
2019 Match Summary 

Name of Match:     “Peer-Run/Self-Managed Residential and Crisis Alternatives” 
 
Location of Match: Edward House, Framingham 
 

 
Purpose of the match:   
   
Peer-run, peer-delivered, consumer run and self-managed services have expanded in recent decades across 
the globe. These include a range of programs designed to serve as alternatives to traditional clinical/medical 
services for persons experiencing extreme states and/or housing insecurity. These approaches include Peer 
respites, Self-managed transitional housing, Oxford Houses (substance use-specific), Peer-run shelters and 
Living Rooms (crisis alternatives). The programs differ in their purpose (such as shelter, respite, transition) and 
setup. Examples of differences include target group, size, funding streams, working within or in concert with the 
traditional clinical/medical system or existing separate and apart from that system and involvement of non-peers.  
 
As a consequence of the differences in purpose and setup, programs make choices in the balance between:  
 

 structured/unstructured – clarity of staff and participant roles, clear rules vs. rule fluidity, consensus 
seeking   

 internally oriented/externally oriented – focused on internal processes vs. driven by external processes, 
bonding within the program vs. focused on bridging to the community, most participants are only 
involved for a short time 

 together/individual – group orientation, learning/working together vs. working on individual processes 

 care-oriented/growth-oriented – focused on improving quality of life, reducing stress, providing support 
vs. learning and developing  

 short-stay/long-stay – From several hours or days to permanent 
 
We aimed to: 
 

 Explore a variety of peer-run/self-managed alternatives for persons experiencing extreme states and/or 
housing instability 

 Further develop core values and principles, shared across different program models 

 Set an agenda to inform future program development and research 

 Lay the groundwork for ongoing virtual learning collaborative / network of experts in peer-run/self-
managed alternatives across the globe   

 

 
The leaders who participated in the match: 
 
Participants of the match were both peer workers, facilitators, program managers and researchers: 
 

1.   Ephraim Akiva, Afiya Peer Respite Director, Western Mass RLC 
2.   Henrika Larochelle, Advocate at Afiya, Western Mass RLC 
3.   Sean Donovan, Transformation coordinator, Western Mass RLC 
4.   Timothy Butcher, Chief Executive, Stepping Stone Trust 
5.   Erica Fletcher, researcher peer respites Houston 
6.   Karla Nijnens, manager of peer run recovery center and advisor of peer respite HVO-Querido 
7.   Maurice Custers, faciltator of self-managed shelter NuNN 
8.   Jolijn Coumans, facilitator of  self-managed shelter, NuNN 
9.   Jason Robison, director from SHARE! the Self-Help And Recovery Exchange. 
10. Jamal Mechbal, peer worker in a self-managed shelter JES 
11. Mirte Bunte, facilitator of self-managed shelter JES 
12. Mart Leijser, faciltator of a self-managed shelter, NuNN 
13 Wendy Coot, peer worker at a peer respite in Amsterdam 
14. Keith Scott, Vice president at Advocates 
15. Roy Straatmans, participant self-managed shelter JES 
16. Oryx Cohen, Chief Operating Officer, National Empowerment center 
17-22. Director of peer support and recovery and five peer coordinators from Advocates 
23. Brenda Vezina, ED The Kiva Center, Central Mass RLC  
24. Eliza Williamson, Director of Community Education and Training, NAMI  



25. Eden Shaveet, peer worker and developer, ZIA Young adult center, Central Mass RLC  
26. Max Huber, researcher Amsterdam university of applied sciences 
 

 
The game changer for this match topic (Game changer is defined as: a newly introduced element or factor that 
changes an existing situation or activity in a significant way.) 
 
What will change the game is that through our meeting we found that, as hoped, that the participating programs 
share basic principles on what is needed to be a crisis alternative, which enabled a fruitful exploration of 
experiences and insights. One of the hosts, Max Huber, presented an overview of core elements and differences 
between programs, the evidence that has been gathered and core issues of peer run and self-managed 
programs, as a basis for further discussion.  
 
Through the two days we mapped different focusses and purposes of programs and different needs they are 
able to serve. Specific topics that were discussed include:  
 

 How to deal with people who have different needs than you are able to serve. Although programs want 
to be inclusive, being clear about what you can’t do creates insights into what you can.  

 Exchanged ideas, experiences and values concerning the role of peer workers, building on the 
‘Intentional peer support model’ of Shery Mead.  

 How to balance a safe environment (in all meanings of the word) with wanting to be open to all, 
especially in relation to people who’s behavior might be disturbing a safe environment. This is an 
unsolvable puzzle, though we did explore various aspects of it as an important aspect of shared values.  

 Tension and differences between approaches and values represented in the room beyond basic shared 
principles. Acknowledging these tensions is good step towards more fruitful conversations in the future, 
especially as regards any talk of a shared code of ethics or guidelines. 

 How to support peer staff when dealing with people who are targeting staff and others with triggering 
language and behavior such as name-calling,  posturing, etc.  

 Working with the community, the relation between programs and the community and how to engage with 
prospective participants who do not yet know of the program even though it might be of service to them.  

 
An important shared principle, both in learning from each other and from the people we work with, is to remain 
open to explore each situation as new. We build on experience but every time look for best compromise if 
different values are at odds with each other. Doing so helps us, programs and participants to grow.  
 

 
Support and enhance change  

 
An important next step is to get the word out by showing success, also in ways that speak to policy makers. 
Specific steps include:  
 

 Develop global research data base to promote the concept and offer support for development of new 
and existing programs. Research should be done with respect to the core values of programs and 
employing participatory approaches. Narrative experiences of participants form an important part of the 
evidence for programs.  

 Develop a global network with an important online part.  
 Facilitating learning exchanges (workers from one program temporarily working in another program) and 

offering guidance to new programs to build on learned lessons and core values.  
 Develop an international code of ethics, while at the same time acknowledging that codification might 

have perverse effects.  
 Contribute to system change in relation to housing opportunities for people who are homeless and 

institutions of traditional care, through developing advocacy and (re-)connection with other social 
movements.  

 
During the meeting plans were made for a next meeting in Amsterdam in 2020. In the mean time, collaboration 
will develop through online communication.  

 


