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INTRODUCTION 

This Reflection Memo (hereinafter referred to as “Memo”) is designed to be read alongside the report 

“Mistreatment and Missed Opportunities: How Street-Based Sex Workers are Overpoliced and 

Underserved in New Haven, Connecticut”.3 The report presents a summary of findings from a peer-

based needs assessment survey of people engaged in street-based sex work in New Haven, 

Connecticut, which sought to identify gaps in services and barriers to accessing available services. 

In this accompanying Memo, we (students, fellows, and faculty affiliated with the Yale Global Health 

Justice Partnership) reflect on the steps and decisions taken during the design, administration, and 

analysis of the needs assessment survey. Each step of this process has been carried out in collaboration 

with the Sex Workers and Allies Network (SWAN), a grassroots harm reduction, advocacy, and direct 

service organization led by and for people with lived in experience in sex work in the New Haven 

area.  

This Memo seeks to describe some of the challenges, benefits, and possibilities of community-driven 

projects that operate across academic, activist, and community structures. With this document, we aim 

to join a growing conversation about the role and responsibilities of academia in the production of 

accountable, rigorous, usable knowledge with and about sex workers.4 We hope this Memo is helpful 

to other scholar-activists, practitioners, and community groups interested in conducting collaborative 

projects. 

WHO WE ARE 

The peer-to-peer needs assessment survey and accompanying public report (“Mistreatment and 

Missed Opportunities”)5 are two of the activities carried out between 2018-2020 by the Yale Global 

Health Justice Partnership (GHJP,6 a joint program between the Yale Law School and School of Public 

Health) in collaboration with the New Haven-based Sex Workers & Allies Network (SWAN).7  

 
 

3 “Supporting Sex Worker Health, Rights and Advocacy in New Haven - Yale Law School,” accessed April 28, 2020, 

https://law.yale.edu/ghjp/projects/local-health-justice/supporting-sex-worker-health-rights. 
4 Kate D’Adamo, “Sex (Work) in the Classroom: How Academia Can Support the Sex Workers’ Rights Movement,” in 

Challenging Perspectives on Street-Based Sex Work, ed. Katie Hail-Jares, Corey S. Shdaimah, and Chrysanthi S. Leon 
(Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 2017). 
5 “Mistreatment and Missed Opportunities: How Street-Based Sex Workers Are Overpoliced and Underserved in New 

Haven, Connecticut” (Global Health Justice Partnership and Sex Workers and Allies Network, July 2020), 
https://law.yale.edu/sites/default/files/area/center/ghjp/documents/mistreatment_and_missed_opportunities_ghjp_a
nd_swan_report_july_2020.pdf. 
6 “Global Health Justice Partnership - Yale Law School,” accessed April 28, 2020, https://law.yale.edu/ghjp. 
7 “SWAN: Sex Workers and Allies Network,” accessed April 28, 2020, http://swanct.org/. 
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The GHJP is an interdisciplinary research, teaching, and advocacy program that aims to tackle 

contemporary problems at the interface of global health, human rights, and social justice. We seek to 

bring together the disciplines of law and public health and to leverage Yale’s resources in service of 

collaborative health justice work: with each project, we partner with NGOs, activists, and social 

movements to develop supporting evidence that challenges structural inequities and advances social 

change efforts.  

Guiding Principles for Academic-Community Partnerships 

Since 2016, we have been working in New Haven (NHV) on several projects in partnership 

with SWAN. Though it is impossible to negate the power differentials, the GHJP tries to 

work in ethical and politically conscious ways with historically marginalized peoples:  

● The pace of projects is intentionally structured around community needs 

rather than academic standards. While academic-community relationships are 

often structured around time-bound grants and research objectives that favor 

academic interests and timelines, the GHJP attempts to disrupt this dynamic by 

building long-term relationships and offering flexibility, resources, and capacity-

building support to partners. 

● The goal of our work is to produce useful knowledge that can be used by the 

community. As such, we prioritize usefulness and solidarity over fidelity to formal 

academic processes. The format of the final outputs of our projects depends on the 

preference of our community partners, rather than being aimed at peer-reviewed 

publication. 

● Community partners are central to each stage of the project, from conception 

to dissemination. Project goals are responsive to the interests and needs of partners 

and evolve accordingly, activities and advocacy strategies are determined in 

consultation with partners, and timelines operate according to partners’ capacities and 

pace. Students join the projects having been made aware of these commitments.  

● Community partners are agents and experts in their own lives. We consider 

current and former sex workers to be experts of their own experience and, whenever 

possible, we compensate them accordingly for their knowledge and contributions to 

our conferences, research, activities, and events.  

● Community partners speak in their own voice; researchers and academics do 

not get to override their opinions. When GHJP students or faculty speak, we try 

to speak from our academic research and observation, referencing the work and 

analysis of community partners, but never speaking or acting for them. 

 

We attempted to apply the principles and commitments described above to the peer-based needs 

assessment survey we conducted with SWAN. We often had to make hard choices between different 

value systems, such as the sometimes competing or un-reconciled norms of academic writing, sex 
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worker rights advocacy, and community solidarity; data collection rigor; insider versus outsider voices; 

gatekeeping functions; and so on. In this Memo, we reflect on these challenges and opportunities and 

we highlight our key takeaways on academic-community partnerships. 

RESEARCH ETHICS AND PRIORITIES FOR THE PROJECT 

● Such a community-driven project is bound to raise ethical and methodological questions that 

will be familiar to practitioners engaged in Community Based Participatory Research (CBPR), 

which seeks to engage research participants as partners in research activities and center the 

priorities of community partners when formulating research questions. 

○ Scholars have noted that the conventional framework of academic research, which 

prioritizes knowledge acquired following strict scientific procedures and rapid 

publications in peer reviewed journals, often conflicts with best practices in CBPR, 

which involve long-term engagement with community partners and the development 

of knowledge that serves the needs of the community.8 

 

We chose to prioritize SWAN’s needs and the respondents’ convenience over research 

norms that would have increased the scientific validity of the project. Therefore, the 

survey suffered some limitations and enjoyed some advantages by virtue of being a 

socially engaged academic project not intended for peer-review publication, but for 

use in advocacy by a community-based group. 

 

● In its initial conception, the quantitative survey was meant to be the first phase in a two-part 

needs assessment project, with the second half focusing on qualitative interviews that would 

allow for more in-depth, narrative responses. Because the quantitative survey ended up being 

administered primarily to street-based sex workers within SWAN’s network, we also hoped to 

expand in the second phrase to sex workers outside of SWAN’s existing membership.  

○ Current priorities,9 as well as the lack of a private site suitable for administering the 

qualitative survey, have re-shifted our focus to other projects of importance to SWAN, 

placing the second phase of the needs assessment on indefinite pause. 

 
 

8 Castleden, H. , Sylvestre, P. , Martin, D. , McNally, M. (2015). “I Don't Think that Any Peer Review Committee . . . 

Would Ever ‘Get’ What I Currently Do”: How Institutional Metrics for Success and Merit Risk Perpetuating the 
(Re)production of Colonial Relationships in Community-Based Participatory Research Involving Indigenous Peoples in 
Canada. The International Indigenous Policy Journal, 6(4) . Retrieved from: https://ir.lib.uwo.ca/iipj/vol6/iss4/2. DOI: 
10.18584/iipj.2015.6.4.2 
9 See “A Note on How to Read the GHJP Fact Sheets on Sex Work and the Law in the Current Context of COVID-19” 

(June 2020). Global Health Justice Partnership and Sex Workers and Allies Network. 
https://law.yale.edu/sites/default/files/area/center/ghjp/documents/cover_letter_sex_work_covid19_v2.pdf. 

https://ir.lib.uwo.ca/iipj/vol6/iss4/2
https://law.yale.edu/sites/default/files/area/center/ghjp/documents/cover_letter_sex_work_covid19_v2.pdf
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SCOPE AND PURPOSE OF THE NEEDS ASSESSMENT SURVEY 

● The survey was born as a collaborative project with SWAN, after SWAN and GHJP formed 

a partnership following a meeting between GHJP Co-Director Alice Miller and SWAN 

Founder and Executive Director Beatrice Codianni at a protest in November 2016 against a 

police sting that resulted in the arrest of 14 alleged sex workers (see Appendix I for the press 

release by the New Haven Police Department on the sting).  

● The survey was originally designed to document the needs of the community involved in 

street-based sex work in New Haven, both within and outside of SWAN’s membership base, 

with the following three aims:  

○ To assess how individuals involved in street-based sex work experience and navigate 

resources and services in New Haven;  

○ To identify gaps in the current landscape of service provision;  

○ To identify barriers to accessing services and strategies used in response to these 

challenges.  

● We hoped that documenting the landscape of sex work in the city would help SWAN identify 

growth areas for their services and expand their outreach efforts. We also aimed to paint a 

basic picture of the need for harm reduction work in New Haven to present to City and State 

officials and policymakers, other harm reduction groups, funders, and the media, among the 

possible audiences.  

● While the aims of the assessment remained the same, due to a variety of logistical and ethical 

reasons, over time the participants surveyed narrowed to be primarily SWAN's existing 

network (see discussion of this change of scope in the “Recruitment of survey participants 

and survey eligibility” section).  

● We hope the presentation of survey responses will help build cases for accessible shelter 

policies, harm reduction-oriented medical care and social services, increased distribution of 

harm reduction and overdose prevention (Naloxone) supplies, expansion of emergency and 

longer-term affordable housing and food and nutrition resources, and changes to policing 

practices and certain criminal laws. The survey responses may also help SWAN document the 

needs of its members and secure relevant grant funding, which we hope will expand SWAN’s 

ability to provide vital services. 

● In July 2018, the Yale Institutional Review Board gave this survey a Not Human Subjects 

Research determination, instead classifying it as “activities preparatory to research” given that 

it did not intend to collect data for a research study but rather to gain a broad picture of  the 

landscape of services in New Haven.  
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DESIGN PROCESS 

BACKGROUND RESEARCH AND DRAFTING PROCESS 

● The design of the survey and the write up of results was primarily informed by a public health 

and human rights framework, but with regard for other social science methods as well. 

● Students reviewed previous community driven studies, zines, and peer-led reports on sex 

worker issues to inform the design of the survey, as well as certain aspects of the methodology. 

Appendix II contains a detailed table mapping the materials consulted.  

● The survey was drafted by the GHJP student team with input from several conversations with 

SWAN leadership and members. 

● A Spanish version of the survey was initially considered, but decided against, because of the 

lack of Spanish-speaking surveyors to deliver the survey. SWAN has a network that is 

geographically and demographically contained, so we expected that the vast majority of 

respondents would be English speakers.  

○ Despite the initial decision not to translate to a Spanish version, near the end of survey 

implementation, one of the SWAN implementers shared that there were respondents 

who would have preferred a Spanish-language version of the survey. At the point the 

issue was raised, most of the surveys had already been completed, so there was not 

enough time to finalize a Spanish translation.  

■ At least one of the surveyors was able to speak Spanish at a basic-intermediate 

level and provide rough translation support to respondents who needed it. 

Most of the translation, however, concerned wording that was too complicated 

for Spanish- and English-speakers alike. The need for support from surveyors 

seemed to stem more from parts of the survey that were above the reading and 

writing level of participants, and less from limited English-speaking abilities. 

○ Despite some participants being primarily Spanish-speaking, most members were 

comfortable enough with English and no one was unable to complete the survey 

because of language barriers.  

○ A translated version would be particularly important for expansion to other contexts 

outside of SWAN’s network. The GHJP decided that any future surveys would include 

a Spanish version from the start.  

● Questions concerning citizenship and immigration status were left out of the demographics 

section to prevent the survey from feeling intrusive to respondents. The choice not to collect 

these data prevented us from comparing the challenges experienced by citizens with those 

faced by undocumented respondents, but keeping this in mind, we decided to prioritize the 

respondents’ sense of privacy and safety. 
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SURVEY PILOT & NEEDS ASSESSMENT MAPPING 

● After the first draft of the survey instrument was complete, the survey was piloted in the fall 

of 2018 with approximately 20 street-based sex workers, some of whom were already in the 

SWAN network and some of whom were not. The pilot consisted of a 3-hour long focus 

group-style meeting, aimed to generate feedback and edits for the survey questions, a better 

understanding of participants’ preferences for survey administration, and a preliminary needs 

assessment to ensure that the topics covered by the survey were relevant to street-based sex 

workers in New Haven.  

○ The session was held in the offices of another community-based group in the 

neighborhood where much of the street-based sex work in New Haven and SWAN’s 

outreach services are concentrated.  

● We divided the participants into two groups at separate tables – one focused on reading and 

giving feedback on the survey, and one focused on discussing the needs and service gaps for 

people engaged in street-based sex work in New Haven. For the second group, we used an 

initial needs and service gaps chart created from conversation with SWAN leadership to guide 

the discussion. The chart was later updated with additional information that emerged during 

the discussion (see Appendix IV for the final Needs and Barriers chart). 

● We ran two one-hour discussion sessions, taking a break in between and asking participants 

to switch groups. This made it possible for people to drop in and stay for just one session, or 

to stay for both. While we did have some people enter and leave in the middle of sessions, this 

strategy was mostly successful in reducing interruptions and allowing greater flexibility for 

participation. 

● It was useful to observe participants filling out the survey during this meeting. Not only did 

this allow facilitators to practice assisting people who had trouble filling out the survey on 

their own, but this process also provided insight into which administration techniques might 

work best. Participants also contributed their suggestions on how to improve survey 

administration procedures. 

○ The following are some of the changes made to the survey questions and survey 

implementation plan following the pilot meeting: 

■ Planning to have a facilitator nearby to answer questions for all participants; 

■ Replacing “Rarely/About half the time/Usually” scale questions with 

“Always/sometimes/never” scale; 

■ Adding “Not applicable” options to multiple choice questions. 

● It is possible that some of the community members who participated in the pilot event were 

also later recruited as respondents of the survey. No names were collected during the pilot 

event, so it is not possible to verify whether overlaps occurred between pilot and survey 

respondents. 
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FACILITATING THE SURVEY PILOT & NEEDS ASSESSMENT MAPPING 

● The Survey Pilot & Needs Assessment Mapping was also a lesson in challenges and best 

practices in the organization and facilitation of events that bring together individuals in street-

based economies, who normally have few occasions to come together as a community. 

● Participants were recruited through flyers that included a description of the event, stating that 

food would be provided, and that current and former sex workers would be compensated with 

a $50 Visa gift card for their time. Non-Yale facilitators were also compensated. 

○ SWAN outreach workers distributed the flyers directly to SWAN members; they also 

paid three other SWAN members $20 each to recruit others, and to remind 

participants both the day before and the day of the meeting. 

○ Lunch and bottled water that participants could take with them were provided for the 

meeting, as well as to-go containers for leftovers. 

○ This recruitment process was extremely successful, with more participants showing up 

than anticipated, causing the chosen location to be too small to accommodate the large 

group. 

 

We believe that both participants and facilitators should be compensated appropriately 

for their expertise on the subject, and this should constitute standard practice for all 

projects that rely on the knowledge and skills of community members. 

 

● Most people arrived within the first 45 minutes of the meeting’s start time, with a few more 

arriving late. The meeting was advertised as beginning at 2:30 PM. We started the facilitated 

portion of the meeting at about 3:15 PM and broke into groups a little after 3:30 PM. After 

about one hour, we took a short break, then facilitators switched groups and we asked each 

group to discuss the second topic. 

○ A few participants left during the first session, and some left at the break between 

sessions, but we still had a sizable group who stayed for the second session. 

● 9 facilitators were present for the meeting: 4 serving as primary facilitators, 2 serving as note-

takers, and 3 serving as floaters and helping with different tasks as needed (see Appendix III 

for the facilitators’ guide). 

○ Having multiple floaters in the room proved useful in collecting completed surveys, 

welcoming new people to the space, answering one-on-one questions with 

participants, and keeping an eye on the time. 

○ We learned that two facilitators and one notetaker were not sufficient to effectively 

solicit feedback on the survey questions. If a facilitator was seated next to them, as 

opposed to interacting with the whole group, participants were much more open about 

asking and responding to questions and giving comments than otherwise. 

● Throughout the meeting, many side conversations between participants were held and 

individuals made new connections, discussed future volunteering and collaborations with 

SWAN, were made aware of SWAN’s services, and shared stories and experiences. The 
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opportunity for a large group of current and former sex workers to be in the same room and 

socialize was both rare and appreciated.  

● A few people showed up who it was suspected had never been involved in sex work but were 

perhaps coming for food and/or gift cards. We had not established a clear plan for how to 

deal with this; SWAN members handled the situation by asking persons in question about 

their history and asking other people in the room if they knew the person.  

○ This put people on the spot at times, and possibly reinforced the dynamic of filling 

the room with people SWAN already knew, rather than other sex worker communities. 

It also raised ethical questions about whether and how to assess the veracity of 

someone’s history with sex work, and highlighted the tensions between creating a safer 

space for people who share a common experience of engagement in the sex sector 

versus potentially gatekeeping access to certain services, programming, and material 

incentives/benefits (food, gifts cards, honoraria, etc.). However, only one person was 

actually turned away from the pilot session, after he clearly articulated anti-sex work 

views in conversation with SWAN members. 

○ Some SWAN members expressed a desire to change the requirement to include only 

current sex workers at future events. We also learned of the need to establish in 

advance a clearer process for assessing eligibility and for allowing people access to a 

space. 

 

The following were lessons learned regarding the organization and facilitation of similar events: 

● Provide intentional time and space with food for people to socialize, share stories, connect, 

and collaborate. 

● Be clear from the outset about who the space is intended for (sex worker status, gender, etc.) 

and how – and by whom – those criteria will be enforced. 

● Administer the survey with a facilitator present and provide at least one facilitator for every 

two participants when presenting the survey to a group for feedback. 

● Do not expect to start the facilitated part of the meeting until 45-60 minutes past event start 

time; create an agenda that allows for participants to come and leave as they need. 

● Include multiple floaters in the room in addition to facilitators. 

RECRUITMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

TRAINING OF SURVEYORS 

● A two-hour session was held to train survey administrators. The session included:  

○ Introduction about the purpose of the survey and why it will be helpful to SWAN;  

○ Overview of how the survey was developed, including the background research and 

pilot community meeting;  
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○ Session with a social worker specialized in trauma (who also leads group counselling 

sessions with SWAN) on dealing with challenging reactions by participants, given the 

sensitive nature of some of the questions;  

○ Role play of survey administration;  

○ Training on the steps in the survey protocol (see flowchart in the “Administration” 

section below); 

○ Q&A and timeline for the beginning of the administration. 

● During the role play, trainees broke into pairs to role play administering the survey to each 

other. Each pair had one member of GHJP sitting next to them to answer questions about the 

survey as they arose during the process. 

○ Each trainee had about 20 minutes to practice conducting the survey, and then roles 

switched. 

○ If the first trainee had not finished the survey after 20 minutes, the next trainee was 

asked to pick up where the first left off, to make sure they would be able to hear and 

see all the questions. 

○ GHJP members took notes on any feedback or ideas for improvement from trainees; 

questions on the survey that were confusing; any other points of confusion in the 

survey process. 

RECRUITMENT OF SURVEY PARTICIPANTS & SURVEY ELIGIBILITY  

● Eligibility criteria for survey participants included: having past or current experience selling or 

trading sex or sexual services in the greater New Haven area and being over the age of 18.  

○ SWAN does not work with individuals under the age of 18, who were therefore not 

included in the survey.10 The U.S. Trafficking Victims Protection Act of 2000 (TVPA) 

defines trafficking to include inducement of a commercial sex act by a minor (under 

18), regardless of whether there is evidence of force, fraud, or coercion; thus, 

individuals under the age of 18 are by definition considered trafficking victims.11  

○ Surveyors had information on resources in New Haven and the area available for at-

risk youth in case they encountered anyone under the age of 18, in line with SWAN’s 

general outreach practices; however, it is unlikely that a minor was encountered during 

survey administration. 

● The respondents were recruited through convenience sampling (i.e., a recruitment method 

where participants are selected from individuals who are easy to contact or reach) and were 

individuals engaged in street-based sex work who were known through the SWAN network. 

 
 

10 The main organization in Connecticut that supports individuals under 18 facing sexual exploitation is Love146. 

“Love146,” 146, accessed August 2, 2020, https://love146.org/. 
11“Connecticut General Statutes 53a-192a – Trafficking in Persons: Class A Felony » LawServer,” accessed August 2, 2020, 

https://www.lawserver.com/law/state/connecticut/ct-laws/connecticut_statutes_53a-192a. 
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As such, the sampling was not representative of the entirety of the street-based sex work sector 

in New Haven, but rather representative of SWAN’s network. 

● We initially considered a respondent-driven/snowball sampling method (i.e., a recruitment 

method where respondents participate in the recruitment of additional participants through 

their networks) in order to expand the population of respondents to include individuals 

outside of SWAN’s network. In the end, we decided against it and chose to primarily survey 

individuals known to SWAN for the following reasons: 

○ This was a peer-to-peer survey conducted by SWAN members, largely in the context 

of SWAN’s street outreach activities in the neighborhood where they typically operate. 

In order to expand the participants’ network, survey administrators would have had to 

travel to various other neighborhoods across New Haven; SWAN did not have the 

sufficient time and capacity for this intensive effort. 

○ The lack of knowledge about communities of sex workers outside of SWAN’s network 

and limited contacts that could serve as intermediaries also raised logistical concerns 

about the feasibility of surveying strangers. SWAN felt it was important to have 

previously built relationships and trust with the community that would allow potential 

respondents to feel comfortable participating in the survey.  

○ Concerns were also raised about administrators doing street outreach late at night 

and/or carrying cash in neighborhoods where SWAN did not have pre-established 

relationships with community members. 

○ We had a limited amount of funding available for the pilot survey; given that 

participants and administrators received compensation, we felt an obligation to 

prioritize offering the opportunity to participate in the survey to individuals within 

SWAN’s network. We were not sure what numbers to expect in other communities, 

and whether our funding would be sufficient. 

○ We were concerned about the profiling necessary to determine survey eligibility. 

Participants who were part of SWAN’s network were already known to SWAN 

members to be engaged in sex work; moving to an entirely unknown community, 

however, would have involved more active gatekeeping to identify sex workers. We 

were unsure about the best way to mitigate the risks of profiling and gatekeeping and 

were hesitant to expand without a more complete understanding of the landscape of 

sex work in the city. 

○ Our goal was to help SWAN gather data that could be useful to them; although there 

was a lot of excitement about learning more about sex work elsewhere in the city, the 

priority was to collect useful information about the needs of SWAN members that 

could support their advocacy and outreach efforts. 

● Both survey administrators and participants were compensated for their time with a $15 gift 

card per survey.  

● Surveyors were trained to make clear to the participants they approached that taking the survey 

was not a way to connect to services. However, a small booklet with hotlines and emotional 
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support resources was developed to give to people after surveys; surveyors conveyed positive 

feedback on this compilation of resources. 

 

We felt that it would be important from an ethical perspective to make sure that 

participating in the survey could have benefits for respondents, rather than being an 

extractive process.  

 

● Based on a few responses, there might have been some confusion regarding the purpose of 

the survey, with one respondent making requests for services in their written answers.  

LOCATION 

● The administration process was designed to prioritize convenience for respondents. As such, 

it was conducted in locations close to respondents’ sites of work, based on the knowledge of 

SWAN leadership. 

● Most of the surveys were administered in public sites (certain streets, parking lots and fast-

food restaurants) where SWAN often conducts outreach, distributes harm reduction supplies, 

provides medical care and referrals with partners, and so on. Survey administration often 

happened in the midst of these outreach activities.  

● While it was most convenient to conduct the surveys in public sites routinely visited by 

respondents, this also presented an increased potential for disruptions, as the locations where 

the surveys were conducted were not private spaces. 

SURVEY ADMINISTRATION 

● Surveyors approached potential participants, often during other outreach activities, explained 

what the survey process looked like, and asked for verbal consent to participate. If the potential 

participant consented to take the survey and met eligibility criteria, the surveyor would proceed 

with the survey administration (see flowchart later in this section for more details about the 

survey protocol). 

● The survey was administered through a paper questionnaire that respondents filled out on the 

spot. The GHJP was responsible for printing and assembling the paper surveys.  

● Participants were given the option of having the survey read to them aloud by the surveyor or 

reading and answering it on their own. In the latter case, surveyors were available to clarify 

questions and help with completion as needed. 

○ In response to problems with legibility and clarity of answers (for instance, when 

participants’ writing was illegible or several answers were marked to a question with 

mutually exclusive answer options), after the first round of surveys we proposed that 

surveyors asked for participants’ consent to check the legibility of responses and 

whether the participant understood how to answer the question. Some improvements 

were noticed as a result. 
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○ It was a challenging decision to determine how to balance participant privacy with 

legibility of responses; it was ultimately decided that some degree of involvement of 

the surveyor was necessary in order to be able to collect usable information.  

● Issues with the clarity of certain questions were noted and informed the changes that were 

made to the survey throughout the administration process (see following section, “Different 

versions of the survey”). 

○ For instance, many participants were confused by the question “Have you ever sold 

or traded sex for goods, services or a place to stay?” because it did not explicitly include 

money among the possible items for which sex could be sold or traded; hence, the 

question was edited to include money. 

● The survey administrators were SWAN members already known to the respondents. 

○ The existence of an already established relationship of trust was instrumental to find 

respondents willing to participate in the survey.  

○ On the other hand, the presence of a surveyor who had a personal relationship with 

the respondent might have affected the answers provided, especially with regards to 

questions that asked respondents to evaluate their experience with SWAN. 

● Respondents were given the option to stop the survey and continue at a later date if needed 

(for instance, due to work dates or interruptions by law enforcement).  

○ The first three letters of the respondent’s first and last name, as well as the 

neighborhood where the survey took place, were collected on a separate sheet in order 

to be able to trace participants again in case of disruption. The sheets with this 

information were later shredded to destroy identifying information. 

○ This methodology was initiated by the SWAN survey administrators themselves, 

despite initial intentions to avoid collecting any identifying information that might 

discourage participation.  
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This flowchart illustrates the survey delivery protocol: 
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UPDATES TO THE SURVEY 

● We chose to allow for modifications of the survey during the administration process, in order 

to improve questions that respondents found difficult to understand, include important 

questions that we had missed, or add more answer options when the existing ones were 

incomplete (see Appendix V for the survey questions and a list of changes made).  

○ Some of these improvements were implemented following comments written next to 

certain questions, or from feedback given by respondents to surveyors during 

completion. 

○ In the first round of survey delivery, the first page containing questions about 

respondents’ demographic information was mistakenly not printed; therefore, we were 

unable to collect demographic information for the first 17 participants. The page was 

added during later rounds of administration.  

 

We decided to consider all 49 surveys for analysis despite the inconsistencies in order 

not to lose important data. We felt that it would be unethical to discard earlier surveys 

and disregard the perspectives of all respondents who dedicated time and offered 

openness about their experiences. 

 

● While scientific norms of data collection rigor discourage changing survey questions during 

the data collection process or including responses with many missing answers, we prioritized 

making the survey accessible to our respondents by correcting questions that were unclear and 

honoring participants’ perspectives by including the totality of responses in our findings. 

ANALYSIS AND DISSEMINATION 

● We originally planned to train SWAN members to conduct the analysis themselves; SWAN, 

however, eventually chose not to conduct community-led analysis due to their limited capacity 

and time. The GHJP offered to carry out the analysis in response to SWAN’s expressed need 

to delegate data analysis work; however, we maintained close communication with SWAN for 

review and consultation throughout the analysis process, to ensure that any final presentation 

of results reflected SWAN’s goals. 

● When presenting and describing the data, we strove to strike a balance between conveying the 

importance and value of the data as the first peer-led needs assessment survey among street-

based sex workers in New Haven, and not misrepresenting its precision and scientific validity, 

given that our methodology violated many principles of generalizable social science research.  

○ For this reason, we avoided typical ways of presenting survey data such as cross-

tabulations and tables, in order to avoid unintentionally implying statistical 

significance. 



 17 

● The number of missing responses varied highly between questions, so the proportions we 

presented often had to be contextualized with the number of missing responses. Given the 

changes made to the survey during the administration, we also had to distinguish between 

missing responses due to participant non-response and missing responses due to the addition 

of new questions mid-way through the implementation. 

○ The survey contained a section inquiring about respondents’ experiences with 

employment in general and with sex work in particular (page 8/20 of the questionnaire, 

Appendix V), including their satisfaction with various aspects of sex work and their 

desire for different employment opportunities. This section had very low response 

rates compared to the rest of the survey. We did not have a way of ascertaining the 

reasons for this, which could have ranged from the questions being poorly phrased or 

stigmatizing to altogether inappropriate given the complexity of labor decisions in low-

wage and informal economies.  

 

Ultimately, these questions were excluded from the analysis since we did not want to 

make assumptions about respondents’ intentions and motivations, to avoid replicating 

an all too common dynamic where researchers impose their arbitrary interpretations 

rather than letting community members speak in their own voice.  

 

○ Qualitative interviews meeting ethical research standards that allow respondents to 

discuss their experiences in their own words and provide deeper nuance might be a 

more appropriate way of approaching this kind of question. 

● In the spirit of making the results from the survey useful to SWAN and the community, we 

prioritized making output documents readable for a non-academic audience, especially since 

the audience for our results are likely to be policy-makers, funders, and social service providers 

with whom SWAN engages through their advocacy and outreach work. We worked with 

SWAN to find the formats for data presentation that would be most helpful for their advocacy 

efforts. 

○ We decided on a policy-oriented report that could be relatively rapidly finalized and 

released, in order for SWAN to be able to start using the survey results.  

○ At the time of writing, our envisioned next steps include the creation of 1-page 

factsheets zooming in on specific topics (e.g., housing; health care access) that can also 

serve for advocacy purposes; and the finalization of a document summarizing the raw 

numbers obtained from the survey. 

○ The drafting of additional reports to further explore these data for different target 

audiences remains a possibility, if and when the need arises. 

DATA ANALYSIS PROCESS 

● We manually inputted data from the hard copies of the survey into the survey platform 

Qualtrics, then downloaded the data to perform the analysis in Excel. 
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● For questions that asked participants to rate whether they strongly disagreed, disagreed, were 

neutral, agreed, or strongly agreed with statements, we grouped together the agreed and 

disagreed groups in the analysis and discarded neutral responses.  

○ This choice was motivated by the need to dichotomize the answers to certain 

questions; for instance, when participants were asked to agree or disagree to the 

statement “I currently have access to stable housing”, we found the distinction 

between disagreeing and strongly disagreeing to be meaningless because we were 

interested the number of respondents who were experiencing any housing instability. 

● We started the analysis with an initial collection of all the data into one master document, in 

the order in which questions appeared in the survey. We then had several team conversations 

to come to a consensus on the major themes that emerged from the data, and reorganized the 

results around three thematic axes (Socioeconomic Hardship; Service Gaps and Barriers to 

Services in New Haven; Harmful Interactions with the Criminal Legal System) 

● We supplemented the presentation of survey results with scholarly literature, in order to show 

connections between our findings and larger trends occurring beyond the limited context of 

our survey. For instance, when discussing the over-policing and precarious working conditions 

experienced by street-based sex workers, we referred to previous literature on the topic in 

order to orient and strengthen our interpretation of the themes emerging from the survey. At 

the same time, we avoided conducting a traditional academic literature review. 

 

For the most part, we interpreted our results in the context of local policies and laws 

rather than discussing them in relation to previous research, in line with our intention 

of making our work useful for advocacy rather than confining it to the realm of 

academia.  

 

● The results were also accompanied by two information boxes zooming in on New Haven’s 

Law Enforcement Assisted Diversion (LEAD) Pilot Program, as well as 2-1-1 and the 

Coordinated Access Networks, in order to contextualize our findings and suggestions in the 

landscape of existing approaches to service provision in New Haven and Connecticut. 

REVIEW PROCESS AND RELEASE 

● We sent the first draft of the report to several partners and collaborators for review. Reviewers 

included SWAN members; advocates from the sex workers' rights movement; scholars 

working on sex worker’s rights and related health justice issues; and students who were former 

members of the GHJP.  

● The report was revised based on the feedback and suggestions from reviewers to improve the 

framing and discussion of results. The second draft was once again sent to SWAN members 

to ensure that the document aligned with their needs and goals. 

● Strategies for the release of the report were agreed upon in conversation with SWAN and 

other relevant community partners. 
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APPENDIX I - PRESS RELEASE 

The following is a press release issued by the New Haven Police Department after a police sting that 

resulted in the arrest of 14 alleged sex workers in October 2016. The names of the individuals arrested 

have been redacted by the GHJP to protect their privacy. 
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APPENDIX II - BACKGROUND RESEARCH 

The table summarizes some aspects of needs assessments and studies done by other peer-based groups 
doing research with sex workers. We pulled together parts of different studies that we thought were 
interesting – goals of different studies, development processes, methods of recruiting participants, 
ways of collecting data, and various things groups did with the results of their studies. Not all of these 
ideas were incorporated into our needs assessment project, but we used this background research to 
solicit SWAN’s feedback on which aspects of these past projects resonated with their objectives and 
could help inform our process and outcomes. 

Study Goals 
 

Developing the 
process 

Recruiting 
participants 

Collecting data Results of study 

Young 
Women’s 
Empowerment 
Project 
(Chicago) 12 

● Focusing on the 
ways sex workers age 
12-23 engaged in 
resistance and 
resilience rather than 
ways they were 
victimized – asking 
how people take care 
of themselves, rather 
than what kinds of 
violence they face. 

● Focusing on 
institutional violence 
rather than individual 
violence – ways sex 
workers face violence 
and oppression from 
service providers, 
police, the general 
culture, etc. 

● Collaboratively 
generated “learning 
questions” for the 
survey by holding 
meetings where 
people directly 
affected by the issues 
decided what 
questions were most 
important to ask. 

● Youth engaged in 
sex work were 
involved in gathering 
data, analysis and 
reporting, impacting 
all steps of the 
process, with some 
supporting adult 
allies.  

● Used past 
information gathered 
in workshops with 
youth about 
experiences in the sex 
trade. 

● Added questions to 
ongoing workshop 
agendas – answers 
were written 
anonymously by 
workshop participants 
on poster paper, then 
gathered and analyzed. 

● Learning questions 
were added to the 
typical outreach forms 
that were ongoing. 

● Created a 
zine/booklet as a fill-
in-the-blank type 
activity, where people 
could fill out answers 
to the survey 
questions and turn 
them in. 

● Focused questions 
on resistance and 
resilience and on 
collective violence, 
not on individual 
violence, as a way to 
avoid asking 
triggering questions. 

● Conducted focus 
groups to discuss 
themes that arose. 

● Created a 
zine/booklet of bad 
encounters with 
social service 
providers – like a 
bad date list, but to 
warn others about 
service providers 
that aren’t serving 
the community well. 

● Built a social 
justice campaign 
grew out of the 
research –individuals 
were asked during 
research/focus 
groups how this 
research should 
inform their social 
justice campaign. 

St. James 
Infirmary Sex 
Worker 
Environmental 
Assessment 
Team 
(SWEAT) 
study (San 
Francisco Bay 
Area)13 

● Desire to answer 
specific research 
question (if 
diminished social 
capital of sex workers 
leads to higher rates 
of STIs). 

● Conducted 
community agency 
analysis in addition to 
interviews and focus 
groups, to understand 
social context. 

● Used respondent 
driven sampling: 
picked 4-6 initial 
people who 
represented a range of 
sex work experience, 
and they were paid to 
recruit up to three 
friends. 

● Conducted one-
on-one interviews 
and focus groups. 
Had a research space 
two nights a week 
where interview 
participants had to 
come in. 

● Developed 
resource sheets on 
topics raised by 
individuals who 
were interviewed. 

 

 
 

12“Youarepriceless,” youarepriceless, accessed August 2, 2020, https://youarepriceless.org/; “Girls Do What They Have 
To Do To Survive: Illuminating Methods Used by Girls in the Sex Trade and Street Economy to Fight Back and Heal” 
(Young Women’s Empowerment Project, n.d.), https://ywepchicago.files.wordpress.com/2011/06/girls-do-what-they-
have-to-do-to-survive-a-study-of-resilience-and-resistance.pdf. 
13“SWEAT Shorts: Welcome to Our Blog!,” accessed August 2, 2020, http://sweat-

shorts.blogspot.com/2006/04/welcome-to-our-blog.html. 
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REAL Rural 
Sex Work 
Study 
(Ontario)14 

● Goal of finding out 
how the community 
can do better at 
providing appropriate 
services to sex 
workers, and to raise 
awareness among 
service providers 
about sex workers’ 
concerns and 
perspectives. 

● Drew on an 
existing interview 
guide by POWER 
(Prostitutes of 
Ottawa/Gatineau 
Work, Educate and 
Resist).15 

 

● Designed a poster 
campaign that 
mentioned 
compensation for 
participating in 
research. 

● Used social media, 
local events and 
performances of a 
one-woman play about 
sex workers’ rights to 
advertise project. 

● Interviewed 30 
current and former 
sex workers working 
in a variety of settings 
along with twelve 
local health and 
service providers 

 

● Produced 11 
recommendations 
for individual service 
providers and 
agencies in order to 
better serve sex 
worker community. 

Scarlet 
Alliance, 
Australian Sex 
Workers 
Association,  

Discussed in 
article “Migrant 
Sex Workers 
and Trafficking 
– Insider 
Research for 
and by Migrant 
Sex Workers.” 
(Australia)16 

 

 

● Goal of creating 
insider research 
methods with migrant 
sex workers that did 
not replicate 
extremely low-agency 
settings where most 
research on sex 
workers takes place. 

 

● Sex workers were 
involved in gathering 
data, analysis and 
reporting, impacting 
all steps of the 
process. 

● Trained sex 
workers as research 
collectors and used 
“affirmative action” 
process for language 
minorities. 

● Collaborated with 
multiple agencies 
involved in sex 
worker rights in 
Australia. 

● Trained sex 
workers in outreach 
skills (responding to 
triggers, support 
resources, history of 
sex worker 
movement and peer 
education) and survey 
administration, 
regardless of whether 

● No pressure was 
put on individuals 
trained in research to 
become a survey 
collector – training was 
seen as good by itself 
in that it increased sex 
worker community’s 
ability to do research. 

● Used pamphlets 
describing process in 
participants’ first 
languages if researcher 
did not share the 
language. 

● Contacted specific 
workplaces in their 
first language by fax, 
phone call, etc. for 
permission to visit. 

● Didn’t let non-sex 
workers enter 
workplaces. 

● Developed 
carefully translated 
multilingual 
questionnaires. 

● Emphasized 
representation among 
research collectors 
that matched the sex 
worker community, 
especially in terms of 
shared first language. 

● Used verbal 
informed consent; did 
not record names. 

● Confidentiality was 
emphasized and 
sensitive questions 
highlighted as 
optional. 

● Resources were 
offered whether or 
not individuals chose 
to fill out surveys. 

● Minimized survey 
time to 20 minutes or 
less. 

● The project 
became a 
networking 
opportunity, 
introducing sex 
workers to an array 
of agencies from the 
sex worker 
movement. 

● Sex workers 
involved in the 
research were 
introduced to the 
organization 
through the process, 
and then had the 
chance to be on the 
steering committee 
in the future and to 
influence the work 
of the organization. 

 
 

14 NSWP, “Report of the REAL Working Group for Brantford, Brant, Haldimand, & Norfolk, Assessing the Needs of 

Sex Workers in Our Community,” Text, Global Network of Sex Work Projects, June 29, 2016, 
https://www.nswp.org/resource/report-the-real-working-group-brantford-brant-haldimand-norfolk-assessing-the-
needs-sex. 
15 “Prostitutes of Ottawa-Gatineau Work, Educate and Resist,” accessed August 2, 2020, https://www.powerottawa.ca/. 
16Jules Kim and Elena Jeffreys, “Migrant Sex Workers and Trafficking - Insider Research for and by Migrant Sex Workers,” 

Action Learning, Action Research Association 19, no. 1 (September 2013), http://www.scarletalliance.org.au/library/kim2013. 
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they went on to help 
administer surveys. 

● Had a procedure 
for participants who 
had to leave to 
interact with a client 
and then come back 
to finish. 

Bay Area Sex 
Worker Action 
Network 
(BaySWAN) 
(San Francisco 
Bay Area)17 

● Goal of compiling 
and learning from 
several previously 
conducted needs 
assessments and 
studies on topics 
relevant to sex 
workers (HIV 
transmission, violence 
and addiction in 
relation to the sex 
trade, etc.). 

● Hoped to find out 
how accessible local 
services are to sex 
workers. 

● Focused on most 
at risk sex workers – 
homeless, street-
based, etc. 
Intentionally did not 
focus on sex workers 
who might be at less 
risk. 

● Mostly included 
outreach workers from 
variety of agencies in 
area as collectors and 
analyzers of studies. 

● Many were former 
or current sex workers. 

 

● Outreach workers 
met to discuss issues 
of concern to clients 
they serve, agencies 
and themselves, and 
relevant studies. 

● Also 
incorporated 
presentations from 
international groups 
working with sex 
workers abroad. 

 

 

● Produced 
document 
summarizing and 
interpreting 
important findings 
from seven different 
studies. 

Suggestions 
from interviews 
by GHJP team 
over recent 
weeks 

 

 

 

 

 

● Start with 
Photovoice project, 
using photos taken by 
sex workers of their 
lives/interests as 
creative inspiration for 
research project.18 

 ● Use internet and 
social media 
advertising or 
surveys.19 

● Use video-based 
survey for individuals 
with low literacy.20 

● Create 
zine/booklet on 
pricing for different 
services, in an effort 
to standardize pricing 
across the industry 
so everyone makes 
more money.21 

 
 

17“Health Services-Needs Assessment,” accessed August 2, 2020, http://www.bayswan.org/hlthstudiessw.html. 
18 Interview with Dr. Corey Shdaimah, Associate Professor at the University of Maryland, Baltimore. 
19 Interview with Dr. Ronica Mukerjee, Clinical Lecturer at Yale University School of Nursing, New Haven. 
20 Interview with Dr. Ronica Mukerjee. 
21 Interview with Dr. Ronica Mukerjee. 
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APPENDIX III - SURVEY PILOT FACILITATOR GUIDE 

The following is the Facilitator Guide from the Survey Pilot & Needs Assessment Mapping we 

organized in Fall 2018 to pilot the survey and conduct a preliminary mapping of needs and service 

gaps in New Haven. 

Roles: 

Group Facilitators: two facilitators will co-facilitate the survey design group, and two facilitators will 

co-facilitate the needs assessment and barriers group. 

Note takers: two note takers will each take notes on a laptop for one of the groups, after asking for 

consent from the participants. 

Floater: One floater will be responsible for being near the door to welcome people into the space 

throughout the workshop. The floater should encourage newcomers to get food and water, settle in, 

and then join the needs assessment/barriers group discussion when they feel ready. This will be 

smoother than asking them to join the survey group partway through. 

Timing: 

2:00pm Setup in space, food arrives 

2:30pm Official event start time, people welcomed to space and encouraged to get food 

3:00pm (approximately) Group activities begin round 1 

4:00pm Group activities conclude, break 

4:15pm Participants asked to switch groups, group activities being round 2 

5:30pm Program ends 

Welcome/Introductions/Explanation of the Meeting 

Beatrice: Introduce SWAN and their role in this project 

GHJP: We are a group of Yale students and we’ve been working with Beatrice and SWAN to figure out how we can 

improve the health and safety of sex workers in New Haven. Part of our project has been identifying the areas of need 

for sex workers. We have learned that medical care, nutrition, education, and housing are areas where there are too few 

resources in the city. We are seeking your feedback and opinions on these areas and other subjects.  

We are also developing a survey to try to get some information about how SWAN can grow to address sex workers’ 

needs more fully and completely. We wanted to hear from people with past or current experience in sex work in NH, 
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because your opinions are the most relevant to our work. Just to be clear, we will not be able to actually provide other 

services today. However, we are hoping to use your feedback to improve services in the future. As you know, we will be 

compensating you for your time – we’ll distribute gift cards in a few minutes. 

 [Give 5-minute overview of the meeting] 

Before we start, we’ll go over the agenda for the meeting. We anticipate that people may have to come and go as needed. 

We set up two tables to address different topics, and we hope that you can stop by both. 

At the first table, we’ll share some drafts of the surveys we’re developing. We want your feedback on the surveys, especially 

regarding if we are asking the right questions, if the questions are confusing, and what we are missing that we should 

ask about in order to understand the needs of sex workers. 

To be clear, we are not actually collecting survey responses today. Rather, we want to gather feedback from you on the 

survey itself and the questions we’re asking. 

 At the second table, we will be asking a few questions about the needs of sex workers in New Haven. What are the 

most important needs for housing, health care, food, re-entry assistance, etc.? What are other needs that sex workers in 

New Haven? Where do you generally go when you need certain services, and which places are a good place to go versus 

not a good place?  

Please do your best to stop by each table – we’d really appreciate your feedback at both. There will be members of our 

team at each table to take notes. Beatrice and Jackie will be at the tables as well. 

 [Distribute gift card compensation] 

We understand that people may have to leave before 2 hours is up. While we encourage you to stay as long as you can 

and help yourself to food and water any time. The bathroom is located through that door. Thank you so much for your 

help.  

Agenda for the meeting 

Split into 2 groups: 
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Group 1: (1 hour total activities) 

(5 min) Introduce project and purpose: survey to gather information from SWAN members so SWAN 

can work to address the greatest needs within their communities. 

[Facilitator instructions: Share with group that we are asking for feedback on a new survey 

that GHJP is helping SWAN create. It will help SWAN understand the needs of sex workers 

and will help affect SWAN’s work in the future. Introduce ground rules: respect others, 

assume best intentions, and maintain confidentiality. Assure attendees that all questions are 

optional, and that the answers will help guide SWAN’s future work trying to better serve sex 

workers’ needs. 

Pass out the short form survey. Give instructions to read through the first three sections of 

the survey (demographics, housing, food). Instruct people to read through the questions as if 

they or a friend were answering them, making notes about which questions seem to capture 

the topics well and which need to be improved or changed. After approximately 5 minutes 

pass, regroup and ask for feedback using the discussion questions below as a guide. 

Notetakers: take detailed notes on all survey feedback, identifying feedback 

referencing specific questions when possible. 

 After this is completed, move on to the next block of sections.] 

This section will be done in three blocks of three sections each. 

- Block one: Demographics, Housing, Food - ask participants to read through sections, 

then discuss (15 mins) 

- Block two: Employment, Transportation/Communication, Healthcare (15 mins) 

- Block three: Community, Safety, Opinions (15 mins) 

Discussion Questions: 

Experience taking survey 

- How does it feel to take the survey? 

-  Do you feel like your experience is respected/valued when taking the survey? 

- If not, do you have suggestions for how to change the survey to be more 

respectful of your experience? 

- Were any of the questions offensive or inappropriate? 

- Were any questions especially good or important, in your opinion? 

- Was it difficult or triggering to think about and answer these questions? If so, how can 

we support people taking this survey? 
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Format questions 

- Were any questions confusing? 

- Do you like the questions that were open-ended, multiple choice, or scales, or a mix? 

- How did the length of the survey feel? 

- How did you feel about the order of sections? 

Content-specific questions 

- Were there parts of the survey you didn’t know how to answer or that didn’t have enough 

response options? 

- What are we missing on this survey? 

- What parts of the survey capture sex workers’ needs well? 

- Are there parts of your experience that we are missing or that we didn’t ask about? 

- Are there questions we could or should take out? 

Logistical questions 

- Do you think people would take the survey? 

- How can SWAN encourage people to take the needs survey? 

- (Optional probes) What kinds of payment might encourage people to take the survey? 

- What would be the best setting to take the survey? 

- What format would be easiest for taking the survey? (e.g. mobile phone, tablet, paper copy, 

booklet, in person interview) 

- If this were written up as a booklet or zine, would you fill it out on your own and return it? 

Section-specific questions 

- Do the demographic questions work for you? 

- How do the questions about drug use feel to you? 

Group 2: (1 hour total activities) 

(5 min) Introduce project and purpose: survey to gather information from SWAN members so SWAN 

can work to address the greatest needs within their communities. 

(20 min) - Needs / Barriers Chart 

[Facilitator instructions: pass out Needs/Barriers blank chart. Instruct attendees to fill out 

the chart based on their knowledge of local sex workers’ needs and barriers to those needs. 

Take questions before beginning and clarify any uncertainties. Go through each section 

of the chart as a group: start with housing, fill out chart systematically (or facilitate a discussion 

Note-takers: make detailed notes of both the suggestions for filling out the chart and 

the discussion in general-- notes don’t need to be verbatim, but should capture all 

points of conversation] 

(20 min) - Discussion of Experiences with New Haven Services 
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[Facilitator instructions: introduce next activity as an open-ended discussion of individual 

experiences with different service providers. Introduce ground rules: respect others, assume 

best intentions, and maintain confidentiality. Assure attendees that all questions are optional, 

and that the answers will help guide SWAN’s future work trying to better serve sex workers’ 

needs.  

Notetakers: keep notes (as detailed as possible) on the discussion around each question.]  

1. Let’s talk briefly about healthcare services that you use. 
a. Where, how often, for what reasons do you seek care?   

i. Are there any services you are unable to access currently that you would like 
to?  

b. Have you ever delayed or avoided seeking medical care? What were your reasons for 
that? 

2. Let’s talk specifically about some of your experiences 
a. If you’re comfortable, could you please share your most recent healthcare experience?   

i. What were some positive aspects of the experience?  How could the 
clinic/healthcare professionals/staff have ensured that the experience was 
better? 

b. What does safe and affirming care look like for you (by staff, clinicians, facilities, 
messaging, paperwork, pharmacy, etc.)  Has any organization ever met these 
expectations? 

c. Have you had negative experiences with health care providers in the past?  
i.  How have these experiences affected your current feelings about seeking care? 

d. Have you ever felt discriminated against in a healthcare setting? Why did your 
experience feel discriminatory to you? 

e. Has your insurance status impacted the care you receive?  If you have insurance, has 
it covered the services and prescriptions that you need? 

[Facilitator instructions: transition to asking about transportation: “Let’s switch gears for a minute and talk 
about other types of needs that sex workers in New Haven experience. Let’s start with transportation and food.”] 

3. What kinds of transportation do you use to get where you need to go? 
a. Do you have trouble getting transportation to and from places where you access care? 

4. Where do you normally get food? 
a.  Does money ever limit your ability to get the food you want or need? 
b. What do you do when this happens? 
c. Do you ever have to travel long distances to access food? 

5. What services, if any, do you use to help you access food? 
a. Are these services located in a convenient place? 
b. Are these services respectful of you? 

[Facilitator instructions: now let’s transition into a brief discussion of SWAN’s ability to help you 
meet your needs.] 

6. What services that SWAN provides have been most useful? Least useful? 
a. What would you like to see SWAN doing in the future?  In what ways could SWAN 

help you meet the needs we’ve talked about today? 
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7. In an ideal world, what kinds of services would you want to see for sex workers in New Haven? 
a. What would a healthy community of sex workers in New Haven look like? 

(10 min) - Community Resources Brochure  

[Facilitator instructions: pass out community resource brochure. Tell attendees that this is a 

list of services that we know of in New Haven - we have not looked into the quality of the 

services or how well they serve sex worker communities. Ask about whether any organizations 

are missing from the list, and whether anyone has personal or secondhand knowledge of the 

quality of services provided to sex workers. Inform attendees that they are free to keep the 

brochure if desired] 

1. Impressions?  

2. Which have you or your friends used? Which are good? Which are bad? 

3. Where are there gaps? 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX IV - NEEDS & BARRIERS CHART  

This chart was created based on the themes and information that emerged during the discussion on 

needs and service gaps in New Haven at the fall 2018 Survey Pilot & Needs Assessment Mapping. 

Note that names of service providers and community advocates were removed from the “People with 

information” column in order to protect their privacy. 
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Need Sex worker-specific 
barriers 

People 
with 

informatio
n 

Short-term needs Long-term needs 

Housing Limited housing, hours and 

curfews. Limited shelter space 

for women. Restrictions on 

bringing clients in. Lack of 

recognition of sex work as 

work. Sobriety restrictions and 

loss of place in pathways to 

housing programs. Safety 

concerns and theft in shelters. 

[redacted] More overnight shelter and 

short-term housing. More 

shelters for women and greater 

access to existing co-ed shelters. 

Removal of sex worker-

exclusionary policies for 

overnight shelters. Private, 

locked rooms at shelters. More 

flexible hours. Harm reduction-

based rather than sober space. 

Increased affordable long-term 

housing in New Haven to prevent 

the need for emergency shelter 

services. Increased housing 

first/harm reduction-based 

housing. Increased access to re-

entry supportive housing for 

recently incarcerated individuals. 

Removal of fees for transitional 

housing programs during re-entry. 

Employment Lack of housing, job training, 

internet access, stigma. 

[redacted] Job training resources, Better access to affordable 

housing, increased job training, 

Affirming 

healthcare 

(including but 

not limited to 

STI testing) 

Stigma, affordability, 

accessibility (location and 

hours), provider ignorance 

about sex worker-specific 

needs, removal from services 

after positive drug tests, lack of 

insurance enrollment, lack of 

transportation to quality health 

care. 

[redacted] Medicaid enrollment, greater 

medical street outreach 

presence, provider education on 

sex worker-specific needs 

(potentially targeting Cornell 

Scott, transportation to 

appointments. 

Peer-based services designed with 

input from sex workers. Greater 

insurance accessibility. Greater 

continuity of care at clinics. 

Provider competency training 

around sex workers health issues. 

Substance use 

care 

Stigma, location, lack of 

insurance coverage. 

[redacted] Harm reduction-based halfway 

houses, increased needle 

exchange access, peer-to-peer 

education about how to 

minimize risk of injection site 

infection. 

Access to treatment programs 

rather than diversion to emergency 

rooms for drug-related health 

concerns. Access to long-term 

housing not conditional upon 

sobriety.  Access to quality 

individual mental health care. 

Trans-

affirming care 

Stigma, affordability, lack of 

insurance coverage, very limited 

providers. 

[redacted] Haven Free Clinic as Ronica 

moves into preceptor role, 

research Anchor Project’s 

ability to take Medicaid, ask 

community if they are enrolled 

Ronica’s clinic as possible 

resource. Medicaid enrollment 

more accessible to sex worker 

community. Integration of trans 
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in Medicaid/know where to 

enroll. 

healthcare services into primary 

care. 

PrEP access Affordability, general lack of 

health services, insurance 

coverage, blood test 

requirements for PrEP 

prescription. 

[redacted] Increased PrEP access, possibly 

through Dept of Public Health 

program, mobile blood testing 

capabilities for provision of 

PrEP through street outreach. 

More outreach to sex worker 

community through PPPSNE, 

assistance obtaining PrEP cost 

subsidies. 

Increased access to holistic 

affirming healthcare. 

Syringe access Few local resources, location, 

lack of trust of mobile van. 

[redacted] Increased mobile van and 

street-based outreach, 

encouragement of other fixed 

location exchanges. 

Better funding of syringe exchange 

programs and more programs 

statewide, better general 

healthcare accessibility. 

Education Hours and affordability. 

Childcare. Transportation and 

general access issues. 

[redacted] Adult literacy programs, GED 

programs, job training, 

affordable college courses. 

Referrals to good programs. 

Affordable education options. 

Greater transportation to 

education programs. 

Food Access Lack of food banks in Fair 

Haven and New Haven. Lack of 

home address is a barrier to 

receiving 

SNAP/WIC/government 

nutrition programs 

[redacted] More community meals. More 

local food banks. Assistance 

with navigating government 

nutrition programs. SWAN-

compiled list of local nutrition 

resources in drop-in center. 

Greater number of affordable 

food options in New Haven. 

Greater number of food pantries 

and meal services. 
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APPENDIX V - QUESTIONNAIRE 

The following is a copy of the final version of the survey questionnaire. We note changes from 

previous versions next to relevant questions. 

 
In the second round of administration, the demographics page that was 
erroneously missing from the first round was reintroduced into the survey. 
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Sexual favors was added as the use of ‘sex’ as a catch all for sex 

worker related services might have been reductive. 



 35  

This follow up question was added to the survey. 
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 41 
 

These two questions were added to the survey. 
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Instagram was added as an option 
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One option was changed from ‘I was able to access 

treatment’ to ‘I tried accessing treatment and was able to’ 

and another option was added ‘I was forced into treatment 

by anyone including the court, family, friends, police, etc. 
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 45  



 46  



 47 
 

This question was added to the survey. 

This question was reworded from ‘substances that 

you use’ to ‘that you use currently’ and two options 

were added: Buprenorphine and other. 
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This question was added to the survey. 



 49  



 50  



 51 

 

This question was moved from the front of the 

survey to the back. 


