funding.	This	initial	report	presents	the	findings	of	the	Optimizing	
Recovery Funding organizational assessment. 

 Early in the PR CoE funding period, the team conducted a needs assessment to support 
programmatic design titled, “Building and Strengthening the Capacity of Recovery Community 
Organizations.” Results are available on the PR CoE website, https://peerrecoverynow.org/. 
That assessment found that limited access to funding is a primary threat to the sustainability of 
RCOs. The Optimizing Recovery Funding assessment builds off the original assessment. The 
purpose is to learn from peer recovery support service providers, across all states, about their 
main barriers in acquiring funding as well as potential solutions to overcoming these barriers. 
Results	from	our	nationwide	survey	and	focus	groups	provide	the	first	comprehensive	picture	
of these challenges from leaders of organizations in the recovery ecosystem. We highlight the 
perseverance of many organizations in the ecosystem of recovery that continue to deliver peer 
recovery services despite major challenges to their sustainability.

1.2 Role of SME Panel

 A key tenet of the recovery community is “nothing about us, without us.” In order to honor 
this principle and to be as inclusive as possible in the development, implementation, and 
dissemination of the Optimizing Recovery Funding project, we convened a Subject Matter 
Expert (SME) Panel. The panel consists of sixteen individuals with lived experience of recovery 
from substance use disorders, who operate or have operated RCOs, who are current or 
former state substance use authorities (SSAs), and/or who represent recovery advocacy or 
other stakeholder organizations. The purpose of the SME panel is to help us ensure that the 
methodology,	instruments,	processes,	analysis,	and	final	report	are	inclusive	and	reflective	of	
the needs and experiences of the recovery community. Panel members reviewed our proposed 
methodologies, drafts of survey and focus group questions, and participant recruitment 
materials. They were instrumental in procuring our sample, and provided feedback on survey 
and focus groups results, consulting on the coding scheme and reviewing the report of the 
findings.	A	list	of	the	panel	members	is	provided	in	section	5. 
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1.3 Defining the Ecosystem of Recovery

 The original priority population of this assessment was RCO leaders. With guidance 
from the SME panel, this focus was expanded to include leaders of any organization in the 
ecosystem of recovery. Five core pillars describe the ecosystem of recovery: save lives, engage 
community, expand treatment, screen for and prevent substance use disorder, and support 
recovery (Lawrence, 2021). This ecosystem includes recovery community organizations, 
recovery community centers (RCCs), peer recovery organizations, recovery housing, recovery 
high school and collegiate programs, recovery peer support, and recovery cafes (FAVOR, 
2021). It also includes the micro, meso, and macro levels of an individual’s recovery support 
system (Ashford et al., 2020). In short, RCOs, peer recovery organizations, or any other type 
of organization that provides SUD recovery support services are part of the “ecosystem of 
recovery,” regardless of whether the organizations meet the criteria for an RCO.

1.4 Quality Improvement, Not Research

 Prior to the onset of this assessment, the University of Missouri’s Institutional Review 
Board (IRB) categorized our proposed work as quality improvement–not human subjects 
research. Although we surveyed and interviewed people–the leaders of organizations in the 
ecosystem of recovery–they spoke on behalf of the experiences of their organizations, which 
were not deemed human subjects by the University of Missouri’s IRB. As a condition of this IRB 
determination, none of the work in this assessment can be labeled as research, although we 
still	utilized	scientific	principles	in	study	design	and	analyses.	We	also	employed	best	practices	
regarding	data	security,	confidentiality,	and	anonymity	in	this	assessment	as	if	participants	were	
part of a human subjects research study. 

1.5 Characteristics of Participating Organizations

1.5.1 Survey Sample

 Quantitative analyses of the survey stem from an analytic sample of 158 organizations 
in the ecosystem of recovery who participated in our survey,	titled	“Needs	Assessment	
to Optimize Access to Funding for Organizations in the Ecosystem of Recovery Across the 
US”. There were no duplicate entries from organizations. Responses came from leaders of 
organizations such as CEOs, Presidents, Executive Directors, Directors, Program Managers, 
and	individuals	with	other	leadership	roles	and	titles.	Most	organizations	(N=135;	85.5%)	had	
more than 50% of their staff members with lived experience of recovery from SUD. The vast 
majority	(N=144,	91.1%)	already	had	a	501(c)(3)	IRS	non-profit	status	tax	exemption.	

 Of the 158 organizations comprising the survey analytic sample, 76 (48.1%) identified 
as a freestanding/independent RCO or Recovery Community Center (RCC); they were 

not distinct programs of larger umbrella organizations 
that provides administrative and/or operational supports 
nor did these organizations primarily focus on substance 
use disorder treatment in addition to providing recovery 
support services. The other 82 (51.9%) organizations 
in the ecosystem of recovery did not identify as an 
RCO or RCC, or indicated they were not freestanding/
independent. Among the 158 organizations in the survey 
sample, 33 (20.8%) estimated that a majority of the 
community members they serve are people of color. 

91.1%
N = 144

Percentage with 501(c)(3) Tax  
Exemption
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 We purposely sought to understand the 
needs of organizations in the ecosystem 
of recovery that serve historically 
underserved and/or minoritized populations. 
Organizations could select all that applied 
for whom they primarily focus on providing 
services. These included 28.5% focusing 
on	members	of	the	LGBTQI2S	community;	
19.6% focusing on community members 
with	disabilities;	and	39.2%	for	justice	
involved members. However, there is 
overlap in population coverage among 
these organizations. 

1.5.2 Focus Group Sample

 Qualitative analyses of 16 focus 
groups stem from 85 participants. The 
focus groups were devised to capture 
geographic breadth and to be inclusive of 
organizations that typically serve community 
members of underserved and/or minoritized 
groups in the United States, including the 
territories. 

 By DHHS region (see Appendix),	there	were	10	focus	groups:	Region	1,	2,	3,	4,	5,	6,	a	
combined 7/8, 9, 10, and one mixed with several regions. 

 By population identity, there were 6 focus groups: Black Voices, Asian American and 
Pacific	Islanders,	Native	American	and	Tribal	Communities,	Latinx	1	(in	English),	Latinx	2	(in	
Spanish), and LGBTQI2S. 

28.5%
LGBTQI2S Community

19.6%
Community Members
with Disabilities

39.2%
Justice Involved
Members

Primary Focus of Organizations
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2. Methodology

2.1 Mixed Methods Approach

 We designed this quality improvement study with a quantitative and qualitative component 
to	benefit	from	the	breadth–via	surveys–and	depth–via	focus	groups–of	organizations’	
leaders’ experiences in acquiring recovery funding. This project is considered mixed methods 
not solely because multiple empirical methods of data collection and analysis are used, but 
because of their essential analytic connection. Data from the survey, described below, provide 
a sense of patterns and range of experiences across many different types of organizations in 
the ecosystem of recovery. This information was used to develop a focus group guide. The 
focus group data provided detailed insight into these organizations’ efforts to acquire recovery 
funding, which offered necessary context to interpret the larger-scale results of the survey. The 
quantitative and qualitative parts of this project, together, provide comprehensive analyses. 

2.2 Initial Sample List

 Our initial sample list was an existing list of recovery community organizations developed 
by	the	PR	CoE	for	marketing	purposes.	This	list	used	the	William	White	definition	of	a	Recovery	
Community Organization (Valentine, White, & Taylor, 2007) and each organization was vetted to 
ensure	it	was:	peer-centered;	51%	of	board	directors	had	lived	SUD	experience;	independent;	
non-profit;	led	by	local	community	members	of	recovery;	and	not	primarily	clinical.	This	list	
contained	228	organizations.	Information	from	these	organizations	was	confirmed	through	
email,	online,	and/or	phone	verification	and	updated	with	any	missing	contact	information	where	
available. We provided a list of the RCOs in our list for each DHHS region to the directors of the 
Addiction Technology Transfer Center (ATTC) that corresponded to the region. The ATTC teams 
reviewed the lists and provided additional organizations and any missing contact information. 
From these organizations, the list was expanded from 228 to 330 organizations. 

2.3 Expanding the List

 After updating the list of RCOs with ATTC input, we engaged the SME panel members to 
expand the sample further and ensure we were inclusive of all states and territories. These 
discussions resulted in an expansion of the directory to all organizations that provide SUD 
recovery services, namely the ecosystem of recovery (see section 1.3). Due to a number of 
factors, including the lack of a central database with the names and locations of these entities, 
recovery	organizations	or	organizations	that	provide	recovery	services	are	not	easily	defined	
or	identified.	Some	organizations	may	not	call	themselves	recovery	community	organizations	
but should be included as they still provide recovery services, seek funding, and sustain long 
term	recovery	in	the	community.	Based	on	feedback	from	the	SME	panel,	the	final	survey	asked	
organizations	if	they	identified	as	any	of	the	following:	Recovery	Community	Organization,	
Peer Recovery Organization, Recovery Community Center, Recovery Coalition, Recovery 
Clubhouse, Recovery Café, Sober Support Group, Recovery High School, Collegiate Recovery 
Program, Recovery Housing, or another category. Any further organizations in the ecosystem 
of	recovery	suggested	by	either	the	ATTC	Directors	or	SME	Panel	were	vetted	to	confirm	they	
provided SUD recovery support, regardless of whether those organizations meet the criteria for 
an	RCO.	This	resulted	in	a	final	sample	of	537	organizations	across	46	states,	3	territories,	and	
the District of Columbia.
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2.4 Quantitative Methods

2.4.1 Survey Sample Recruitment     

 Although we procured an extensive–and currently the most comprehensive–list of 
organizations in the ecosystem of recovery, from which to sample, the true number of such 
organizations remains unknown. Beginning on March 23, 2022, we recruited organizations 
through REDCap, a standard online survey collection software, with the email addresses we 
procured. Each week, until April 22, we contacted organizations who had not yet participated, 
despite being invited, in addition to those who had begun the survey but not completed it.

	 In	total,	204	organizations	in	the	ecosystem	of	recovery	participated	in	our	survey.	Of	these	
204	organizations,	only	1	indicated	that	they	did	not	consider	their	organization	to	be	a	part	
of	the	ecosystem	of	substance	use	recovery;	the	survey	instrument	did	not	allow	for	further	
participation	in	the	study.	Further,	45	(22.2%)	only	completed	the	initial	screening	questions	
determining their study interest and eligibility. Data collected in REDCap were exported to Stata, 
a statistical analysis software package. 

2.4.2 Analytic Techniques

 Given that the true “population” of organizations in the ecosystem of recovery is unknown—
even with our extensive efforts to produce the most comprehensive list to date–and the 
relatively	small	population	size	(N=537),	it	was	not	possible	to	either	survey	ALL	organizations	
or	randomly	sample	in	a	statistically	meaningful	way.	Thus,	the	204	organizations	who	
participated comprise a convenience sample;	we	can	only	provide	descriptive,	not	inferential,	
statistics	in	our	analyses.	Nonetheless,	we	are	still	able	to	provide	valuable	comparisons	
between independent/freestanding RCOs and RCCs versus other types of organizations, in 
addition to distinguishing between organizations that predominantly serve community members 
of color and those that do not. Despite not being statistically representative of all organizations 
in the ecosystem of recovery, the survey sample and analyses capture their heterogeneity.

2.5 Qualitative Methods

2.5.1 Focus Group Sampling

    Most of the 85 participants comprising 16 focus groups participated in, and were recruited 
from, the survey. Survey participants were given the option to express interest in participating 
in follow-up focus groups describing their successes and challenges in their organizations’ 
efforts to acquire funding. Given the 60-to-90-minute duration of focus groups, participants 
were enticed by being compensated $50 for their time. In cases of organizations serving 
underrepresented	community	members,	such	as	Native	Americans	and	Asian	Americans	and	
Pacific	Islanders,	SME	panel	members	reached	deep	into	their	networks	of	contacts	to	ensure	
participation in these focus groups, also with the same time compensation.

2.5.2 Analytic Techniques

    The 16 focus group sessions were held virtually via Zoom technology and facilitated by 
several report authors–Tyler Myroniuk, Enid Schatz, and Deena Murphy and, in several 
instances, SME panel members or others who represented the audience of focus for the group 
(e.g., Tribal communities). Individuals who are not report authors who provided facilitation 
services of focus groups were: Laurie Johnson-Wade, Pata Suyemoto, Maxine Henry, Ruth 
Yáñez, Gabrielle Rodriguez, and Troy Montserrat-Gonzales. Additionally, at least one member 
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of the PR CoE team, including Stephanie Spitz, Stephanie Bage, Crystal Jeffers, and Zoë 
Sullivan-Blum, sat in on each focus group to provide technical support and take notes. Focus 
group sessions were recorded and transcribed.

 We conducted the qualitative analysis in four phases using ATLAS.ti software. Our coders 
employed	thematic	analysis	(Guest,	MacQueen,	and	Namey,	2012)	to	guide	this	process.	In	
the	first	analytic	phase,	three	coders	conducted	an	initial	coding	test	on	the	same	two	focus	
group	transcripts	to	identify	common	themes.	The	group	agreed	to	a	set	of	12	themes;	coding	
definitions	were	then	developed	through	consensus.	In	the	second	phase,	two	more	coders	
joined	and,	thus,	five	coders	conducted	a	coding	test–with	the	code	and	definitions	guide–on	
the same focus group transcript. At this point, the coders resolved the few remaining coding 
discrepancies;	trustworthiness	of	coding,	between	coders,	was	achieved.	In	the	third	phase,	
four of the coders were randomly assigned the remaining focus group transcripts to code. In the 
fourth,	and	final,	phase,	focus	group	data	were	aggregated	and	sub-themes–presented	in	this	
report–were	identified.	The	qualitative	data	presented	in	the	report	are	emblematic,	and	best	
representations, of the themes uncovered in our analyses. 
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3. Findings

3.1 “They are so overwhelming”: Grant Applications and the Need for Training     

	 Organizations	in	the	ecosystem	of	recovery	cannot	receive	the	benefits	of	federal	funding	if	
they do not know how to apply, or feel discouraged from applying, due to complexities in writing 
and submitting grants as well as the time needed to do so. The link between the complexity 
of grant applications and opting out of even submitting grant applications is problematic. 
Not	surprisingly,	more	guidance	and	feedback	is	required	for	organizations	to	successfully	
compete for grants. We highlight two main themes below: the Complexity of SAMHSA Grant 
Applications and the Need for Detailed Training and Feedback. 

3.1.1 The Complexity of SAMHSA Grant Applications

 The ability for organizations in the ecosystem of recovery to be successful in acquiring 
federal funding requires submitting grant applications. As shown in Table 1, only 55.1% of 
all organizations applied for funding directly from the federal government (with independent 
RCOs and RCCs doing so slightly less than other types of organizations). Substantially more—
77.2%—applied for state funding. 

Table 1. Has your organization ever applied for funding directly from a FEDERAL or STATE government  
agency or department?

Federal Government State Government

Independent 
RCOs/RCCs

Other Peer 
Organizations

All 
Organizations

Independent 
RCOs/RCCs

Other Peer 
Organizations

All 
Organizations

No N = 34 N = 26 N = 60 N = 16 N = 13 N = 29

% 44.7 31.7 38.0 21.1 15.9 18.4

Yes N = 40 N = 47 N = 87 N = 59 N = 63 N = 122

% 52.6 57.3 55.1 77.6 77.8 77.2

Don’t Know N = 1 N = 8 N = 9 N = 0 N = 5 N = 5

% 1.3 9.8 5.7 0.0 6.1 3.2

Prefer Not 
to Answer N = 1 N = 1 N = 2 N = 1 N = 1 N = 2 

% 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.3

Total N = 76 N = 82 N = 158 N = 76 N = 82 N = 158

% 100.0 100.0 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00
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 It is possible that there are more state funding grant 
opportunities available—and that some of these are available 
because of federal block grants. However, the complexity 
of	SAMHSA	applications	is	a	notable	barrier;	it	was	most	
consistently ranked as the top barrier in acquiring federal 
funding—out of 12 choices—for independent RCOs and 
RCCs (31.3%) and other peer recovery organizations (22.8%). 

 Focus group participants explained that the complexity of 
SAMHSA grant applications deterred them from applying for funding. One organization’s leader 
said, “There are so many different [funding] sites... And for some people, I think that it’s just so 
overwhelming. It’s just big, and traversing all of it is time consuming when you need to be doing 
something with the people” (Region 5 Focus Group).

 Confusing directions and redundant document submissions were also derided by leaders 
of organizations in the ecosystem of recovery. “The directions are like, ‘Here’s some directions 
up here, here’s some in the middle for the same section…and here at the end we’ve got some 
more directions that were supposed to go at the front.’ It’s not a step by step... I’ve been through 
college and I’m just like, what is this?” (Region 3 Focus Group).

 Another leader from the Region 7/8 Focus Group was frustrated by repeatedly needing to 
input the same documentation for each grant submission. “…Take my 501(c)(3) proof once. Let 
me stick all of that stuff in a database that everybody has access to, so I’m not continuously 
uploading attachment this, attachment that, which is the same 20 things that every other grant 
has asked for…Financials…let me just put those in once a year, please, or even twice a year. 
But every single time you apply for the grant is just silly. Like why can’t [SAMHSA] just have that 
stuff	in	one	database	that	they	can	all	find?”

 While the complexities of writing SAMHSA grants deter some grant submissions and 
frustrate the leaders of organizations, it does not mean that all organizations will stop trying to 
apply;	they	could	use	more	guidance	though.

3.1.2 Detailed Training and Feedback

    If organizations had applied for federal funding to support 
peer recovery services, there was still a relatively high success 
rate	in	acquiring	funding;	about	60%	of	organizations	who	
applied for federal funding were successful. More detailed 
training and feedback were routinely called for by organizations 
in	the	focus	groups,	echoing	the	42.1%	of	independent	RCOs	
and	RCCs,	and	34.2%	of	other	types	of	organizations,	who	
indicated that training or technical assistance would improve 
opportunities to receive federal funding (Table 2). 

...I think that 
it’s just so 
overwhelming...

— Region 5 Group

...Take my 501(c)(3) 
proof once...Like why 
can’t [SAMSHA] just 
have that stuff in one 
database that they can 
all find?

— Region 7/8 Group
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Table 2: In which ONE of the following areas do you believe support, training, or technical assistance would 
improve your opportunities to receive federal and/or state funding?

Independent 
RCOs/RCCs

Other Peer Recovery 
Organizations All Organizations

Information Technology N = 3 N = 5 N = 8

% 4.0 6.1 5.1

Administrative Support N = 15 N = 19 N = 34

% 19.7 23.2 21.5

Data Collection N = 20 N = 15 N = 35

% 26.3 18.3 22.2

Grant Writing N = 32 N = 28 N = 60

% 42.1 34.2 38.0

Other N = 4 N = 7 N = 11

% 5.3 8.6 7.0

Don’t Know N = 1 N = 8 N = 9

% 1.3 9.8 5.7

Prefer Not to Answer N = 1 N = 0 N = 1

% 1.3 0.0 0.6

Total N = 76 N = 82 N = 158

% 100.0 100.0 100.0
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 The sentiment from a LGBTQI2S focus group participant, below, was virtually universal. 
Nearly	all	leaders	of	organizations	in	the	ecosystem	of	recovery	who	participated	in	focus	
groups	recognize	they	could	benefit	from	more	training	on	applying	to	SAMHSA	grants.	

 In addition to this call for more training, organizations’ leaders called for more-focused 
training. Given the time commitments that over-stretched organizations have to commit to 
attend training sessions–let alone the time needed to apply for federal funding–innovative 
and incentivizing suggestions were provided, such as that from a leader of an organization 
predominantly	serving	Asian	Americans	and	Pacific	Islanders.

 Receiving more detailed feedback from SAMHSA prior to a full application process would 
be valuable to organizations’ leaders–especially if writing an application takes an enormous 
amount of time. Foundations, for example, sometimes use a letter of intent process prior to 
a full application. “The feedback we got was, we didn’t hit 
certain things they were looking for, as far as a more in-depth 
description of something…Don’t make me do 60 hours when 
I’m not even going to be in the running. Weed me out a little 
bit. Tell us, if there’s 30 chances, one per state, ‘don’t get your 
hopes up high,’ and have a simpler process to weed it out…
The ones who get through phase 1, of whatever weeding out 
process, then give them the 60 hour grant to do” (Region 3 
Focus Group).

“I think I agree that the process is just really intense and it’s 
like ‘check all the boxes and if you miss one box, you’re not 
eligible,’ which can be very disheartening for someone who 

spent all that time writing these grants. But I think as far as the length of 
resources, there are people who are out there successfully writing grants 
and doing successful programs for SAMHSA, and I think it would be great 
if they would do like some trainings or some gatherings for other smaller 
agencies and other smaller communities to learn how to do this stuff.” 

— LGBTQI2S Focus Group

“I think the idea of training folks is nice but that just takes time 
and everyone who’s already doing this work is already, you 
know, working at max overcapacity. So I’d like to offer if SAMHSA 

is willing to train folks that this is actually a pipeline for people to get 
funding…if you go through the training, you’re guaranteed some pot of 
money…that would really encourage a lot of small groups to apply. And, it 
would also allow them to understand, you know, what is the process like? 
And that’ll also build their capacity for future applications and potentially 
bigger pockets of money.”

— Asian American and Pacific Islander Focus Group

Don’t make me do 60 
hours when I’m not 
even going to be in the 
running.

— Region 3 Group
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3.2 “No amount of spaghetti suppers are going to raise 20 grand for an audit”: 
Calls for Fundamental Changes to Funding Peer Recovery Services

 Focus group discussions illuminated the desire for major changes in efforts to increase 
the chances of federal and state funding to directly impact the recovery community, as 
well as reducing the restrictions and stipulations that come with government funding. Even 
though leaders of organizations in the ecosystem of recovery recognize the responsibility that 
government bodies have in combating a systemic public health and medical issue such as SUD, 
the	overall	funding	system	would	benefit	from	changes,	such	as	the	ones	described	below.

3.2.1 Getting Funds to the Community Level

 With SAMHSA providing the largest pool of funds to 
support	recovery,	focus	group	participants	identified	key	
barriers in the way of getting funds to the community level. “…
there’s only one SAMHSA grant opportunity that the eligibility 
is limited to peer-run community organizations. When we 
talk about there being a lot of competition, having more grant 
opportunities, whether it’s having more grants being offered for 
the BCOR [Building Communities of Recovery] RFP [Request 
for Proposals] each year, that would be really helpful, or 
having more different programs, or some priority was given to 
peer-run community recovery organizations. Make it so we’re 

not competing against all these really big guys, these big companies or organizations out there” 
(Region 3 Focus Group).

  In most focus groups, organizations’ leaders strongly questioned whether federal funding 
that had been allocated to states was being re-distributed as intended to reach community level 
recovery supports. Such sentiments demonstrate that these leaders are mistrustful of their 
governments’ commitment to helping those living with SUD via peer recovery.

 While there was a general concern about funding reaching community members–at large–
focus group participants noted that funding might prioritize some forms of SUD, over others, in 
seemingly inequitable ways. It was perceived that there was a zero sum game with the opioid 
epidemic,	for	instance;	emphasis	on	recovery	for	those	with	alcohol	use	disorder	was	no	longer	
prioritized. “Listen, I get myself in trouble a little bit, because my two biggest gripes with federal 
funding is, one, it felt like, for a long time, the only funding that came out was opioid-related. 

“I will just be candid with you. SAMHSA wants to know why isn’t 
the money reaching the communities?...Because the way the 
system is setup is from the federal government–it goes to the 

states, the states then disseminate it to the counties, then the counties 
are to distribute it throughout. And many of these places have gotten into 
the recovery business. So the money stops. It doesn’t come down. If the 
state says we want to get into the business of recovery, then it stops at that 
level. — Black Voices Focus Group

Make it so we’re not 
competing against all 
these really big guys, 
these big companies or 
organizations out there.

— Region 3 Group
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Well,	there’s	a	lot	of	other	substances	out	there.	They	finally	opened	that	up	to	stimulants.	
Listen, alcohol use disorder is probably one of the most impactful substance use disorders there 
is. Like, we can’t ignore that. We have to be equitable in substance use. And polysubstance use 
and whatever else. So it’s the restrictions of federal funding based on substances” (Region 2 
Focus Group).

3.2.2 Tension between Governmental Bureaucracy and the Mission of Organizations in 
the Ecosystem of Recovery 

	 The	focus	group	participants	noted	that	funding	restrictions	can	make	it	difficult	for	them	to	
achieve their communities’ goals. Conditions attached to funding might even make them decide 
that it is not worth receiving these dollars, especially if they felt that the conditions interfered 
with their organizational mission. Fewer contractual stipulations, or more transparency around 
the	reason	behind	such	stipulations,	may	allow	organizations	more	flexibility	in	carrying	out	the	
services that match community needs. 

 “I want a block grant. I badly want a 500,000 to a million 
dollar [grant] where I can spend it on expanding our RCC, 
expanding our groups, expanding the scholarships that we 
provide to the community, essentially recovery starter kits 
type	of	stuff,	expanding	Narcan	distribution.	There’s	so	many	
ways in which we could utilize a block grant that isn’t afforded 
to us because everything’s a restricted dollar…there’s no real 
opportunity currently for us to just get unrestricted dollars that 
would go to support the mission and vision that we are going 
for. So, if I had an opportunity, I just want to stand in front 
of them and say please guys, we’re down here doing all the 
work. Look at all these people who are either alive or involved 
because of the work that we’ve done. I mean, please let us go 
help more…stop making us do this with one hand tied behind 
our back” (Region 10 Focus Group).

 In the Region 1 Focus Group, a participant noted that 
state regulations required highly expensive, mandatory audits 
upon receiving federal funding–unexpectedly and substantially 
cutting into their organization’s programming. “Another thing 
that I think is very challenging for small organizations is the 
requirement	for	audited	financials	because	the	cost	of	doing	
an audit is crazy amounts of money... Like, we’re going 
through a one book audit right now because of the federal 
funds– like through the gopher grants that came through the 
state was considered federal funding…So, now, we have to go 
jump a level from using the auditor next door to one who does 
a one-book audit. It’s over 20 grand [$20,000] for us to do that 
audit for our organization. That’s like half of a position for us, 
you know? And nothing to show for it except, ‘Oh, here’s this’ 
so that I can apply for these grants, you know? So there’s a 
lot of pieces to applying for the federal grant that I feel is not 
considered	for	smaller	organizations.	No	amount	of	spaghetti	
suppers are going to raise 20 grand for an audit, you know 
what I mean?”

Look at all these people 
who are either alive or 
involved because of 
the work we’ve done. I 
mean, please let us go 
help more...stop making 
us do this with one hand 
tied behind our back.

— Region 10 Group

...the cost for doing an 
audit is crazy amounts 
of money... It’s over 20 
grand [$20,000] for us 
to do that audit for our 
organization. That’s like, 
half a position for us, 
you know? ...there’s a 
lot of pieces to applying 
for the federal grant that 
I feel is not considered 
for smaller organizations. 
No amount of spaghetti 
suppers are going to 
raise 20 grand for an 
audit... — Region 1 Group
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 Restrictions in how funding can be used was even 
reported to impact staff morale.“I do think sometimes the 
restrictions we have dishearten our case managers and 
support staff. And it’s like, what am I gonna do? I’m really not 
helping this person. Like you are, but you’re restricted in what 
you can do” (Region 6 Focus Group).

 It is possible that leaders of these organizations in the 
ecosystem of recovery misunderstood or misrepresented 
stipulations associated with federal block grants, state grants, 
and other localized funding. However, as shown in Table 3, it 
is problematic that roughly 25% of leaders who partook in the 
survey did not know if their state had a designated recovery 
support contact that handles policy and funding matters. 
Among freestanding/independent RCOs and RCCs, roughly 
the same portion (23.7%) indicated that their state did not 
have	a	designated	contact	for	such	issues;	having	a	state	
contact,	or	if	there	is	one–making	that	individual	or	office	unquestionably	well	known–would	be	
beneficial	to	clarify	any	ambiguity	in	funding	restrictions	and	stipulations.

I do think sometimes 
the restrictions we have 
dishearten our case 
managers and support 
staff. And it’s like, what 
am I gonna do? I’m 
really not helping this 
person. Like you are, 
but you’re restricted in 
what you can do.

— Region 6 Group

TABLE 3: Does your state have a designated recovery support contact(s) that handles policy and funding matters?

Independent 
RCOs/RCCs

Other Peer Recovery 
Organizations All Organizations

No N = 18 N = 12 N = 30

% 23.7 14.6 19.0

Yes N = 40 N = 46 N = 86

% 56.1 52.6 54.4

Don’t Know N = 17 N = 22 N = 39

% 22.4 26.8 24.7

Prefer Not to Answer N = 1 N = 2 N = 3

% 1.3 2.4 1.9

Total N = 76 N = 82 N = 158

% 100.0 100.0 100.0
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3.3 “My community is not invited to be a part of the conversation”: The Need for 
Culturally Inclusive Funding Approaches

 Organizations in the ecosystem of recovery that support communities made up primarily of 
people of color face a unique set of challenges in acquiring funding–above and beyond those 
already described. For example, compared to organizations with majority White community 
members, fewer organizations with majority community members of color:

Even seemingly statistically small differences, like these, can add up to programmatic 
challenges in reaching community members as well as sustaining operations.

 The leaders of these organizations conveyed that they feel they are either inadequately 
equipped or largely left out of the mainstream federal funding process. For one organization’s 
leader	who	participated	in	the	Native	American	and	Tribal	Community	listening	circle,	grant	
requirements eliminated nearly all potential applicants who provide peer recovery services to 
Native	American	community	members.

Applied for State Funding (17% Less)

Believe Their State SSA is Helpful (10% Less)

Collaborated with Other Organizations Regarding Funding (13% less)

“Tribes don’t have a lot of [data] stored…there isn’t data centers 
or data collectors for tribes that we could draw this stuff for. Data 
is so important…Data is a huge barrier for somebody that works. 

The smaller network of people that are driving change in the community, 
that are making big impacts…they don’t have the resources to maybe pay 
a grant writer to come in and do this or pay a consultant to find data or 
you know what I mean? Let’s say they’re writing a grant or even to conduct 
a needs assessment as a community, you know what I mean? There’s all 
these different barriers that I see with an Indian country that the standard for 
applications or what’s needed for these applications and the people that are 
going after these fundings. There’s only a few handfuls of people that can 
actually deliver on what these granting agencies are wanting.”

— Native American and Tribal Community Listening Circle
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 Equally as, or perhaps more, important are funding mechanisms that are perceived as not 
culturally	inclusive.	This	impacts	organizations’	abilities	to	fulfill	their	organizational	visions	
even if they are able to acquire funding. This was most evident when hearing from leaders 
of	organizations	whose	community	members	are	mostly	Native	Americans;	the	clinical	and	
stigmatizing language of requests for proposals (RFPs) at the federal level could deter 
organizations from even considering applying for it.

“How do you create this space for people of color serving people 
of color to compete in these spaces? Having technical assistance, 
having that mentorship…and I have seen in a recent SAMHSA 

grant–getting to the point where they are defining out ‘what is BIPOC’ and 
what does that look like when you are going to receive this money; how you 
will utilize it. Really being able to set the framework for that. In a lot of cases 
I see people that do not look like me, that do not live in my community, do 
not serve my community, they are here when the money is available. Then 
they show up in my community and they do the things they say they were 
going to do according to whatever the grant was…does not share with my 
community, my community is not invited to be a part of the conversation 
about the services or the supports that will be provided in that community.” 

— Black Voices Focus Group

“Sometimes I am included in the federal monitoring visits because 
sometimes they come without a translator or other different factors, 
and I would say about ninety-five percent of our residents are Spanish 

speaking. Why, as of today’s date, do we still have federal resources that as 
a requirement they should � if you are working with these residents, you 
should not be surprised when you show up speaking English and then group 
participants feel intimidated because they don’t speak the same language as 
that person. And the times when you do bring an interpreter or translator 
information goes missing � information goes missing because of the 
translation, the words, the slang and it’s something they don’t understand. 
It’s not about translating a manual. It’s not about having an interpreter. It’s 
that you should not be the person that is visiting, as the resource, because 
from your skin color to everything it’s saying, ‘the White folk is here to deal 
with the Hispanic, Latino, Boricua’ and to today’s date we have had situations 
in which we have had to point out, even during trainings, that we in fact have 
Latino training resources. But because a person is North American, White, 
not Spanish speaking, we have to adapt a whole training because of that 
person. What message are we sending the community? That one has to be 
White and English- speaking to be productive? And it’s really sad because it 
really strains that relationship.” — Latinx 2 Focus Group

Cultural disconnects between the federal government and Black, Indigenous and People of 
Color (BIPOC) recovery communities were portrayed as highly problematic in devising training 
or even forming new peer recovery funding mechanisms. 
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3.4 “Keep the lights on”: Diversifying Funding to Sustain

 Despite the barriers that organizations in the ecosystem of recovery face when trying to 
acquire federal and state funding, they persist in seeking funding from a wide range of sources 
to continue providing peer recovery services to their community members. “A lot of that, it’s what 
I call ‘keep the lights on’ funding. It doesn’t do much, but it’ll-- it keeps some of the lights on in 
the building…What I really want to pay for is more recovery 
coaches…So, it’s always frustrating...It’s just how restricted 
those	large	grants	are”	(Region	4	Focus	Group).

3.4.1 Diversifying Funding Streams 

 Organizations in the ecosystem of recovery are realistic 
about their limited capacity to devote time to acquiring a 
wide	variety	of	funding;	their	priorities	are	providing	services	
for individuals living with SUD. The need to diversify 
funding sources is in greater need among freestanding/
independent RCOs and RCCs than other types of peer 
recovery	organizations;	current	budgets	for	about	74%	of	
freestanding/independent RCOs and RCCs were estimated 
to have no federal funding compared to roughly 60% of other 
organizations.	Not	surprisingly,	freestanding/independent	
RCOs and RCCs were much more reliant on state funding 
and private donations to maintain operations.  

 For many smaller organizations, guidance from SAMHSA on how to acquire alternative 
funding would help increase the chances of long-term viability. “…if SAMHSA was to possibly 
put a toolkit together with templates and samples…those 30-second features for folks who’ve 
never gone and asked a municipality for money before, or a foundation, this is what a great 
introductory	letter	looks	like.	And	you	just	fill	in	your	agency	name	and	all	that.	Or,	this	is	how	
you would approach a town or go to a town meeting or however your municipality votes to ask 
for money…But if you could put maybe part of that packet, just samples about how do I go ask 
people for money? How do I get that little community investment? Because I’ve never done 
it, I’m not comfortable doing it. I have no idea what to say or how to nurture and cultivate a 

“Native Americans, we operate on the medicine wheel concept. 
They’re split into four: spiritual, physical, mental, and emotional…
But yet how do you speak spiritual language and evidence-based 

practice?...Let’s say if I wanted to, like how I do before a lot of talks or 
whatever to calm myself down, I smudge. That’s not evidence-based. If I 
am stressed or worried and I jump in a sweat lodge, and whatever like that 
and I come out, that’s not evidence-based. Let’s see here. Not only that, 
but the language that’s used in some of these granting agencies when I 
read RFPs talking about ex-con or addict or whatever, this is stigmatizing 
language coming straight from granting agencies. Sometimes I cringe when 
I’m reading some of these RFPs and it’s like I have to contort myself to this 
system if I want funding.”

— Native American and Tribal Community Listening Circle

A lot of that, it’s what I 
call ‘keep the lights on’ 
funding. It doesn’t do 
much, but it’ll-- it keeps 
some of the lights on 
in the building…What 
I really want to pay 
for is more recovery 
coaches…So, it’s 
always frustrating...It’s 
just how restricted those 
large grants are.” 

— Region 4 Group
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relationship between a potential donor if it’s a one-time or a 
long-time donor relationship. So, I think that kind of support 
would also help with the sustainability issue post-funding” 
(Region	4	Focus	Group).	

 Given that most organizations in the ecosystem of 
recovery	are	not	“flush”	with	funding,	acquiring	new,	large	
sums comes with challenging budgeting situations–especially 
if the funding has not yet come through. “This is not the 
norm, to get $1 million worth of grants in a few months, but 
we are super excited…However, we were told we received 
a grant from a local university, and that was 10 and a half 
months ago….We are superfunded for myself and some peer 
recovery specialists, as well. However, because we’re still 
fairly new, the nest egg is now bare. Some of us have worked 
as	a	volunteer…when	we	did	finally	get	that	reimbursement,	
I was able to catch up. 

But not everybody can afford to do something like that…I’ve 
heard that’s how it goes with grants. That’s why you should 
be having multiple fundraisers so that you can build that nest 
egg in the event something does go awry with the grant, or 
something gets questioned. Again, because we’re a small staff 
of	just	five	people,	you	can	only	spread	yourself	so	thin	when	
you’re talking about self-care and things like that. And we are 
providing peer services, so you don’t want to get too burned 
out with all of that. But like I said, a lot of us have given a lot of 
our hearts and from our pocketbooks” (Region 5 Focus Group).

 Unfortunately, leaders of such organizations are used to 
working for free, or spending their personal money to keep 
peer	recovery	services	afloat;	without	consistent	streams	of	
funding available–even if large grants are acquired–this pattern 
will likely continue.

3.4.2 Sustainability

 Even with leaders’ best efforts to diversify their funding 
streams, the ability to sustain operations–and continue to 
exist–is a constant threat to organizations in the ecosystem 
of recovery. “I do want to reiterate what [she] said about the 
3 and 5 year timeframe. That is one of our biggest concerns, 
the sustainability piece. It’s great we can implement these 
services. Yay, we get to hire new people! But really gotta 
do some work on the backend to make sure we can keep 
going after those 3 years. I’d love to see more of the 5 year 
timeframes for recovery services” (Region 6 Focus Group).

 Individuals driving the missions of such organizations 
did not get into providing peer recovery support to generate 
revenue. However, they have come to realize that they need 
consistent funding to maintain operations so that they can 
continue to meet the needs of their communities.

I have no idea what 
to say or how to 
nurture and cultivate a 
relationship between a 
potential donor if it’s a 
one-time or a long-time 
donor relationship. So, I 
think that kind of support 
would also help with the 
sustainability issue post-
funding.

— Region 4 Group

It’s great we can 
implement these 
services...But really 
gotta do some work on 
the backend to make 
sure we can keep going 
after those 3 years. I’d 
love to see more of the 
5 year timeframes for 
recovery services

— Region 6 Group

I’ve heard that’s how 
it goes with grants. 
That’s why you should 
be having multiple 
fundraisers so that you 
can build that nest egg... 
a lot of us have given 
a lot of our hearts and 
from our pocketbooks.

— Region 5 Group
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 “It’s also that sustainability part of it. Our services here are 
free.	We	do	have	office	space	we	rent	out,	but	that	doesn’t	
really amount to anything…SAMHSA, those grants could be 
more lenient and understanding for the sustainability of these 
community-based programs. We are with people for the long-
term. We have people that our organization has been open 
for 12 years, and we have people that have been coming 
that whole time to take advantage of our services here. Their 
monetary donations, that’s not what we’re getting out of it, 
we’re making a better community” (Region 3 Focus Group).

 In the case of Puerto Rico, diversifying funding–beyond 
federal funds–offers little security and thus the need for 
federal funding is essential to maintain operations and provide 
peer recovery services. 

 Although some organizations in the ecosystem of recovery were able to dramatically 
diversify their funding–whether through partnering with a hospital system or getting donations 
from large corporations–most rely on the goodwill of small donors and any possible state and 
federal funding.  

“Funds don’t really exist at the state level. Puerto Rico is legally 
bankrupt…It’s been bankrupt for many years, therefore…almost 80% 
of the funds�of the services–come from federal funding. Therefore, 

the only places being supported by state funding are hospitals, meaning 
major services. Everything else is from federal funds, and even though we 
are grateful for it, it also carries great risk, because if at any moment those 
funds stop existing, then services would shut down.”

— Latinx 1 Focus Group

...SAMHSA, those 
grants could be 
more lenient and 
understanding for the 
sustainability of these 
community-based 
programs. We are with 
people for the long-
term...

— Region 3 Group
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4. Policy Recommendations and Conclusion

I. Reduce the complexity of the grant process and provide training and technical 
assistance.

 A	key	barrier	outlined	in	the	findings	from	Section	3.1	suggest	that	recovery organizations 
perceive and/or experience federal grant applications as complex and express the need 
for training and technical assistance around the federal grant-writing process.  While we 
understand the tension funders experience in trying to balance the need for simpler applications 
and	reports	with	the	need	to	provide	detailed	information	to	elected	officials	about	how	public	
funding	is	spent,	we	believe	there	are	opportunities	for	addressing	the	difficulties	expressed	by	
respondents in this assessment. Recommendations include:

A. Provide a recovery-focused grant writing series to maximize the grant writing success 
of organizations in the recovery ecosystem. Components could include: how to identify 
grants,	how	to	ensure	grants	selected	are	a	good	fit	for	your	recovery	organization,	how	
to collaborate with other organizations to increase your success, and templates for grant 
writing. This training could further include organizations that have successfully won 
SAMHSA grants sharing core lessons learned and approaches.

B. Host an intensive learning collaborative for organizations that unsuccessfully applied for 
grants. This could include tailored information on why their grant was not successful, ways 
they could improve for future grants, and webinars that prioritized issues repeatedly seen 
across unsuccessful grant applications (providing examples of successful applications they 
could learn from).

C. Develop a central system for recovery organizations to apply for grants that would include 
people to contact for grant application questions and/or for assistance in uploading data. 
Allow	each	organization	to	have	a	unique	profile	with	customized	login	information	where	
they could upload key documents that could be updated and re-utilized rather than being 
repeatedly uploaded/duplicated for each new grant.

D. Review a sample of existing requests for proposals for grants for complex wording and 
confusing directions and streamline and/or reformat the text using plain English. Provide a 
brief for each grant outlining the key points and requirements with examples.

II. Opportunities to maximize the impact of funding for recovery organizations

	 As	the	findings	from	Section	3.2	show,	recovery organizations suggested a significant 
shift in how the recovery ecosystem is funded. Recovery organizations suggested greater 
flexibility	in	the	allowable	use	of	funds,	a	longer	time	period	in	which	to	spend	the	funds,	more	
information about recovery funding opportunities, and additional resources for community 
recovery organizations. Recommendations include:

A. Require greater transparency in how states distribute federal dollars. Develop a better 
needs assessment process for states to use to determine how and where to allocate 
resources.

B. Issue guidance to States in both the State Opioid Response and Substance Abuse Block 
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Grant	programs	defining	organizational	characteristics,	governance,	and	service/support	
orientation for what constitutes a community-based recovery support service. SAMHSA 
has	provided	such	definitions	previously	in	the	FY2022	and	FY2023	budget	requests	to	
Congress for a recovery set-aside in the block grant.

C. Review state/regional data and prioritize community needs based on existing recovery 
resources/gaps.

D. Build capacity of state agencies to support the recovery community and ensure each state 
office	has	a	clear	point	of	contact	that	proactively	engages	recovery	programs	across	the	
state.

E. Provide guidance and case studies to states that show how facilitating organizations can 
be	used	to	develop	robust	recovery	community	ecosystems	by	allowing	dollars	to	flow	to	
the entities on the ground that might otherwise be boxed out of state and federal funding 
opportunities due to bureaucracies and complexities of funding applications.

III. Develop inclusive and culturally responsive funding approaches

	 A	key	barrier	outlined	in	the	findings	from	Section	3.3	detailed	the	concerns expressed 
from organizations led by and/or serving historically marginalized communities 
about being excluded from a funding network that can be based on relationships and 
experiences within the dominant culture. For historically underserved communities, data may 
be lacking, the design of the grant may not align with their communities’ needs, and/or may not 
be culturally responsive in other ways. Recommendations offered to address this include:

A. Engage diverse community members to better understand the gaps in mainstream 
funding applications and outline innovative strategies for developing inclusive and culturally 
responsive funding approaches. Bridge the gap in language and understanding between 
members of the recovery community who represent diverse populations and federal and 
state authorities who develop grant applications by funding a thought experiment in which 
the recovery community members would design their ideal grant application and present 
that	application	to	the	government	officials.	Compare	and	contrast	how	the	community-
designed application differs from the typical application. Integrate elements of the 
community-designed application in future funding announcements. 

B. Provide additional support and prioritize grant funding for organizations that predominantly 
serve historically marginalized communities. 

C. Expand the scope of funded services beyond those that are commonly called evidence-
based to ensure culturally responsive services are eligible for funding. Ensure that the 
scoring rubric for grants aligns with this expanded scope.

D. Ensure SAMHSA and state authorities have culturally-responsive staff members and 
grant reviewers who can prioritize and address the needs of non-English speaking and/or 
BIPOC-focused organizations in the ecosystem of recovery. 

IV. Support expanded recovery services based on community needs and 
sustainability

	 A	key	barrier	outlined	in	the	findings	from	Section	3.4	surrounded	organizations’	frustration	
at the lack of comprehensive recovery funding streams. As no single stream of funding 
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supports a recovery organization’s entire portfolio of recovery services, extensive time 
and resources are devoted to acquiring and being accountable for multiple funding 
streams rather than focusing on sustainability. Recommendations offered to address this 
include:

A. Streamline reporting requirements with up-front training and/or templates provided for 
reporting to reduce the administrative burden. Minimize data collection and reporting to that 
which is truly necessary to demonstrate appropriate use of funds. Do not require recovery 
service grantees to utilize the same forms and reporting mechanisms as those grantees 
that provide clinical services.

B. Provide small-scale funding streams to enable more independent recovery organizations 
to	benefit	from	federal	support,	similar	to	the	ways	that	small	businesses	are	eligible	for	
distinct federal contracts in other sectors. 

C. Provide	a	training	on	the	importance	of	funding	diversification	to	support	organizational	
sustainablity, include examples of successful recovery organizations sustainablity 
approaches and a resource list of funding sources that support substance use RSS.

Conclusion

 RCOs and RCCs face considerable barriers to accessing and sustaining funding, many of 
which relate to limited organizational capacity. Systemic barriers exist in the lack of culturally 
responsive opportunities for recovery organizations, leading to even more challenges for 
organizations that serve minoritized communities to receive funding.

	 Nevertheless,	opportunities	exist	to	address	these	issues	through	technical	assistance,	
review	and	modification	to	funding	proposals	to	make	them	more	accessible	and	culturally	
responsive, and greater access to information on funding resources. By exploring these and 
other suggestions to reduce the barriers outlined in this report, recovery organizations will be 
better able to achieve the vital mission of supporting people in recovery from SUDs.
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Javier Alegre*, Executive Director, Latino Behavioral Health Services

Michael Botticelli,	Former	Director,	National	Drug	Control	Policy
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6. Appendix

6.1 Acronyms and Key Terms

Ecosystem of Recovery – Recovery 
Community Organizations, Peer Recovery 
Organizations, or any other types of 
organizations that provide recovery support 
services, pertaining to substance use disorder.

501(c)(3) –	IRS	Non-Profit	Tax-Exempt	Status

AAPI/NHPI – Asian	American	Pacific	Islander/
Native	Hawaiian	Pacific	Islander

ARCO – Association of Recovery Community 
Organizations

ATTC – Addiction Technology Transfer Center

BCOR Grants – Building Communities of 
Recovery

BIPOC – Black, Indigenous, People of Color

CDC – Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention

COVID – Coronavirus disease

FAVOR – Faces and Voices of Recovery

GPRA – Government Performance and 
Results Act

HHS – Health and Human Services

HRSA – Health Resources and Services 
Administration

IRB – Institutional Review Board

LGBTQI2S – Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, 
Transgender, Queer, Intersex, and/or Two-
spirit

MOUD – Medications for Opioid Use Disorder

NTAC –	National	Technical	Assistance	Center

OORP – Opioid Overdose Recovery Program

ORN –	Opioid	Response	Network

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PR CoE – Peer Recovery Center of Excellence

PRSS – Peer Recovery Support Specialist

RCO – Recovery Community Organization

RCC – Recovery Community Center

RFA – Request for Application

RFP – Request for Proposal

SABG – Substance Abuse Block Grant

SAMHSA – Substance Abuse and Mental 
Health Services Administration

SOR – State Opioid Response

SOR2 – State Opioid Response 2 year grant

SME Panel – Subject Matter Expert Panel

SSA – Single State Authority

SUD – Substance Use Disorder

TTA – Training and Technical Assistance

Peer Recover Center of  
Excellence Regions  
 
(Defined	by	the	U.S.	Department	of	Health	 
and Human Services)

Region 1

Connecticut,	Maine,	Massachusetts,	New	
Hampshire, Rhode Island, Vermont

Region 2

New	Jersey,	New	York,	Puerto	Rico,	U.	S.	
Virgin Islands

Region 3

Delaware, Maryland, Pennsylvania, Virginia, 
West Virginia, District of Columbia 
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Region 4

Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, 
Mississippi,	North	Carolina,	South	Carolina,	
Tennessee

Region 5

Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, 
Wisconsin

Region 6

Arkansas,	Louisiana,	New	Mexico,	Oklahoma,	
Texas

Region 7

Iowa,	Kansas,	Missouri,	Nebraska

Region 8

Colorado,	Montana,	North	Dakota,	South	
Dakota, Utah, Wyoming

Region 9

Arizona,	California,	Hawaii,	Nevada,	American	
Samoa, Federated States of Micronesia, 
Guam, Marshall Islands, Republic of Palau, 
Northern	Mariana	Islands

Region 10

Alaska, Idaho, Oregon, Washington

6.2 Survey Questions

Needs	Assessment	to	Optimize	Access	to	
Funding for Organizations in the Ecosystem of 
Recovery Across the US

Principal Investigators:

Tyler W. Myroniuk (University of Missouri-
Columbia)

Enid Schatz (University of Missouri-Columbia)

Laurie Krom (University of Missouri-Kansas 
City) 

Funding Source:

Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services 
Administration (SAMHSA)

Institutional	Review	Board	Number:

2080542	MU

 

Welcome!  

 As a leader of your organization, we would 
like to understand barriers your organization 
faces and successes your organization has 
had in acquiring federal and state funding. We 
are interested in hearing from organizations 
such as Recovery Community Organizations, 
Peer Recovery Organizations, or other types 
of organizations that provide recovery support 
services—any and all of those that are part of 
the “ecosystem of recovery.” With your help, 
we have the unique opportunity to understand 
how organizations such as yours are funded 
and to develop practical suggestions to 
offer SAMHSA in order to inform change. By 
participating, you will be providing input so that 
your organization’s needs are represented in 
these efforts! 

 We invite you to take part in this survey–
which will take about 10 minutes–because 
you	were	identified	as	a	leader	of	your	
organization. In this needs assessment, you 
will be asked to describe your organization’s 
challenges and successes in acquiring funding 
for recovery support services.

Data Safety and Security

	 All	responses	are	confidential.	We	will	
give your records a code number and they 
will not contain your name or other personal 
information that could identify you or your 
organization. The code number that connects 
your name to your information will be kept in a 
separate, secure location housed on University 
of Missouri secure servers. Information that 
could identify you will be removed from your 
responses so no one will know that it belongs 
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to	you.	When	we	present	our	final	report	to	
SAMHSA and if we publish the results of this 
study	or	present	them	at	scientific	meetings,	
we	will	NOT	use	your	name	or	other	personal	
information. The results of this survey will be 
shared with you, in aggregate, so you have 
access to information that included your 
contributions and data.

*In case the term “ecosystem of recovery” 
is new to you, here are some informative 
links (https://recoverycenterofexcellence.
org/learn/ecosystem-recovery, Building-
Recovery-Ready-Communities-The-Recovery-
Ready-Ecosystem-Model-and-Community-
Framework.pdf (researchgate.net). 

You can click the back button on your browser, 
to continue with the survey if you follow either 
of these links.

Next	Steps

T1. If you are interested in participating in this 
survey, please respond:

0) I would like to continue [PROCEED TO T2]

1) I don’t want to participate in this survey 
[THANK	YOU	FOR	YOUR	TIME	SCRIPT]

T2. Do you consider your organization to 
be part of the ecosystem of substance 
use recovery (such as a Peer Recovery 
Organization, Recovery Community 
Organization, or another type of organization) 
and/or provide recovery support services?

0) Yes

1)	No	[THANK	YOU	FOR	YOUR	TIME	
SCRIPT]

T3.	Which	term	best	fits	how	you	characterize	
your organization?

0) Recovery Community Organization 

1) Peer Recovery Organization

2) Recovery Community Center

3) Recovery Coalition

4)	Recovery	Clubhouse

5) Recovery Café

6) Sober Support Group

7) Recovery High School

8) Collegiate Recovery Program

9) Recovery Housing

10)	Other	(please	fill	in	the	blank	in	the	next	
prompt): _________

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer

T4.	What	is	your	organization’s	name?	(This	
will not be reported outside of the study)

[OPEN-ENDED]

A. Background Information

To begin this survey, we would like to know 
more information about your organization, the 
people you serve, and programs you offer.

 

1. What is your role within your organization?

0) CEO

1) Director

2) Executive Director

3) President

4)	Program	Manager

5)	Other	(please	fill	in	the	blank	in	the	next	
prompt): _________

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer
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2. Approximately what percentage of your 
staff have lived experience of recovery from a 
substance use disorder or from substance use 
challenges?

0) 0%

1) 1% to 50%

2) 51% to 100%

88) Don’t Know

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer

 

3. Which US state/territory is your organization 
located in? (Drop down menu)

 

4.	Which	category	best	describes	the	location	
of your organization?

0) Rural

1) Suburban

2) Urban

3)	Other	(please	fill	in	the	blank	in	the	next	
prompt): __________

88) Don’t Know

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer

5. For whom does your organization primarily 
focus on offerings for: (select all that apply)

0) All people

1) People experiencing homelessness

2) People with disabilities

3) People who identify as lesbian, gay, 
bisexual, transgender, queer, intersex, and/or 
two-spirit (LGBTQI2S)

4)	People	who	are	justice-involved	(including	
those who are currently or previously 
incarcerated)

5) Black, Indigenous, and People of Color 
(BIPOC)

6) Women

7) Men

8) Youth

9) Recovery Community at Large

10)	Other	(please	fill	in	the	blank	in	the	next	
prompt): __________

88) Don’t Know

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer

6. Does your organization offer any of the 
following? (Select all that apply)

0) Recovery Coaching

1) Recovery Advocacy

2) All Recovery Meetings

3) Mutual-aid Meetings

4)	Smoking	Cessation

5) Technology/Internet Access

6) Volunteering

7)	Narcan/Naloxone	Training

8) Recreational Activities

9) Legal Assistance

10) Employment Assistance

11) Family Support Services

12) Peer-facilitated Support Groups

13) Housing Assistance

14)	Basic	Needs	Assistance

15) Education Assistance

16) Mental Health Support

17) Childcare Services

18) Financial Services
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19) Expressive Arts

20)	Health/Nutrition/Exercise

21) Voter Registration

22) Public Education

23) Transportation

24)	Wellness	Activities

25) Drug-free Social Activities

26)	Other	(please	fill	in	the	blank	in	the	next	
prompt): _________

88)	Don’t	Know	[CANNOT	SELECT	ANY	
OTHER	RESPONSE]

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer	[CANNOT	SELECT	
ANY	OTHER	RESPONSE]

7. With your best guess, approximately what 
percentage (%) of your participants/members 
are Hispanic/Latinx, regardless of other racial 
identities (Black/African American, White, 
etc.)?

0) Hispanic/Latinx __________%

88)	Don’t	Know	[CANNOT	SELECT	ANY	
OTHER	RESPONSE]

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer	[CANNOT	SELECT	
ANY	OTHER	RESPONSE]

8. With your best guess, what is the 
approximate demographic breakdown of your 
participants/members regardless of whether 
they may also identify as Hispanic/Latinx? 
Please write a percentage value next to each 
racial identity, starting with “Black/African 
American”. The survey has a running total for 
you to view. If your scores do not add up to 
100%, the survey will provide a warning before 
you proceed. If you make a mistake, you can 
go back and change a reported percentage.

0) Black/African American __________%

1)	Asian	American/Pacific	Islander	
__________%

2)	Native	American/Alaska	Native	
__________%

3) White __________%

4)	Other	(please	fill	in	the	blank	in	the	next	
prompt): _____________ __________%

88) Don’t Know __________%

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer	[CANNOT	SELECT	
ANY	OTHER	RESPONSE]

9. What language does your organization 
typically conduct its operations in? (Select all 
that apply)

0) English

1) Spanish

2)	Other	(please	fill	in	the	blank	in	the	next	
prompt): _____________

88)	Don’t	Know	[CANNOT	SELECT	ANY	
OTHER	RESPONSE]

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer	[CANNOT	SELECT	
ANY	OTHER	RESPONSE]

10. In a typical week, roughly how many 
community members (total number of unique 
individuals) do you serve?

0) 1-29

1)	30-49

2) 50-99

3) 100-199

4)	200-499

5) 500-999

6) 1000+

88) Don’t Know

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer
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11. What year was your organization founded?

0) ____________ (year drop down menu)

73) Before 1950

88) Don’t Know

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer

 

12a. Does your organization already have a 
501(c)(3) IRS tax exemption?

0)	No	[PROCEED	TO	Q12B]

1) Yes [SKIP TO Q13]

88) Don’t Know [SKIP TO Q13]

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer	[SKIP	TO	Q13]

 

12b. Is your organization seeking a 501(c)(3) 
IRS tax exemption?

0)	No

1) Yes

88) Don’t Know

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer

13. Please choose one of the following to 
describe your organization:

0) Our organization is an independent/”free 
standing” recovery organization

1) Our organization is a distinct program of 
a larger umbrella organization that provides 
administrative and/or operational supports 

2) Our organization primarily focuses on 
substance	use	disorder	TREATMENT	and	also	
provides recovery support services 

3)	Other	(please	fill	in	the	blank	in	the	next	
prompt): _________

88) Don’t Know

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer

 

14.	Is	your	organization	a	member	of	
the Association of Recovery Community 
Organizations (ARCO)?

0)	No,	we	do	not	have	ARCO	membership	

1) Yes, we have ARCO membership

88) Don’t Know

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer

B. Acquiring Funding

This section is about your organization’s 
current funding and experiences in acquiring 
funding.

1a. Has your organization ever applied for 
funding directly from a FEDERAL government 
agency or department?

0)	No	[SKIP	TO	Q2A]

1) Yes [PROCEED TO Q1B]

88) Don’t Know [SKIP TO Q2A]

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer	[SKIP	TO	Q2A]

1b. Has your organization been successful in 
an application and acquired funding directly 
from a FEDERAL government agency or 
department?

0)	No

1) Yes

88) Don’t Know

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer

2a. Has your organization ever applied for 
funding directly from a STATE government 
agency or department?

0)	No	[SKIP	TO	Q3]

1) Yes [PROCEED TO Q2B]



34Optimizing Recovery Funding, Volume 1: Barriers to Acquiring Funding for Organizations in the Ecosystem of Recovery

88) Don’t Know [SKIP TO Q3]

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer	[SKIP	TO	Q3]

2b. Has your organization been successful 
in an application and acquired funding 
directly from a STATE government agency or 
department?

0)	No

1) Yes

88) Don’t Know

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer

3. We would like to know the approximate 
percentage breakdown of where your 
organization’s funding comes from. Please 
write a percentage value next to each relevant 
funding source. The survey has a running total 
for you to view. If your scores do not add up to 
100%, the survey will provide a warning before 
you proceed. If you make a mistake, you can 
go back and change a reported percentage.

0) Federal government (directly from a federal 
agency or department) __________%

1) State government (directly from a state 
agency or department) __________%

2) County government __________%

3) Municipal government __________%

4)	Business	donations	__________%

5) Individual donations __________%

6) Revenue stream generated by your 
organization __________%

7) Other:  __________%

88) Don’t Know __________%

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer	[CANNOT	SELECT	
ANY	OTHER	RESPONSE]

4.	Please	rank	the	top	3	barriers	to	acquiring	
FEDERAL funding, in order of the most 
significant	barrier	(ranked	#1)	to	the	third	most	
significant	barrier	on	this	list	(ranked	#3):

0) ____ Complicated applications

1) ____ Application and reporting requirements 
do	not	fit	the	peer	recovery	model

2) ____ Reimbursement models that are more 
appropriate for clinical settings and services

3) ____ Funding goes to clinics or other types 
of organizations

4)	____	We	don’t	have	someone	with	expertise	
in federal grant applications

5) ____ We don’t have enough time to apply 
for funding

6)	____	The	federal	grant	system	is	difficult	to	
navigate

7) ____ Too much competition with other 
organizations

8)	____	Insufficient	funding	opportunities	

9) ____ Duration of funding is too short

10) ___ Unrealistic cash match requirements

11) ___ We don’t know about federal funding 
opportunities

12) ___ Our organization is ineligible to apply 
for federal funding

88)	Don’t	Know	[CANNOT	SELECT	ANY	
OTHER	RESPONSE]

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer	[CANNOT	SELECT	
ANY	OTHER	RESPONSE]

 

5. Please rank the top 3 barriers to acquiring 
STATE	funding,	in	order	of	the	most	significant	
barrier	(ranked	#1)	to	the	third	most	significant	
barrier on this list (ranked #3):

0) ____ Complicated applications

1) ____ Application and reporting requirements 



35Optimizing Recovery Funding, Volume 1: Barriers to Acquiring Funding for Organizations in the Ecosystem of Recovery

do	not	fit	the	peer	recovery	model

2) ____ Reimbursement models that are more 
appropriate for clinical settings and services

3) ____ Funding goes to clinics or other types 
of organizations

4)	____	We	don’t	have	someone	with	expertise	
in state grant applications

5) ____ We don’t have enough time to apply 
for funding

6)	____	The	state	grant	system	is	difficult	to	
navigate

7) ____ Too much competition with other 
organizations

8)	____	Insufficient	funding	opportunities	

9) ____ Duration of funding is too short

10) ___ Unrealistic cash match requirements

11) ___ We don’t know about state funding 
opportunities/We don’t have knowledge of 
the	state	office	where	we	might	find	more	
information about funding for recovery support 
services

12) ___ Our organization is ineligible to apply 
for state funding

13) ___ Our state does not have a budget line 
for funding recovery organizations

88)	Don’t	Know	[CANNOT	SELECT	ANY	
OTHER	RESPONSE]

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer	[CANNOT	SELECT	
ANY	OTHER	RESPONSE]

6. How supportive is your Single State 
Agency (SSA) (e.g., Department of Health 
and Social Services, Division of Substance 
Abuse and Mental Health, Department of 
Behavioral Health, Department of Health and 
Welfare,	etc.)	in	finding	funding	for	recovery	
organizations (state/federal/private)?

0) Very helpful

1) Helpful

2)	Neither	helpful	nor	unhelpful

3) Unhelpful

4)	Very	unhelpful

88) Don’t Know

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer

 

7. Does your state have a designated recovery 
support contact(s) that handles policy and 
funding matters?

0)	No

1) Yes

88) Don’t Know

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer

8. Has your organization collaborated with 
other organizations regarding funding?

0)	No

1) Yes

88) Don’t Know

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer

9. Does your organization have any formal 
partnerships with other organizations regarding 
funding?

0)	No

1) Yes

88) Don’t Know

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer
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10.		In	which	ONE	of	the	following	areas	do	
you believe support, training, or technical 
assistance would improve your opportunities to 
receive federal and/or state funding?

0) Information Technology (IT)

1) Administrative support

2) Data Collection

3) Grant Writing

4)	Other	(please	fill	in	the	blank	in	the	next	
prompt): _________

88) Don’t Know

99)	Prefer	Not	to	Answer

11. In the form of a few sentences or a 
paragraph, please explain more about the 
most	significant	barriers	to	acquiring	funding	
for	your	organization.	[OPEN-ENDED]

12. In the form of a few sentences or a 
paragraph, please explain more about the 
most	significant	successes	your	organization	
has had in acquiring federal and/or state 
funding.	[OPEN-ENDED]

C. Follow-Up

There will be a second part of this needs 
assessment where we conduct focus groups/
community conversations/listening circles, 
where leaders of organizations in the 
ecosystem of recovery will come together to 
discuss barriers to and successes in acquiring 
funding in a group setting (online and/or in-
person).

 

1. Would you like to participate in a focus 
group/community conversation/listening circle 
with other leaders?

These conversations will last between 60 

and 90 minutes and each participant will be 
compensated $50 for their time. (Depending 
on how many responses we get, we may 
not be able to include everyone who wants 
to participate in order to ensure distribution 
across administrative regions).

0)	No	[SKIP	TO	END	THANK	YOU	SCRIPT]

1) Yes [PROCEED TO Q2]

 

2. Please provide your preferred email address 
so that we can follow-up with you. (This will not 
be used or reported outside of the study).

[OPEN-ENDED]

 

3. Please provide your name so that we can 
follow-up with you. (This will not be reported 
outside of the study).

 

[OPEN-ENDED]

 

CLICK	TO	FINISH	SURVEY	[END	THANK	
YOU SCRIPT]

[THANK	YOU	FOR	YOUR	TIME	SCRIPT]

We appreciate that you considered 
participating in this needs assessment. Thank 
you for your time.

[END	THANK	YOU	SCRIPT]

Thank you for participating in this needs 
assessment. Your responses will help inform 
change by offering insight into the barriers to 
and successes in acquiring funding, which will 
be reviewed by SAMHSA.
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6.3 Focus Group Guide

Welcome everyone and thank you for taking 
the time to come here and share your 
experiences on your organizations successes 
in acquiring funding, as well as sharing about 
the barriers your organization has faced. 

My name is ______________ and I am a 
__________________ at _______________. 
I’ll be facilitating this focus group/community 
conversation/listening circle. 

With your help, we have the unique opportunity 
to understand experiences related to funding 
in organizations such as yours and to develop 
practical suggestions to offer SAMHSA to 
inform change. By participating today, you will 
be providing input so that your organization’s 
needs are represented in these efforts! 

Today’s session will last between 60 and 
90 minutes. As the facilitator, I will ask the 
group a series of questions that are meant 
to spur discussion among all of you. My role 
is to ensure that we maximize what we can 
learn about your organizations’ experiences 
with funding, so I will ask about a number of 
topics and sometimes push you to expand 
your answers. We will have about 10 minutes 
to discuss each question that I ask. If you 
don’t feel comfortable discussing a topic, that 
is OK! If you already gave your thoughts on 
a question, please allow a few seconds for 
others to join in and offer theirs.

This focus group will be recorded so that we 
can transcribe and analyze your discussion. 
We would appreciate it if you could turn 
on your video to help us understand non-
verbal responses–such as nodding heads 
and expressions–to the topics we discuss. 
Although we are on Zoom, we are hoping to 
create similar conditions as if we were all in 
person. For this reason, we would appreciate 
it if you would only use the chat function for 
technical support questions. Please feel free 
to	use	the	hand-raise	symbol	if	you	find	that	
easier to jump into the discussion.

All	responses	are	confidential.	Each	participant	
will be assigned an ID number so that the 
transcription and analyses will not contain 
your name or other personal information that 
could identify you or your organization. The 
ID number that connects your name to your 
information will be kept in a separate, secure 
location housed on University of Missouri 
secure servers. Information that could identify 
you will be removed from your responses so 
no one will know that it belongs to you. When 
we	present	our	final	report	to	SAMHSA	and	if	
we publish the results of this study or present 
them	at	scientific	meetings,	we	will	NOT	use	
your name or any other information about you 
or your organization. The results of this focus 
group will be shared with you, in aggregate, so 
you have access to what we learned across all 
the focus groups.

INSTRUCTIONS	FOR	FACILITATOR:

Here is the document legend for questions, 
prompts, and notes for the facilitator.

Questions are bolded regular text (can number 
later);	

prompts	in	italics;	

facilitator notes highlighted

Introductions:

Before we begin, I’d like to take this 
opportunity to go around the Zoom Room so 
that we can introduce ourselves. Please state 
your name, role, and organization you are 
representing.

[Before proceeding to the formal questions, 
ask:]

What questions do you have before we begin?

Question 1:

To start, let’s go around and share some of 
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your successes in acquiring funding for your 
organization in the last few years.

 -Had you received this type of funding 
before?

-Who, on your team, was very helpful in putting 
together a winning application? Don’t be shy in 
naming yourself!

 -What do you think made you successful?

 -What prompted you to apply for this 
funding?

-How challenging or easy was the process of 
applying for and receiving this funding?

Do others agree/disagree? WHY?

_____________________________________
_________________________________

***[START	FOR	SAMHSA	REGION	FOCUS	
GROUPS 

Question 2:

How do you think that your geographic location 
affects the application and awards process for 
your organization?

What	specific	issues	hinder	or	enhance	that	
process?

What preferential treatment, if any, do you 
observe in the application process?

What about in the awards process?

Do others agree/disagree? WHY?

(If there is a strong intersection between 
geography and the identities of community 
members being served that emerges, feel free 
to explore this).

END]

_____________________________________

***[START	FOR	POPULATION/IDENTITY-
SPECIFIC	FOCUS	GROUPS	ONLY

Question 2:

How do you think that your organization 
predominantly serving  [insert sub-population 
name] affects the application and awards 
process for your organization?

What	specific	issues	hinder	or	enhance	that	
process?

What preferential treatment, if any, do you 
observe in the application process?

What about in the awards process?

Do others agree/disagree? WHY?

(If there is a strong intersection between the 
identities of community members being served 
and geography that emerges, feel free to 
explore this).

END]

_____________________________________
_________________________________

Question 3:

What would you most like SAMHSA to know 
in order to improve your chances of acquiring 
funding?

-What types of funding opportunities would 
best suit your organization? Why?

-(Get them to compare, say what they are 
looking for in terms of topic, time frame for 
RFA/FOA, how large a proposal, how much 
money, etc.)

- Do others agree/disagree? WHY?

Question	4:

Now	let’s	turn	to	the	flip-side	of	all	of	this.	Let’s	
go around and share the barriers you or your 
organization have faced, and continue to face, 
in acquiring funding for your organization.

-How much time does applying for one grant 
take you? How much time do you spend 
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overall?

 -How many grant opportunities can you 
apply for in a year, given the time it   
takes?

 -Which barriers feel manageable with 
additional support?

 -Which barriers feel insurmountable?

-What factors do you consider when you 
prioritize which grant opportunities to apply 
for? (amount, team/expertise, type of services 
enhanced)

Do others agree/disagree? WHY?

Question 5:

What would you most like SAMHSA to know 
about	the	difficulties	you	face	in	acquiring	
funding?

-probe for structures related to their 
organization, and their state/federal funding 
mechanisms

-What are some recommendations for funding 
assistance/opportunities needed to sustain the 
recovery ecosystem?

-What would you really like to do but don’t 
have the funding–or the funding doesn’t exist–
to do it?

Do others agree/disagree? WHY?

_____________________________________
_________________________________

[IF	THERE	IS	TIME	REMAINING,	ASK	THESE	
ADDITIONAL	QUESTIONS]

Question 6:

What type of resources or training would really 
help your organization get more funding?

 -Grant writer/grant writing courses?

-Webinars/training/technical assistant or other 
consultation from SAMHSA/your  state/other 
organizations?

 -Database or email of funding 
opportunities?

(Make sure to follow up on any barriers that 
feel manageable with additional support to 
find	out	what	kind	of	support	wasn’t	already	
mentioned.)

Do others agree/disagree? WHY?

Question 7: 

When you were awarded a grant, what kind of 
an impact did it have on your organization?

 -Were you able to hire new staff?

 -Were you able to help more community 
members?

 -Were you able to expand your offerings of 
recovery support services?

 -Were you able to buy new equipment or 
upgrade your space?

-MAKE	SURE	TO	FOLLOW	UP	WITH	ANY	
FGD participants who did not talk but said in 
previous question that they received funding

 -How well did these impacts match the 
priorities of your organization?

Question 8:

What are the factors that give your 
organization an advantage when applying for 
funding?	(ASK	AFTER	FINISH	ANSWERING	
ADVANTAGE	-	What	about	factors	that	give	
your	organization	an	DISADVANTAGE	when	
applying for funding?)

 -type of clientele, aims of organization, etc

-How is this different for federal vs state 
funding?

 -What kinds of structural or political factors 
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How do you navigate things like “old boys’ 
club”, if you feel that exists? 

-What about state politics? How is that a factor 
or not?

Do others agree/disagree? WHY?

Question 9:

If you were to give advice to someone looking 
to start an organization in the ecosystem of 
recovery, what advice would you give related 
to successfully acquiring funding?

	 -What	would	be	one	or	two	specific	action	
items they should consider?

-What	about	specific	things	you	would	warn	
them against, what are some examples of 
these?
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