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Abstract
This article reports on the forthcoming mixed-method evaluation of the Changing Actions to Change Habits (CATCH) specialized docket in Franklin County, Columbus, Ohio. CATCH blends punitive sentences with a 2-year treatment-oriented nonadversarial program for rearrested prostitutes who suffer from posttraumatic stress syndrome, depression, and drug addiction and are victims of human trafficking. Based on therapeutic jurisprudence, CATCH was founded in 2009 by Judge Paul M. Herbert. Since inception, CATCH has served 130 participants (12% graduation rate in first 4 years). No evaluation of CATCH has been conducted to date; this evaluation will be conducted with criminal justice referrers and participants. In the quantitative component, the impact of CATCH will be determined regarding participants’ jail time, number of annual arrests, recidivism rates, and living conditions; and statistically significant differences for these variables between program graduates and those rejected or discharged. Data will be collected from the Court, a 10-item survey for referrers, and a 20-item survey for participants. In the qualitative component, roundtable discussions will take place with 10 participants each for their insights and observations during program attendance and after graduation and/or discharge. With evaluation results, CATCH may provide a model for similar courts in Ohio and nationally.
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[bookmark: Introduction]Introduction
	It is reported that only 10% to 20% of all prostitution is solicited from the streets, in spite of law enforcement’s focus on street walkers (Farley & Barkan, 1998; Thukral, 2005).  In a 2013 study, the Texas Criminal Justice Coalition reported that less than half of all prostitutes graduated from high school, 59% had children, and over half tested positive for sexually transmitted diseases (STDs), including HIV (Wilks, 2013).  In a 2004 study by the National Institute of Health, Potterat et al. reported that the average life span for a prostitute was 34 years old. The majority of sex workers report being victims of rape and have a history of childhood sexual and physical abuse (Farley & Barkan, 1998; Flowers, 2011; Roe-Sepowitz, Hickle, Loubert, & Egan, 2011). It is also estimated that a high number of prostitutes have experienced post-traumatic stress disorder from actual or threatened injury or exposure to death or injury (Cimino, 2013; Roe-Sepowitz et al., 2011; Roe-Sepowitz, Hickle, & Cimino, 2012). 
	Major risk factors for continuation of prostitution and rearrests are prior prostitution arrests, addiction to drugs and/or alcohol, and physical abuse in childhood (Roe-Sepowitz et al., 2011). The mental and physical consequences of such human trafficking are overwhelming, ravaging the minds and bodies of victims (Cimino, 2013; Lederer & Wetzel, 2014). Further, few prostitutes successfully exit from this destructive lifestyle, with the tendency to cycle in and out of the justice system (Schweig, Malangone, & Goodman, 2012). Cimino (2013) summarized several studies that indicated exiting was successful for only 20% to 25% of the women studied, with and without intervention programs (Dalla, 2006; Davis, 2000; Saphira & Herbert, 2004).
	The accompanying staggering aggregate economic and personal costs have been well documented. In a study for the Sentencing Project, Allard and Herbon (2003) estimated that each prostitution arrest costs $1,554. Latest statistics indicate that over 43,000 people are arrested for prostitution annually in the United States (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2012). The U.S. Department of State (2013) reported that there are over 27 million victims of human trafficking across the globe. Approximately 17,500 individuals are brought into the United States every year in addition to the hundreds of thousands who are trafficked annually within the U.S. (Lippman, 2013). 
	The conventional law enforcement response to street prostitution is arrest and incarceration. However, as female respondents in a victimology study explained, “punishment for prostitution is likely to have little effect when the need for food, housing, clothing, drugs or love overrides the same degradation and fear they experience with prostitution” (Shdaimah & Weichelt, 2013, p. 30). Despite the expense of jail, it failed to deter the women because they would immediately return to the environment from which they came and their previous activities. 
	As public awareness grows, a palatable change has been taking place in public policy and attitudes (Haggerty, 2013; Hammond & McGlone, 2014). Ohio, like many states, recently passed legislation that changes the exclusively punitive human trafficking and prostitution laws and creates mandatory training for law enforcement (State of Ohio, 2011). Among other provisions, the bill requires the Ohio Department of Jobs and Family Services and Ohio Department of Mental Health to develop appropriate services for assistance to victims of human trafficking.
	Other states have developed community courts as vehicles to address prostitution and human trafficking (Crank, 2014; Roe-Sepowitz et al., 2011). These specialty or problem-solving courts or dockets (Castellano, 2011; Franklin County Municipal Court, 2014c) focus on the “victim-defendants” (Crank, 2014, p. 38). The defendants are often street prostitutes who are generally victims of human trafficking and suffer from mental and physical trauma, drug addiction, in poor health, and with no stable homes. The courts provide closely supervised, comprehensive assessment and treatment services in which defendants are held accountable for their criminal behaviors and for adherence to the program requirements (P. M. Herbert, personal communication, November 6, 2014). The new environments provide the defendants with opportunities for recovery from what often is a lifetime of abuse (Shdaimah & Wiechelt, 2012). 
	Human trafficking victims can also be very difficult to identify; the practice is often carried out in the shadows and victims are often fearful (Weitzer, 2009). Common pathways include abuse, violence, victimization, and manipulation (Hammond & McGlone, 2014). Shdaimah and Weichelt (2012) reported that survival and coercion are often factors in victims’ involvement with prostitution. Accordingly, identification, screening, and assessment become crucial to the efforts to address the needs of these victim-defendants (Crank, 2014).  Goodman and Mazur (2014) explained, 
The hidden nature of trafficking crimes makes it difficult to determine an exact number of victims. Estimates range that within the U.S., 300,000 to 2 million people are victims of human trafficking each year. There is growing recognition that prostitution, chronic running away, homelessness, shoplifting, substance abuse, domestic violence, and loitering are all potential red flags for sex trafficking. Given this reality, courts can play a crucial role in not only identifying victims of sex trafficking but linking them to needed services. (p. 90)
	Once victims are identified, it is imperative that first responders, law enforcement, and the criminal justice system and community providers work collaboratively to provide comprehensive services to provide safety, shelter, care, and services (Crank, 2014; Goodman & Mazur, 2014). Research indicates that victims may be more willing to accept services and engage in programming while in the criminal justice system (Hammond & McGlone, 2014). On this premise, the present article reports on a new and innovative specialty court program for victim-defendants in Ohio. 
[bookmark: StudyPropose]Study Purpose

	This article reports on the forthcoming evaluation of the Changing Actions to Change Habits (CATCH) specialized docket in Franklin County in Columbus, Ohio. This court blends punitive sentences with a treatment-oriented nonadversarial program. The program focuses on co-occurring outcomes of solicitation, trauma, depression, drug addiction, and human trafficking. The study will be of a mixed-method design, with quantitative data analysis of the CATCH Court referrers and program participants and qualitative data from roundtable interviews with participants in the program.
	Preliminary background interview data with two staff members yielded general information about the history, medical model of the program, interagency support, and nature of the program participants, as well as the current addictive trend from use of crack cocaine to opiates. 
[bookmark: SignificanceandNeedfortheStudy]Significance and Need for the Study
	No research has been conducted to date on CATCH, e.g., whether the program’s length is sufficient or whether greater focus should be directed to treatment services and which types (Franklin County Municipal Court, 2014c). The Franklin County Municipal Court recommended collection of data regarding defendants’ program completion and the relationships to program goals at various stages in the program. If the quantitative and qualitative data support the premise that the CATCH model of specialized docket programming significantly benefits this population, the program model can be implemented in other jurisdictions. 
	Through the mixed-method data analysis, this study should produce results that determine that the current model implemented is the most successful in working with people who are charged with prostitution/solicitation and are probably victims of human trafficking. The report produced should also confirm that the data collection fields and processes are good indicators of evaluation and assist in defining the model of the CATCH Court program. 
	Periodic evaluations could take place for refinement of the program. With evidence of defendant progress and successful transition to mainstream society, additional funding could be attracted to enlarge the program and serve more defendants. Further, because some judges may indicate opposition to problem-solving and specialty courts (Berman & Feinblatt, 2011), based on the evaluation results a continuing legal education seminar could be developed for judges on criminogenic risks and the benefits to both defendants and court personnel of specialty courts. 
[bookmark: TheoreticalFramework] Theoretical Framework 
	The primary theoretical framework for the specialty court that is CATCH is that of therapeutic jurisprudence (TJ). Therapeutic jurisprudence is grounded in the concept that “legal processes result in both positive and negative consequences for justice involved persons” (Castellano, 2011, p. 960). First used with mental health specialty courts, TJ has become more widely applied in other problem-solving courts. In the outlook of TJ, the law is viewed as a positive force for criminal justice professionals involved in the court to use to help defendants reclaim their lives and reduce recidivism. 
	With TJ, court professionals are encouraged not to focus narrowly on punitive actions but more broadly on remediation of offenders’ physical, social, and psychological issues. Further, as Castellano (2011) observed, court personnel “depart from the edicts of common law to bring about positive individual change” (p. 960). An important aspect of TJ is the emphasis on defendants’ taking responsibility for their aberrant behavior and their rehabilitative actions.
	Wexler and King (2011) noted that TJ focuses on the emotional and psychological well-being of offenders, aspects that are ignored, unacknowledged, or generally underappreciated in the law. Emphasis is not only on the legal rules and procedures but also on defendants’ treatment and availability of services and the behavior and actions of involved legal professionals (Wexler & King, 2011). Moreover, TJ is based on the emerging concept of positive criminology. “TJ is an interdisciplinary approach, often described as ‘optimistic,’ that seeks to employ insights from the behavioral sciences—most notably from psychology, criminology, and social work—
to humanize the law and its administration” (Wexler, 2013, p. 907). TJ presents a “therapeutic lens” and promotes therapeutic legal practices for defendants, with their wellbeing paramount (Gal & Wexler, 2014, p. 1). This wellbeing is fostered through interventions, treatments, and services.
[bookmark: LiteratureReview]Literature Review	 
[bookmark: LitRevProblemSolvingCourts]Problem-Solving Courts
	“A remarkable transformation in the judiciary has occurred over the past 20 years” (Winick, 2013, p. 211; see also Winick, 2002). Winick was referring to the establishment of problem-solving courts, which seek to address the underlying criminogenic risks that may lead to criminal behavior. The courts are an alternative approach to addressing the many and severe societal, psychological, and institutional issues that are not the tradition focus of the criminal justice or judicial system (Castellano, 2011; Wolf, 2007).  Problem-solving courts originated in 1989 with a drug court in Dade County, Florida, in which offenders were sentenced to treatment rather than incarceration (Berman & Feinblatt, 2001). Since this time, many types of problem-solving courts have been established.
	Although drug courts are the most popular, a number of additional courts have evolved that address specific types of co-occurring outcomes, such as mental health courts, domestic violence courts, homeless courts, veterans courts, reentry courts, gambling courts, and family courts (Castello, 2011; Huddleston, Marlowe, & Casebolt, 2008). Like CATCH, these courts partner with a multitude of social service agencies and employ therapeutic practices. Instead of the traditional adversarial process, courtroom professionals including the judge, empathetically and collectively address the “clients’” pathologies and holistic needs (Castello, 2011, p. 963).
	Rising caseloads, revolving dockets, exorbitant correctional costs, unsatisfying results of sentencing, high recidivism, devastated communities, and court professionals’ frustrations at “revolving door” justice (Berman & Feinblatt, 2001, p. 129) have led to increased establishment of problem-solving courts. From 2004 to 2007, the number of courts increased by 94% nationwide, for a total of 3,204 courts, including drug courts, human trafficking, and prostitution courts, in all U.S. states as of 2007 (Huddleston et al., 2008).
	With the development and increasing implementation of problem-solving courts, criminal justice professionals perceive defendants differently on basic levels. The relationship is no longer adversarial but collaborative, notwithstanding the necessary legal responses. The roles of professionals are empathic and supportive, with recognition of the societal ills that have contributed to the offenses. Castellano (2011) summarized, “In short, [problem-solving courts] are doing more than changing the way that cases are handled; they are, in effect, policy making institutions that are actively changing the way we define the problem of crime in society” 
(p. 965).
[bookmark: LitRevDevelopmentnHistoryofCATCHCourt]Development and History of the CATCH Court Program
	Judge Paul M. Herbert, elected to the Franklin County Municipal Court in 2003 and a 32-year judicial veteran, reported that in his courtroom women charged with solicitation or prostitution would appear and reappear in typical “revolving door” (Berman & Feinblatt, 2001, p. 129) fashion. One woman appeared before him on 36 occasions (Carmen, 2010). Between 2003 and 2009, the number of solicitation charges filed in Franklin County Municipal Court increased by 45% per year, from 1,074 to 1,303 (Carmen, 2010; Franklin County Municipal Court, 2014a). As a result, Judge Herbert realized that the punishments he levied, including fines defendants could never pay, failed to make any difference in their behavior or number of court appearances.  
	Specialized dockets are not unique in the nation or in Ohio.  However, in the state of Ohio, CATCH is the only one that does not criminalize defendants but regards them as victims of crimes and human trafficking. Although the court is not gender-specific, participants are predominantly adult women who have co-occurring outcomes of drug use, depression, or posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD), and have been arrested for prostitution (Franklin County Municipal Court, 2014b, 2014c). 
	In 2009, Judge Herbert founded the problem-solving CATCH Court to attempt to stop the “revolving door” appearances of defendants. He wanted to determine why they entered prostitution and discovered that “72 percent of women trafficked have suffered sexual and physical abuse in their lives, disassociative personality disorders . . . and other facts that disturbed him” (Tebben, 2014, para. 13). Judge Herbert realized that, although prostitution and human trafficking are different offenses, “prostitutes are often victims of human trafficking” (Tebben, 2014, para.16).
	The mission of CATCH is recorded as follows in the program certification (Franklin County Municipal Court, 2013a; Appendix A):  
	The overall goal of the CATCH program is to address the myriad of issues that the 	target 	population tackles through inappropriate and maladaptive methods, 	resulting in post-traumatic stress syndrome, addiction, illness, and criminal 	behavior.  The CATCH program strives to provide a comprehensive, coordinated 	approach with defendants who exhibit any combination of post-traumatic stress 	disorder, major depression, other mental health disorders, or drug or alcohol 	dependency in order to decrease criminal recidivism, jail nights, and arrests, to 	improve public safety, and to improve the defendant’s quality of life by affording 	the 	defendant opportunities to be stabilized in the least restrictive location. (p. 1) 
	Although Judge Herbert’s initial motivation to establish CATCH was consistent with other problem-solving courts (P. M. Herbert, personal communication, November 6, 2014), the Court faces enormous complexities and co-occurring participant outcomes, including drug addiction, childhood and adult trauma, physical abuse and illness, mental health issues, homelessness, and additional overlapping risks factors that require a myriad of agencies and support services to develop the multitude of responses necessary to address the participants’ risks (S. Gaiter, , specialized docket coordinator, & H. Mohrman, probation officer, personal communication, November 12, 2014). Moreover, many if not most of the CATCH clients are also human trafficking victims and need safe housing as victim-offenders (H. Gleason, assistant court administrator, personal communication, November 12, 2014). 
	In the first years, CATCH was successful in terms of decreased arrests and nights in jail. Arrests for solicitation in Franklin County decreased from 1,745 in 2009 to 1,192 in 2013 since the program began (Carmen, 2010; Franklin County Municipal Court, 2014a). Now in its 5th year, CATCH program has accepted 150 women (Hendren, 2013), with 72% having no new criminal charges (McEntyre, 2013b). Although in the first 4 years, the graduation rate was only 12%, 90% of the graduates have progressed in their lives (McEntyre, 2013a). According to Judge Herbert, the CATCH program costs approximately $18,000 a year per individual; this is a fraction of estimated cost of $200,000 for a year in jail (Carmen, 2010; Leckrone, 2010).
	 Further, the defendants’ stories are moving (Carmen, 2010; McEntyre, 2013a, 2013b) and media attention continues (Welsh-Huggins, 2014), including a website mounted by two journalism students at Ohio State University (Pierce & Johnston, 2014). The researcher’s invitation to evaluate the program with funding support from the OCCS further attests the success of the program and the value and significance of increasing its reach. Finally, the program was well summarized at the 2013 graduation by Ohio First Lady Karen Kasich, who said about Judge Herbert’s CATCH Court: "What his court does, and what his approach to justice does, is it offers the women of CATCH accountability, but it offers them support and a safe place to change" (McEntyre, 2013b, para. 16).
[bookmark: LitReviewProgramsandEvaluations]Programs and Evaluations
	Some prostitution diversion programs exist, e.g., in New York City the STARS program (Schweig et al., 2012) and the Midtown Community Court near Times Square in Manhattan, a major neighborhood for prostitution (Crank, 2014). With recognition of similar issues and based on similar principles to the CATCH Court, the Midtown Community Court developed partnerships with community-based service providers and domestic violence agencies as well as criminal justice professionals to combat the “cycling through the system” pattern (p. 38). In the fall of 2013, 80 prostitution cases were heard in the Court, and over 80% of the defendants had histories of victimization and trauma. To help meet their needs, a psychosocial assessment is conducted prior to “an on-site evidence-based, psychoeducational program known as WISE—Women’s Independence, Safety and Empowerment” (p. 39). This is a program of 5 to 10 sessions. 
	 However, services and duration of such programs may be limited, as is the Midtown Community Court program. Because CATCH is complex in its services and longer than many other “intensive” (P. M. Herbert, personal communication, November 6, 2014) probation-type programs, it is difficult to determine applicable data-driven best practices. Nonetheless, the Human Trafficking and State Courts Collaborative (2013), Center for State Court Innovation (2013), Chicago Coalition for the Homeless (Mueller, 2012), Texas Criminal Justice Coalition (Wilks, 2013), and several scholarly articles all provide guidance for this evaluation model.
	The Chicago Coalition for the Homeless (Mueller, 2012) highlighted the work of 13 courts or programs across the county, including CATCH, that addressed prostitution and human trafficking. The report made recommendations that focused on the court process, eligibility, and identification of victims, services, and safety for the defendants. The recommendations included the importance of proper training for all court personnel and social service providers, providing rewards equal to sanctions, and emphasis on community-based, not correctional-base services. The Human Trafficking and the State Courts Collaborative (2013) report also included a chapter on specialized dockets that will be useful for the proposed evaluation, as well as information about identification and comprehensive approaches for addressing human trafficking. 
	Castellano (2011) summarized a number of problem-solving court evaluations, pointing out that most deal with drug courts and focus on the reduction of recidivism, reaching of goals of treatment, and reduction of costs (e.g., Boothroyd,  Poythress, McGaha, & Petrila, 2003; Gottfredson, Najaka, Kearley, & Rocha, 2006; McCoy, 2010; McNiel & Binder, 2007).
Pertinent to the CATCH Court program evaluation, psychological interventions, such as attendance at group meetings and learning positive life skills were associated with successes in drug court (Castellano, 2011; Deschenes, Ireland, & Kleinpeter, 2009). 
	Mental health court outcomes were studied by Sarteschi, Vaughn, and Kim (2011), whose meta-analysis revealed decreases in participant recidivism after the programs. However, few evaluations have been conducted of the success of other problem-solving court programs (Castellano, 2011). This dearth of studies increases the importance of the evaluation of CATCH.
[bookmark: MethodsandTreatmentofCATCHCourtProgram]Methods and Treatment of CATCH Court Program
	The presiding judge of the New York City Midtown Community Court, a program similar to CATCH, observed,
	Collaboration between the judge, district attorney’s office, and defense bar is crucial in 	prostitution cases. A partnership approach, which relies heavily on the engagement of 	social 	service agencies and their trauma-focused practices, allows me to make more 	informed decisions and, in many cases, seems to help people find safety or leave “the 	life” instead of appearing before the court time and time again. (Judge Felicia Mennin, 	quoted in Crank, 2014, p. 39)
[bookmark: CATCHMission]CATCH Mission
	The mission of CATCH is similar for Franklin County. This is establishment of an integrated approach to meet the treatment, health, and behavioral medication needs of defendants who have been charged in the Franklin County Municipal Court with prostitution, solicitation, loitering to solicit, or other offenses if the defendant has a history of being a victim of human trafficking. CATCH presents a nonadversarial rather than an exclusively punitive approach; in lieu of jail, referrals to treatments are made. The 2-year intensive program emphasizes treatment for drug addiction, depression, and posttraumatic stress disorder by connecting defendants to appropriate substance abuse and mental health facilities and social services resources and by teaching healthy lifestyle choices, including stable housing, supportive interpersonal relationships, and education. 
	CATCH does not discriminate for admission into the program against any defendant based on race, color, religion, gender, sexual orientation, national origin, ancestry, age, citizenship, marital status, veteran status, or any disability. However, defendants must satisfy certain legal and clinical eligibility criteria to be admitted into the program, such as one or more of the following: arrest for prostitution/solicitation, with a primary Axis I diagnosis (e.g., major depressive or anxiety episodes; American Psychiatric Association, 2013), drug or alcohol dependency, a history of being a human trafficking victim, and willingness to participate in treatment that addresses behavioral healthcare diagnoses.
	The majority of prostitutes have third-party “exploiters” who trap the women with drugs, coercion, and fear and shame (Jacobson, 2014, p. 1028). The CATCH staff corroborated this observation, explaining that these women have historical commonalities of shame, disgrace, and humiliation because of sexual abuse that are not always evident with clients in other specialty or problem solving-courts.  For example, in drug court or mental health court the criminogenic risk factors and demographics of the clients can vary greatly. If women arrested for prostitution are placed in these courts, they feel ashamed to discuss their history with those who have not experienced the life of a prostitute (S. Gaiter & H. Mohrman, personal communication, November 12, 2014).	
[bookmark: CATCHStaff]CATCH Staff
	The major positions in CATCH are the Specialized Docket Coordinator, Community Support Coordinator, Probation Officer, and Department Manager. These functions are more than those in many specialized dockets, which operate with only a judge and a probation officer (Crank, 2014). The additional staff in CATCH may be a factor in determination of the program’s success.
	The CATCH Program Description (Franklin County Municipal Court, 2014c, pp. 14-15) describes the functions of these staff members, which are also provided to participants in the Participant Handbook (Franklin County Municipal Court, 2014b, pp. 11-12):
	Each member of the treatment team has been invited to participate by the CATCH judge 	and is responsible for the daily operations of the CATCH program. The Specialized 	Dockets Coordinator and all Assistant Specialized Dockets Coordinators, Community 	Support Coordinators, and probation officers are at-will employees of the Franklin 	County Municipal Court. (p. 13)
All members work closely with the community to ensure community interests are protected as well as utilize community activities to help meet the goals of CATCH (Franklin County Municipal Court, 2014c).
	Specialized Docket Coordinator.  The Specialized Docket Coordinator is responsible for the administration of the CATCH program, including long-term strategic planning and daily support. The Coordinator manages the CATCH program in compliance with the terms of the program description, oversees the funding of the CATCH program, and supervises the CATCH treatment team. The Coordinator additionally coordinates trainings for social service lawyers, judges, clinicians, and law enforcement, and markets the CATCH program in the community. The Coordinator facilitates and attends treatment team meetings and monitors the CATCH program’s referrals and case load. The Coordinator also maintains a system of data collection for the CATCH program and may conduct screenings and assessments. Further, the Coordinator also communicates with and observes treatment providers on a regular basis to assess the services provided and the treatment and programming process (Franklin County Municipal Court, 2014b, 2014c).
	Community Support Coordinator. The Community Support Coordinator participates in CATCH treatment team meetings and status review hearings. The Coordinator conducts the initial screenings and meets with participants daily. The Community Support Coordinator helps locate and organize housing, medication, treatment, and other social services for participants and assists in preparing reports for the Specialized Dockets Coordinator and CATCH judge (Franklin County Municipal Court, 2014b, 2014c). 
	Probation Officer. The Probation Officer participates in treatment team meetings and status review hearings, reviews the cases, discusses the terms and conditions of community control sanctions, coordinates with other probation officers, if applicable, and files statements of violations as necessary. The Probation Officer also conducts drug and alcohol screenings and home visits. The officer also makes recommendations about incentives, sanctions, phase advancement, successful completion, and termination, all of which are considered by the judge in his decisions (Franklin County Municipal Court, 2014b, 2014c).
	Mentor. A mentor for each participant is assigned and provided by Doma International, a nongovernmental organization in Columbus, Ohio, that prepares local, adult survivors of human trafficking for economic self-sufficiency through a catering business and workforce and lifeskills development program. The provisions of mentors and training bridges gaps between the court process and treatment providers, such as therapists, residential caregivers, and employment services. Doma also organizes group activities outside of Court on a monthly basis; the activities foster participants’ self-esteem and camaraderie. (Doma International, 2014; Franklin County Municipal Court, 2014b, p. 15; 2014c, pp. 20, 22).
[bookmark: CATCHProgram]CATCH Program
	From the date of a defendant’s admission to the program, completion is 2 years.  During a given week, participants may be in treatment, taking classes, looking for employment, and meeting with probation officers. For participants who complete the program and meet all requirements, the case against them is dismissed (S. Gaiter, personal communication, October 16, 2014). 
	Each participant receives an Individual Treatment Service Plan, developed CATCH staff. Each participant also receives a copy of the participant handbook, outlining all requirements and listing community resources to which assignments may be made. Within the program, participants must attend regular status review hearings at the court and appointments with probation officers and documentation of their progress. They must also agree to random alcohol and drug screenings and random home visits by probation officers and CATCH staff members (Franklin County Municipal Court, 2014b, 2014c).  
	The program is constituted in three phases, and participants may move to a succeeding phase only after satisfactory completion recommended by the judge of the previous one. Phase I, Stability and Compliance, requires participants to attend court appointments, status review hearings, and treatment appointments. Phase II, Movement and Connection, recommends to participants services such as social welfare, educational institutions, family services, and housing. They must follow and complete recommendations for such services and treatment. Phase III, Sustain and Thrive, requires participants to complete all requirements of Phases I and II in their individual plan as well as to complete two volunteer activities and lead four sober support meetings.  Phase I typically takes 6 months, Phase II 3 to 6 months, and Phase III 12 months (Franklin County Municipal Court, 2014b, 2014c). 
	 A type of group therapy that is acknowledged as very important by Judge Herbert and the CATCH staff is the participants’ support of one another and support by the CATCH Court professionals (P. M. Herbert, personal communication, November 6, 2014; S. Gaiter & H. Mohrman, personal communication, November 12, 2014). The mutual and interconnected support may relate to the precept of problem-solving courts as the justice system’s effort to change behaviors. The power and authority of the courts can change defendants’ behavior, and many therapeutic strategies are used, including mentorship, belief in defendants’ worth, helping them increase self-esteem, and the bonding that takes place with recognition of similar devastating circumstances (Castellano, 2011; Shulman, 2011). Many problem-solving courts also use “the strategic use of forgiveness” (Denckla, 1999, p. 1614). 
[bookmark: CurrentCATCHProgram]Current CATCH Program
	In the present CATCH program (2014), 20 women participate. This number has been the average during the program’s history. Currently this number is optimal because of the program’s intensity, necessity for a cross-section of resource staff, and limited funds. As the program continues, it is hoped that it can be expanded to accommodate and serve more participants in need.
[bookmark: InvitationtoResearchertConductEvaluation]Invitation to Researcher to Conduct Evaluation
	In the summer of 2014, the Franklin County Municipal Court asked the Ohio Consortium of Crime Science (OCCS) for research assistance to evaluate the effectiveness of the CATCH Court program. A recent organization, the OCCS is composed of approximately 15 researchers throughout Ohio and funded by the Ohio Office of Criminal Justice Services. The mission of the OCCS is to provide assistance for smaller criminal justice agencies that do not have the funds to hire researchers or who do not employ designated grant writers. The researcher is a criminal justice researcher (Ph.D.), attorney, and published scholar (e.g., Miner-Romanoff, 2014). She is a member of the Franklin County Municipal Court Specialized Docket advisory board and member of the OCCS Specialty Court Commission and was requested by the Franklin Court Municipal Court as the CATCH evaluator. The OCCS Advisory Board then invited the researcher to collaborate on conducting an evaluation of CATCH (Appendix B).
	In August 2014, the researcher met with the Specialized Docket Manager to discuss the goals of the Court and a possible evaluation. In September 2014, the researcher submitted to the OCCS administrator a project outline, timeline, and budget. In October 2014, the project was approved (Appendix C). The project began in October 2014 and will take place through September 2015, with a possible second phase for comparison control analysis of similar programs. 
[bookmark: GoalsofCATCHCourtProgramnEvaluatnObjectv]Goals of CATCH Court Program and Evaluation Objectives
	In its successful certification application to the Ohio Supreme Court (Appendix A), the CATCH Court delineated the following goals. These goals will serve as a baseline for the evaluation outcome measures:
	CATCH Court Goal 1: Reduce participants’ time in jail.
	Evaluation Objective 1: Participants’ jail time should be reduced by 75% after acceptance
into the CATCH Court program.
	CATCH Court Goal 2: Reduce participants’ annual arrests.	
	Evaluation Objective 2: Participants will decrease the number of arrests annually by 50% 
after acceptance into the CATCH Court program.
	CATCH Court Goal 3: Maximize the number of participants who successfully complete the CATCH Court program.
	Evaluation Objective 3: 30% of participants will successfully complete the CATCH 
Court program within 2 years from the date of admission.
	CATCH Court Goal 4: Reduce recidivism among those charged with prostitution in the Franklin County Municipal Court.
	Evaluation Objective 4a: Recidivism among current participants in the CATCH Court program will be no higher than 50% each year. 
	Evaluation Objective 4b: Recidivism among participants who have successfully completed the CATCH Court program will be no higher than 25% each year. 
	CATCH Court Goal 5: Improve living circumstances of participants who successfully complete the CATCH Court program.
	Evaluation Objective 5a: 80% of participants will be employed, volunteering, or enrolled in education or vocational training within 1 year after successful termination.
	Evaluation Objective 5b: 100% of participants will have a stable living situation within 1 year of successful completion of the CATCH Court Program (Franklin County Municipal Court, 2013b). 
	This evaluation will provide a synopsis of the CATCH Court, its history, development, current data, and descriptive analysis based upon goals as stated in the CATCH Court Program Report (2013b). The evaluation will, in addition, address the court’s processes as compared to other similar programs or dockets and include quantitative data from referrers and participants and qualitative analyses from the defendants, as recommended by the Bureau of Justice Assistance (Goldkamp, Weiland, & Irons-Guynn, 2001). Finally, recommendations will be made for additional data collection to provide elevated statistical comparative analysis, as recommended by the Bureau of Justice Assistance (Goldkamp et al., 2001). The choice of a comparative framework will be made in consultation with the Franklin County Municipal Court. It is Judge Herbert’s hope that CATCH can serve as a model for other similar courts across the nation. 
	In summary, the goals of this evaluation project are the following:
a. provide a summary of current prostitution/human trafficking courts and highlight best practices in processes and treatment, 
b. analyze the CATCH Court data for participants’ reduction in jail time, reduction in annual arrests; reduction in recidivism; improvement of living circumstances, including employment or training; and increase in stable living conditions 1 year after termination, 
c. compile participants’ social demographic descriptive statistics (26 variables), 
d. determine any statistically relevant relationships between social demographics and program success or failure, jail time, decrease in recidivism, or increase in stable living conditions, 
e. report and assess participants’ narrative experiential contributions, 
f. identify a comparative control group of similarly situated offenders who did not voluntarily choose to participate in CATCH court, 
g. identify any new measures of success or outcomes, 
h. develop recommended actions and implications for future research. 
	This report will not address prostitution laws or the clinical components of the court. Moreover, the parameters of the evaluation do not include educational outreach to address the risks of trafficking among youth, law enforcement’s efforts to identify and properly treat trafficking victims, or community views regarding CATCH, as recommended by Goldkamp et al. (2001). Nonetheless, ancillary notes and recommendations may be made because evaluation of CATCH is not possible without an understanding of the true breadth of the problem and the depth of solutions necessary to decrease human trafficking. 
[bookmark: ResearchDesignofEvaluation]Research Design of Evaluation
	This evaluation will be conducted in a mixed-methods design. In the quantitative component, retrospective data analysis will be conducted of the CATCH program participants during its 6 years of services. Data will be collected from the Franklin County Municipal Court records and analyzed with regard to participants’ time spent in jail, number of annual arrests, recidivism rates, and living conditions. Quantitative surveys will be administered to program participants to determine their current assessment of their CATCH experience (Appendix D). Quantitative surveys will additionally be administered to criminal justice professionals who refer defendant participants to the CATCH Court program (Appendix E).
	In the qualitative component, program participants will be interviewed in a roundtable on a voluntary basis by the researcher. The roundtable interviews (Creswell, 2013) will be conducted in small groups of approximately 10 participants, with the purposes of gaining insight into the experiences and perceptions of the CATCH Court program from the perspectives of participants. 
[bookmark: QuantitativeCompResearchQsandHypotheses]Quantitative Component: Research Questions and Hypotheses
	Two research questions will guide the quantitative component of the final evaluation:
1. What is the impact of the CATCH program on participants with regard to the amount of time spent in jail, number of annual arrests, recidivism rates, and living conditions? 
2. Is there a statistically significant difference between participants who successfully complete the CATCH program and those who are rejected or unsuccessfully discharged from the program with regard to the amount of time spent in jail, number of annual arrests, recidivism rates, and living conditions?  
Following from the research questions, the following hypotheses will be tested:
	H10: The CATCH program had no impact on participants with regard to the amount of time spent in jail, number of annual arrests, recidivism rates, and living conditions after successful completion of the program. 
	H1A: The CATCH program had significant impact on participants with regard the amount of time spent in jail, number of annual arrests, recidivism rates, and living conditions after successful completion of the program.
	H20: There is no statistically significant difference between participants who successfully complete the CATCH program and those who are rejected or unsuccessfully discharged from the program with regard to the amount of time spent in jail, number of annual arrests, recidivism rates, and living conditions.  
	H2A: There is a statistically significant difference between participants who successfully complete the CATCH program and those who are rejected or unsuccessfully discharged from the program with regard to the amount of time spent in jail, number of annual arrests, recidivism rates, and living conditions.
[bookmark: QuantCompReliabilityandValidity]Quantitative Component: Reliability and Validity
[bookmark: QuantReliabilityorConstructValidity]Quantitative Component: Reliability or Construct Validity
[bookmark: _Toc163632179][bookmark: _Toc186528033]	In quantitative research, the reliability of a survey or questionnaire refers to the extent to which the items measure the construct or variables of interest (Babbie, 2012). Constructs that are valid generally demonstrate relatively high correlations between measures of the same construct. For this evaluation, reliability or construct validity or reliability will be assessed with Cronbach’s alpha. Cronbach’s alpha measures how well a set of items or variables measures a single construct (Christmann & Van Aelst, 2006). According to Santos (1999), a measure for reliability should be higher than 0.5 and ideally higher than 0.70. Moreover, Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) recommended a Cronbach’s alpha of more than 0.70 for items to be considered reliable and to be used together as a construct; this value has become widely accepted (Creswell, 2013).  
[bookmark: QuantValidityandContentValidity]Quantitative Component: Validity and Content Validity	
	Validity in research indicates how well a measure (survey, instrument) assesses what is being measured. The concept describes the soundness and appropriateness of a measure for a specific purpose (Creswell, 2013). However, measures are not universally valid. Light, Singer, and Willet (1990) suggested that each time a measure is used for a different purpose, in a different context, at different time, and with different people, validity should be reassessed. 
[bookmark: _Toc163632180][bookmark: _Toc186528034]	Content validity explains the degree of representativeness and comprehensiveness of the items in a given instrument. A measure is content valid if its respective items together include the different domains of interest (Babbie, 2012). Content validity is generally assessed by examination of the process by which the items were generated (Creswell, 2013; Straub, 1989). 
[bookmark: _Toc163632181][bookmark: _Toc186528035]	According to Cronbach (1971) and Kerlinger (1964), a construct valid in content is one that has drawn representative questions or items from a universal pool. In this evaluation, items measuring constructs of interest are derived from existing literature and existing instruments which have been shown to display both face validity and sampling-content validity. In addition, the researcher will consult experts in the field to reassess the content validity of the items used in the instruments. 
[bookmark: QualitativeComponentResearchQuestions]Qualitative Component: Research Questions
	Two research questions will guide the qualitative component of this evaluation, a roundtable discussion with voluntary participants. 
1. What are the insights and observations of participants in CATCH during their attendance in the program? 
2. What are the insights and observations of participants in CATCH after graduation and/or discharge?
These questions will be explored by the researcher through participants’ qualitative responses on the survey and their responses to the qualitative roundtable (Appendix F).
[bookmark: QualReliabilityandValidity]Qualitative Component: Reliability and Validity 
	In qualitative research, the concepts of reliability and validity are equally necessary but defined differently from those in quantitative research. In qualitative studies, researchers do not seek statistical relationships or generalizations but “illumination, understanding, and extrapolation to similar situations” (Golafshani, 2003, p. 600). Several concepts that indicate reliability and validity are applicable: trustworthiness, credibility, dependability, confirmability, and transferability. 
	Trustworthiness. Trustworthiness addresses the research focus, conscientiousness of the research, and how well the data and processes of analysis address the intended focus (Maxwell, 2012). Thus, the same protocol will be followed for each participant. Trustworthiness also overlaps with the other concepts, credibility, dependability, confirmability, and transferability. 
Credibility. Credibility, the quality of the work being plausible and accurately reflecting the participants’ contributions, will be established by three means. These are saturation, the repetition of themes and patterns discovered by the researcher during data analysis (Guest, Bunce, & Johnson, 2006; Trochim & Donnolly, 2007) and member checking. Saturation indicates that the subjects of concern to participants have been adequately covered and accurately represent the total population, an aspect of reliability (Golafshani, 2003). Member checking ensures that the individual contributions have been recorded accurately and takes place after the interviews are transcribed by the researcher. Participants are then asked to review their contributions for any inaccuracies or omissions (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). In the present case, participants will be asked to review their contributions to the qualitative roundtable.
Dependability. Dependability refers to the demonstration of a consistent and appropriate research process. The procedures described above will contribute to the study dependability, as well as the confidentiality of the data collected. The researcher only will review and analyze the roundtable interview material and keep notes on the audit trail of data collection and analysis (Creswell, 2013). In the audit trail, the researcher keeps a detailed account of all activities employed in data collection and analysis to “track the procedures and processes” (Lodico, Spaulding, & Voegtle, 2010, p. 275).
Confirmability. Confirmability, parallel to quantitative objectivity (Golafshani, 2003), refers to the accuracy of data interpretation and reporting and minimizing of researcher bias (Trochim & Donnolly, 2007). In qualitative interviewing, the researcher inevitably responds silently with personal views, responses, associations, and interpretations. The objective is to minimize these in data analysis. To that end, the researcher will note all such responses in self-reflexive notes during the roundtable interviews and an ongoing process journal (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; Moustakas, 1994). Confirmability will be further enhanced by triangulation of roundtable interview material with quantitative data collected from official records (Creswell, 2013). 
Transferability, This concept refers to the extent to which the results and conclusions of data analysis may be transferable to similar populations, programs, and settings. Transferability overlaps with confirmability in the extent to which the findings can be confirmed by others outside the research setting or corroborated without bias. Transferability also overlaps with credibility as readers recognize the verisimilitude of participants’ experiences and the themes that emerge (Trochim & Donnolly, 2007).  
[bookmark: ProjectedEvaluationProjectofCATCH][bookmark: ResearchDesign][bookmark: ParticipantsandObservations]Participants and Observations
	Two categories of individuals involved in the CATCH Court program will participate. These are referrers and program participants.  Data will be collected from these groups for evaluative purposes. 
[bookmark: ParticipantsReferrers]Referrers
	The referrers are criminal justice professionals, such as any judge of Franklin County Municipal Court, prosecutors, or defense attorneys. In certain situations, case managers or probation and parole officers may make referrals if defendants have new pending cases. Referrers will be contacted through their court emails by the researcher. Referrers will be provided an introduction and informed consent (Appendix G). For those agreeing to participate, the referrer survey will be administered (Appendix E). 
[bookmark: ParticipantsProgramParticipants]Program Participants
	The program participants for the evaluation study will be defendants who have been charged with misdemeanor prostitution, soliciting, loitering to solicit, and/or other offenses with a history of human trafficking, including most nonviolent offenses. CATCH defines human trafficking in the same manner as R.C. 2953.38(A)(4): “a person who is or was a victim of a violation of section 2905.32 [Trafficking in Persons] of the Revised Code, regardless of whether anyone has been convicted of a violation of that section or of any other section for victimizing the person” (State of Ohio, 2012).
	According to the CATCH Program Description, participants will be diagnosed with posttraumatic stress disorder, major depression, other mental illnesses, drug or alcohol dependency, and/or co-occurring disorders (Franklin County Municipal Court, 2014c). At referral to the program by one of several court professionals, the request for entry is explained by the defense counsel and must be signed by the referring judge and/or administrative judge. Entry into the program is voluntary, based upon specified diagnoses relating to human trafficking and trauma, and subject to initial screening and assessment (Franklin County Municipal Court, 2014c). 
	All CATCH Court defendants will be eligible for the project evaluation. The Franklin County Municipal Court maintains contact information as current as possible in a secure and confidential file to which the evaluator will not have access. To date, the CATCH Court participants have been female and transgender individuals between the ages of approximately 21 and 55. The majority of the women appearing in the court were abused at some point in their lives, and many have mental and physical health issues. They all have criminal records and have been in court on prior counts. In the 5 years of the program to the present, approximately 130 women have participated in CATCH.  
	 Potential participants will be contacted through the CATCH Coordinator, who will distribute the Invitation to Participate and Explanation of Study (Appendix H) through postal mail to the last known address. When an individual responds affirmatively, the Experience Survey (Appendix D) will be sent. For current participants and others who may attend the CATCH Court sessions for support, data will be collected in person at the municipal court. All who volunteer may participate. 
[bookmark: Observations]Observations
	Observations by this researcher of the court proceedings and the activities of Judge Herbert and the courtroom officials will be described from several observational visits. These observations will include the professionals’ sharing lunch with the women, conversations and interactions with them, and support of them. Observations will include interactions among the participants and graduates about the program and their current lives.
[bookmark: ProtectionofParticipants]Protection of Participants
[bookmark: ProtectionBenefits]	The proposed study was approved by the OCCS and the Franklin University Institutional Review Board (IRB). Rigorous criteria for all participant protection were met. In the data collection phase, these protection criteria will be upheld.
Benefits
	No direct benefit will accrue to participants. However, by participating referrers may reflect on the criteria they use and recommendations for defendants to the CATCH Court program. Program participants may reflect on and gain insight into their experiences in the program, possible positive lifestyle changes, and renewed motivation to continue healthy lifestyles. The study results should inform the Franklin County Municipal Court of the program’s successes and failures toward program improvement and wider availability for other victims of human trafficking.
[bookmark: ProtectionRisks]Risks
	The risks of participation are minimal for both referrers and program participants. No names will be used in reporting of results in both short-answer and open-ended questions.
Quantitative retrospective data, all of which is anonymous and in group form only, will be collected by the Franklin County Municipal Court and provided to the researcher. All data collected will be anonymous, private, and voluntary. No identifying information will appear on any document or dataset. 
	Reporting of sample verbatim qualitative findings will not include any participants’ names and will be referred to by number on. Further, all quantitative and qualitative data and results will be kept in a password-protected secured file accessible only to the researcher. The material in hard copy, disks, and flashdrives will be kept for 5 years and then destroyed.  
[bookmark: Instruments]Instruments
[bookmark: InstrumentsRetrospectiveData][bookmark: InstrumentsRetrospectiveQuantitativeData]Retrospective Quantitative Data	
	In this study, the retrospective statistical data on the records of the 5 years of the CATCH court will be provided by the Franklin County Municipal Court. These data will be accessed to test the study hypotheses in terms of the amount of time spent in jail, number of annual arrests, recidivism rates, and living conditions. For this component, informed consent will be waived to maintain anonymity, according to the Franklin University IRB guidelines. 
[bookmark: InstrumentsSurveys]Surveys
	In the quantitative component, surveys will be administered to both referrers and participants of the CATCH Court program (Appendices E, D). The referrer survey will have 6 items, and the participant survey will have 20 items. Social research surveys are among the most important tools in social research studies for systemic measurement of knowledge, attitudes, and beliefs (De Vaus, 2006). Trochim and Donnelly (2007) suggested that survey research is best utilized with populations that can be enumerated, accessible, and cooperative.
	 In the evaluation study, all three characteristics are applicable for the criminal justice practitioners who refer defendants; practitioners are enumerated, accessible, and cooperative, it is anticipated, given their professional status. The CATCH Court participants are clearly enumerated, accessible, and hopefully cooperative, although their participation will be voluntary. Survey items will be created based on the study hypotheses, the literature, and preliminary input from the CATCH Court staff (Appendices E, D).
[bookmark: InstrumentsQualitativePortionofSurveys]Qualitative Portion of Surveys  
[bookmark: InstrumentsInterviewProtocols]	Qualitative roundtable discussions with participants are planned for the future. However, the current participant survey will have 5 items in which they are asked for qualitative responses (items 8, 9, 10, 19, 20). Their responses will be analyzed according to the tenets of qualitative research, with the goal of in-depth responses with “richly detailed description” (Lodico et al., 2010, p. 268). The goal is to encourage participants’ responses that capture their thoughts and feelings in relation to the qualitative component (Berg & Lune, 2011). 
[bookmark: QualitativeInterviewProtocols]Interview Protocols 
	In the qualitative component, roundtable interviews will be conducted by the researcher with the CATCH Court participants. In-depth responses will be sought with “richly detailed description” (Lodico et al., 2010, p. 268). The goal is to encourage participants’ responses that capture their thoughts and feelings in relation to the interview questions (Berg & Lune, 2011; Miller & Glassner, 2004). Interview questions will be created based on the literature and anecdotal evidence from the CATCH Court staff (Appendix F).
[bookmark: DataCollection]Data Collection
	The setting for this evaluation study will be Franklin County, Ohio. The quantitative retrospective CATCH Court data will be obtained by the researcher from the Franklin County Municipal Court records. Quantitative surveys will be administered in person by the researcher to referrers and participants, and qualitative interviews will be administered by the researcher in person to participants. Data collection will take place for current participants and others who attend the CATCH Court sessions for support on the premises of the Franklin County Municipal Court in private rooms. Data collection for graduates and former participants who may not have graduated will take place by postal mail. 
[bookmark: DataAnalysis]Data Analysis
[bookmark: DataAnalysisQuantitativeComponent]Quantitative Component
	Descriptive statistics will be used to determine the following nine participant variables: (a) total referrals to the CATCH Court program, (b) acceptance to CATCH Court program, (c) rejection from the CATCH Court program, (d) unsuccessful discharge from the CATCH Court program, (e) jail time, (f) annual number of arrests, (g) recidivism rates, and (h) living conditions. 
	To test the hypotheses, correlation analysis, chi-square tests, independent t tests, analysis of variance, and regression analysis will be used. Correlation analysis will be conducted between different variables. Before analysis, data cleaning will be performed to eliminate errors and check for missing values (Creswell, 2013). Cases missing some items will not be used in the analysis. However, analysis will also be carried out with cases with missing data and cases without missing data to determine whether different findings will result. Tests will also be performed to check data for extreme values.
[bookmark: DataAnalysisQualitativeComponent]Qualitative Component 
	Data analysis will be conducted by the researcher from the qualitative elements of participants’ survey items and the roundtable interviews in accordance with qualitative analysis principles.  In iterative procedures to extract major and minor themes, she will study and review each entry and note repeating words and phrases into units of meaning (Patton, 2014). The primary method will be open coding, in which the qualitative elements are read and noted line by line, with researcher’s marginal notes, associations, and analyses (Corbin & Strauss, 2014). This process will also yield relationships between major themes and subthemes, in axial coding (Miles, Huberman, & Saldana, 2013). 
	These processes will expose “thematic patterns” (Groenewald, 2004, p. 21) that become the most commonly repeated subjects. At this point, with repetition of categories and themes, the data have reached saturation, that is, no new themes are revealed (Corbin & Strauss, 2014). These procedures will lead to identification of the primary categories and subcategories and recurring themes.  These methods will also be used in the future roundtable discussion with participants for additional insights and elucidation of further themes. 
[bookmark: Limitations]Limitations 
[bookmark: LimsPopulationBias]	A number of limitations are acknowledged for this study. These are discussed below with reference to program participants and the mixed method research design. The methodological limitations pertain to both the quantitative and qualitative components.
Quantitative: Program Population Size 
	Recruitment of participants who have graduated or opted out of CATCH may be a problem. Addresses may not be current, and participants may not trust the judicial system or any projects connected to it (Jacobson, 2014). The decision to survey and interview participants in person individually and with pen-and-paper methods rather than email may increase recruitment and participation. 	
	Because the CATCH program is small and still in its formative stage, the entire population of defendants referred to the program in its 6 years will be used for data analysis. The total population is approximately 130 women and transgender individuals between the ages of 21 and 55 who have participated in the program. This small population size for the quantitative component raises issues of power or the probability of rejecting a false null hypothesis (Type I errors). Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs (2003) and Tabachnick and Fidell (2012) suggested that for most behavioral science studies, Type I errors are generally more serious than Type II. 
	However, reaching the total population is the goal. Although referrers will not be involved in the hypotheses, only a small sample is authorized to refer defendants to the program. With these individual as well, every effort will be made to reach the total population for descriptive analysis.
[bookmark: LimsInterviews]Qualitative: Defendant Participation
	All defendants in the 6 years of the program will be sought for possible participation. However, their current locations may not be known; if they are located, they may not be willing to participate.  However, defendants may not participate because of shame at their behavior or extreme lack of trust in the judicial system (Jacobson, 2014). Alternatively, some may not see themselves as victims; even after completion of the program, they may prefer to continue in the life and settings they are familiar with. As a law enforcement officer commented of victims of domestic abuse, a comment that applies also to prostitutes and their handlers, “They would rather be with the monster they know than the monster they do not” (VERA roundtable, personal communication, November 20, 2014). 
	

	As the senior researcher of the VERA Institute of Justice noted,  
Even when trafficking victims come into contact with law enforcement, they may be re-victimized by being treated like criminals instead of victims and denied much-needed support and services. This inability to properly identify victims does law enforcement a disservice as well, as the victims of trafficking can serve as valuable resources in police investigations and as witnesses against their traffickers. (Simich, 2014, p. 2) 
Further Limitations
	This evaluation will be conducted of a single specialty court program, admittedly new, and in a single geographical location. The results will be generalizable but with caution to other similar or parallel programs or locations. 
[bookmark: FutureResearch]Future Research
	Although the proposed evaluation will be comprehensive, much further study is warranted. Additional evaluation studies should be conducted annually, in both quantitative and qualitative designs. Studies could be conducted on participant accountability, that is, the degree to which participants in CATCH are held accountable with punitive means for violation of probation and recommit crimes. Issues to be explored would be testimony in support of any adversarial process and possible penalties that could become more severe than if no new charges had been filed. 
	Based on initial input from CATCH staff members, some participants who appear in the court have not been victims of human trafficking in the court and do not want to be labeled as victims. A study of these individuals would be enlightening in terms of understanding their mindsets and developing programs to serve them with an emphasis on addiction treatment.  Surveys and interviews could be conducted with those who did not graduate from CATCH or who opted out before completion and exploration of the reasons why. Findings could help refine the program to meet more needs and increase the graduation rate.
	With criminal justice professional referrers to CATCH, evaluations could be conducted after additional or different training. Topics to be explored could include more informed referrals, increase of knowledge, and positive changes of attitudes toward specialty courts and defendants. With social service providers and staff members of CATCH, studies could be conducted on their perceived benefits and drawbacks of the program and their recommendations for improvement.
[bookmark: ImplicationsandApplications]Implications and Applications 
	Judge Herbert has not stopped with the CATCH court. He continues to press for comprehensive programming for victims of human trafficking, educational outreach, and holistic criminal justice responses from law enforcement, to medical teams, and to courts and corrections facilities and professionals (P. M. Herbert, personal communication, November 6, 2014). 
	As the Franklin County Municipal Court (2014d) stated in requesting assistance for evaluation of CATCH, the CATCH Court “has no national model or best practices upon which it was developed” (p. 1). Judge Herbert voiced the hope that this evaluation could make a significant contribution in elevating the CATCH Court to the national model, based on good theory and best practices. The CATCH Court, like other problem-solving courts, has the potential not only to change clients’ lives but also the social perspectives on offenders and hence the entire social fabric (Farole, Puffett, Rempel, & Bryne, 2005; Mirchandani, 2008). 
	As this researcher continues data collection and analysis, the findings presented should fulfill Judge Herbert’s hope. For defendants who have made damaging choices and have been victims of human trafficking, the CATCH Court program will be demonstrated as beneficial and even life-saving and serve as a nonpunitive, nonadversarial, rehabilitative model for similar victim-defendants.  With the evaluation results, it is hoped that the program can be a model for similar courts in other states as well as the basis of a national initiative for programs based on the CATCH Court. 
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Invitation to Researcher

September 19, 2014 
Dear Dr. Miner-Romanoff,
	Franklin County Municipal Court has reached out to the Ohio Consortium of Crime Sciences to request local research assistance in evaluating the effectiveness of their CATCH docket (please see their attached request, data availability, and desired outcomes).
	The OCCS Advisory Board has determined you to be the best-fitting local researcher who could potentially assist with this request.  We are very appreciative of your membership in OCCS, which makes it possible to link you with this local, requesting CJ agency.
	Of most importance, are you interested and willing to work with this agency to address this request?  If so, could you please develop a list of deliverables (i.e., timeline, including updates that will be provided to OCCS, and what will be included in a brief final report that will be shared with Franklin County Municipal Court and OCCS) that would address their needs. The specifics of their needs and the services you can provide will be worked out between yourself and the agency in your forthcoming correspondence.
	At that point we can submit the information to the funding oversight part of the Board and come up with an appropriate budget, before OCJS reviews the final proposal.
	If we can provide any further assistance, please let us know.  And, thanks again for being a member of OCCS.
Sincerely,
Annelise
​
Annelise M. Pietenpol, M.P.A.
Research Associate
University of Cincinnati Institute of Crime Science
2840 Bearcat Way, C.R.C. 5352-B
Cincinnati, OH 45221-0389
pietenam@mail.uc.edu
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Approval of Researcher for Evaluation



October 2014 

Dear Special Docket Coordinator Gleason​ and Dr. Miner-Romanoff,
 
	After carefully considering the need for research support, reviewing the experience of available local researcher partners, and working with the Advisory Board and Ohio Criminal Justice Services, the Ohio Consortium of Crime Sciences (OCCS) has decided to fund the Franklin County Municipal Court's request for research assistance. 
	Attached is a scope of services that Dr. Miner-Romanoff has outlined to provide Franklin County.  At your convenience, please set up a time to meet and lay out the services that are needed and data availability.  Within a week, our research team will be in touch to ask everyone to submit answers to online survey questions so that we can see track the progress of this request and funding support through its various stages.
	OCCS would like to congratulate you all on your newly formed partnership, and thank you for submitting your request to OCCS.   
Sincerely,
Annelise Pietenpol
University of Cincinnati 
CC: Edward Latessa, Robin Engel, and Nicholas Corsaro​ 



Annelise M. Pietenpol, M.P.A. Research Associate
University of Cincinnati Institute of Crime Science
2840 Bearcat Way, C.R.C. 5352-B
Cincinnati, OH 45221-0389
pietenam@mail.uc.edu



[bookmark: AppDParticipantsExperienceSurvey]Appendix D
CATCH Court Program Participants:
Experience Survey 

There are no right or wrong answers. Please remember that this survey is voluntary, anonymous, and confidential.  If you would like to skip any questions or stop at any time, you are free to do so. Please read each question carefully. 

1. Please state how long you were in the CATCH Court program.
a. I graduated from the program.
b. About two months.
c. About six months
d. About a year
e. About 18 months

2. Do you think that the threat of punishment kept you from reoffending?
a. Yes
b. No, I never thought about the punishment
c. No, I thought about it but reoffended anyway

3. Do you think that the Catch Court program helped you increase your mental health?
a. Yes, a great deal
b. Yes, somewhat
c. Yes, a little bit
d. I am not sure
e. No

4. Do you think that the CATCH Court program helped you increase your physical health?
a. Yes, a great deal
b. Yes, somewhat
c. Yes, a little bit
d. I am not sure
e. No

5. Do you think the CATCH Court program helped you feel safer? 
a. Yes, a great deal
b. Yes, somewhat
c. Yes, a little bit
d. I am not sure
e. No

6. Do you think the CATCH court program helped you with your family?
a. Yes, a great deal
b. Yes, somewhat
c. Yes, a little bit
d. I am not sure
e. No

7. Do you think that the CATCH Court program helped you find stable housing?
a. Yes
b. I am not sure
c. No

8. Overall, do you feel that the CATCH court helped you develop healthier life skills?
a. Yes, a great deal
b. Yes, somewhat
c. Yes, a little bit
d. I am not sure
e. No
 If Yes, please give examples: __________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

9. Overall, do you feel that the CATCH Court program helped you increase healthy behaviors?
a. Yes, to a great extent
b. Yes, somewhat
c. I am not sure
d. No

If Yes, please give examples: __________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________

10. If you answered Yes to number 9, which components of the CATCH Court program did you find helpful in maintaining your conditions of probation or healthy behaviors?  You may choose all that apply. 
a. My mentor
b. The judge
c. The CATCH staff
d. Therapy
e. The other CATCH participants 
f. Other (please specify) _____________________________________________

11. If you attended group therapy, do you think the therapy helped you maintain the conditions of probation?
a. Yes, to a great extent
b. Yes, somewhat
c. I am not sure
d. No

12. Did you feel that the Judge held you accountable for your conditions of probation? 
a. Yes, to a great extent
b. Yes, to some extent
c. I am not sure
d. No

13. The next four questions address your experiences inside of the CATCH Court, during a CATCH session. Overall, do you feel that the judge positively impacted you?
a. Yes, to a great extent
b. Yes, somewhat
c. I am not sure
d. No

14. Did you feel that the judge treated you with more compassion than in other courtrooms?
a. Yes, to a great extent
b. Yes, somewhat
c. I am not sure
d. No

15. Do you feel you were treated more fairly in CATCH Court than in other courtrooms?
a. Yes, to a great extent
b. Yes, somewhat
c. I am not sure
d. No

16. Did the environment inside CATCH Court have a positive effect on you?
a. Yes, to a great extent
b. Yes, somewhat
c. I am not sure
d. No

17. Do you feel that your individual needs were addressed by the CATCH Court program?
a. Yes, to a great extent
b. Yes, somewhat
c. I am not sure
d. No

18. Which of the following parts of CATCH Court do you think impacted you positively? You may choose all that you think had a positive impact. 
a. The staff of CATCH Court
b. The CATCH Court judge
c. The other participants inside of the CATCH Court
d. My CATCH Court mentor
e. Therapy sessions outside of CATCH Court

19. If you did not graduate from CATCH Court, can you explain why?
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

20. Is there anything else you would like to add about the CATCH Court? Please feel free to share any additional thoughts.
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Thank you for your participation.
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CATCH Court Referral Criminal Justice Professionals:
Criteria and Experience Survey 

Several categories of criminal justice professionals may make a referral of a defendant to the CATCH Court. These include referrers include judges, prosecutors, defense counsels, case managers, and probation and parole officers if the defendant has a new, pending case. You have been identified as a professional who may refer a defendant to CATCH Court. 
Thank you for completing this survey.	 
1. Training
Have you received training on how to identify victims of human trafficking or training on how to identify defendants for referral to the Franklin County CATCH court?
a. Yes
b. No
2. If you responded Yes to question 1, how long was your training?
a. 1-2 hours
b. 3-4 hours
c. Less than 1 hour
d. More than 4 hours
3. Who conducted your training? 
_______________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________

4.   Referral		
Have you referred defendants?
a. Yes
b. No
5. If you answered Yes to question 4, do you base your decision upon specific criteria or an assessment tool?
a. Yes, an assessment tool
b. Yes, criteria given to me
c. Yes, criteria I have developed
d. No
6. If you answered No to question 4, which of the following may be reasons that you do not refer defendants to the CATCH court?
a. Too expensive 
b. Do not believe in its efficacy
c. Too cumbersome
d. Do not agree that the offenders are also victims who are in need of services
e. I am not sure how to identify human trafficking victims
f. Other: __________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________ 
Thank you for your participation.
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Appendix F 
CATCH Court Program Participants:
Roundtable Interview Protocol

1. What did you find most helpful and valuable about the program?
2. What did you find least helpful and valuable about the program?
3. What would you improve about the program?
4. What agency or representative of an agency or resource was most supportive and helpful to you?
5. What agency or representative of an agency or resource was least supportive and helpful to you?
6. What was your experience with other participants?
7. What positive changes have you made in your life as a result of your participation in the program?
8. What insights about yourself and your life have you gained from the program?
9. Would you recommend the program to other defendants? Why or why not?
10. What are your plans now?
[bookmark: AppGRefInvitationandExplanation]
Appendix G
CATCH Court Referral Criminal Justice Professionals:
Invitation to Participate and Explanation of Study

To Criminal Justice Professionals who may refer CATCH Court defendants:
	You are invited to participate in a study to evaluate the outcomes of Franklin County’s Changing Action to Change Habits (CATCH) court. Because you are or have been a referrer of defendants to the CATCH Court program, we would like to understand your experiences as a judge, prosecutor, defense counsel, case manager, or probation or parole agent who may refer defendants to the CATCH court. 
	The Ohio Consortium of Crime Science and the Franklin County Municipal Court are working together to evaluate the impact of the court on defendants who are referred so that we may understand and improve the outcomes, including lower reoffending rates, lower drug us, increased mental and physical health, increased and stable housing, and educational, vocational or employment opportunities. 
	You will be asked to complete a short 6-item survey on the training you received and criteria you use for referral.
	Participation in this study is voluntary, anonymous, and confidential.  That means you do not have to participate, and there is no incentive to participate and no punishment or negative consequence if you choose not to participate. Also, you may stop your participation at any time during the study. 

	You will not be identified in any manner during or after the study. Your name will be coded with a number and no names will be used. Only the researcher, Dr. K. Miner-Romanoff of Franklin University, will have access to the codes, and study results will be kept in a secured file for 5 years and then destroyed. 
 	Your input is very valuable for this evaluation. If you have any questions, please contact Dr. Miner-Romanoff at 614 947-6241. 
	Thank you. 

According to the Franklin County Municipal Court’s and Franklin University’s IRB requirements, this portion of the written consent may be waived to maintain participant anonymity.

Name:
I have read the purposes of this study and my participation, and I understand them. I voluntarily agree to participate. 
_________________________________________________________________________
Witness										   Date
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CATCH Court Program Participants:
Invitation to Participate and Explanation of Study

To Past and Present CATCH Court Defendants:
	You are invited to participate in a study to evaluate the outcomes of Franklin County’s Changing Action to Change Habits (CATCH) court. Because you are or have been a participant in the CATCH Court program, we would like to understand your experiences. 
	The Ohio Consortium of Crime Science (OCCS) and the Franklin County Municipal Court are working together to evaluate the impact of the Court so that we can understand and improve the outcomes for participants like yourself, including lower reoffending rates, lower drug use, increased mental and physical health, increased safety and stable housing, and educational, vocational, and employment opportunities. 
	You will be asked to complete a short 20-question survey which also has several spaces for your longer responses and take part in a roundtable discussion. 
	Your participation in this study is voluntary, anonymous, and confidential.  That means you do not have to participate, and there is no incentive to participate and no punishment or negative consequence if you choose not to participate. Also, you may stop your participation at any time during the study or you may participate in one portion and not the other.  
	You will not be identified in any manner during or after the study. Your name will be coded, and no names will be used. Only the researcher, Dr. K. Miner-Romanoff of Franklin University, will have access to the codes, and study results will be kept in a secured file for 5 years and then destroyed. 
	Your input is very valuable for this evaluation and for improvement of the CATCH Court program.
	If you have any questions, please contact Dr. Miner-Romanoff at 614 947-6241. 
	Thank you. 

According to the Franklin County Municipal Court’s and Franklin University’s IRB requirements, this portion of the written consent may be waived to maintain participant anonymity.
______________________________________________________________________________
Name
I have read or someone has read to me the purposes of this study and my participation, and I understand them. I voluntarily agree to participate. 
_________________________________________________________________________
Witness										   Date
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Karen Miner-Romanoff, Ph.D., J.D.
Dean, College of Health and Public Administration
Program Chair, Criminal Justice Administration
Franklin University
Frasch Hall, Room 109
201 South Grant Avenue
Columbus, OH 43215
Office: 614-947-6241
Fax: 614-947-6166
Email: karen.miner-romanoff@franklin.edu

Biographical sketch: In addition to her duties as Dean and Program Chair, Dr. Miner-Romanoff teaches courses in criminal justice and is cofounder of a new Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences section for education and scholarship. Her predominant research interests are juvenile transfer to adult court, evidence-based policies, deterrence as crime control, and technological applications to teaching. Dr. Miner-Romanoff has presented invited papers at the International Conference of Social Science Research, American Society of Criminology Conference, Midwestern Criminal Justice Association, and Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences annual meeting. Among other scholarly journals, she has published in the American Journal of Criminal Justice, Criminologist, International Journal of Restorative Justice, Journal of Criminal Justice Education, and Justice Policy Journal.
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