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Rachel Lovell, Ph.D.
Case Western Reserve University
• Rachel Lovell, is sociologist and methodologist 

who studies gender-based violence and 
victimization, in particular sexual assault, 
human sex trafficking and sex work, and 
intimate partner violence. 

• Current research involves examining issues 
pertaining to the unsubmitted sexual assault kits 
in Cuyahoga County, Ohio and specialized 
dockets for human trafficking victims.

• Senior Research Associate at the Begun Center 
for Violence Prevention Research and Education 
at the Jack, Joseph and Morton Mandel School 
of Applied Social Sciences at Case Western 
Reserve University in Cleveland, Ohio. 

• Dr. Lovell received her Ph.D. in sociology from 
Ohio State University in 2007. She received her 
bachelor’s and master’s degrees in sociology 
from Baylor University in Waco, Texas.



Brett Kyker
Cuyahoga County Prosecutor’s Office

Since joining the Office in June
2004, Assistant prosecuting attorney Brett
Kyker has worked in several units. In August
2010, he joined the Major Trial Unit, where he
was assigned to the Elder Protection Section
and also worked with the FBI Violent Crimes
Task Force. In December 2014, he took over as
Project Manager of the Cuyahoga County
Sexual Assault Kit Task Force, a team of
investigators, law enforcement officers,
assistant prosecuting attorneys, and victim
advocates assembled to address untested sexual
assault kits and prosecute offenders for sexual
assaults dating back to the early 1990s. He is a
graduate of John Carroll University and the
Cleveland-Marshall College of Law.
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Mid-2010: Cleveland 
Police Dept. (CPD) decides 
to submit all new SAKs for 
DNA testing and to begin 
cataloging older, untested 
SAKs

Mid-2011: CPD begins 
submitting backlog of 
untested SAKs to BCI
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Cleveland Backlog



An excerpt from Ohio Attorney General Mike DeWine’s letter to 
law enforcement:

“In December 2011, I formed the Sexual Assault Kit Commission to 
address the problem of untested sexual assault kits in Ohio.  We 
discovered that there were many old, untested kits in Ohio.  In 
order to stay ahead of the twenty year statute of limitations for 
sexual assaults, I’m asking you to send us any kit from a probable 
sexual assault.  We will prioritize the testing of kits approaching the 
twenty year mark.  But even if those older kits don’t result in leads 
today, they are essential for developing a robust database of sexual 
predators’ DNA profiles.”
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Statewide Initiative



Ohio Senate Bill 316



Fall 2012: CPD and other law enforcement agencies 
begin to get results from BCI.

Early 2013: Attorney General Mike DeWine tells 
Cuyahoga County Prosecutor Timothy J. McGinty to 
expect a large number of leads from BCI testing.

March 2013: Cuyahoga County Sexual Assault Kit Task 
Force is created.  CPD, BCI, Cuyahoga County Sherriff’s 
Office, and Cuyahoga County Prosecutor's Office come 
together to investigate leads from BCI testing.

Cuyahoga County SAK Task Force



Composition of Task Force



March 2013: Task Force only investigating “DNA” cases 
(i.e., those cases involving SAKs w/ DNA sufficient for 
CODIS upload).

October 2014: Task Force begins investigating “no DNA” 
cases (i.e., those cases involving SAKs w/ no DNA or w/ 
partial DNA insufficient for CODIS upload).

March 2016: Task Force begins investigating “Cleveland 
1,867” Cases (i.e., those cases involving SAKs that were 
submitted for some form of testing prior to SAK 
Initiative).

Cases Investigated by Task Force



By the Numbers

Cuyahoga County (1993-2009): 4,971 SAKs
4,392 from Cleveland (1993-2009)

579 from suburbs (1980-2013) 

+ 1,867 had some previous testing

~6,838 SAKs 

Cleveland (pre-1993): > 4,000+



Task Force Successes (as of 11/1/16) 

• About a third of the 
way thru the process

• 2,504 completed 
investigations

• 448 indictments 
leading to 538 unique 
defendants for 590 
victims/SAKs



Need for Data

• Prosecutors thought they knew what they 
were seeing, but it was all anecdotal

• Believed independent researchers should be 
looking at the data with unfettered access –
informing what should be coded

• This “coding” is something best left to them to 
determine after speaking with taskforce 
members in the trenches. 

• So….



Working with 
researchers



Who are we? Why are we here?

• The Begun Center

• Purpose of webinar 

– Overview of research possibilities and how 
informing practice 

– Organized around short term, intermediate, and 
long-term outcomes/indicators 



Research Projects
• Pilot Research Project (3/15-3/16, CCPO funded)

– Coded 243 SAKs with completed investigations that 
resulted in indictment OR closed due to insufficient 
evidence 

– Access thru electronic management system (police and 
investigative reports, criminal histories of victim and 
offender, lab reports)

• BJA SAKI funded research (current)
– Coding more SAKs 
– Process evaluation (understanding the “process”) -

embedded
• Interviews with Task Force members, participatory 

observation
• Victim notification especially related to pre-1993



Action Research 
• AKA Participatory Action 

Research

• “Subjects”/partners 
participate in and have 
input in the research 
process

• Continual feedback loop

• End result: quicker, 
practical applications 

http://www.nij.gov/unsubmitted-
kits/Pages/default.aspx



SAK Research Briefs

http://begun.case.edu/sak/

1. Descripting the Task Force Process

2. Data/Methods

3. Victims

4. Serial vs. One-Time Offenders

5. Patterns of Sexual Offending 

6. Then vs. Now

7. Cost Effectiveness

http://begun.case.edu/sak/


Generalizability of the Findings 

• Only based on SAKs 
prioritized for prosecution

• 75% of sexual assaults 
occurred between 1993 
and 1997

• Criminal histories only for 
known offenders

• Only based on official 
documentation



Short-Term Outcomes/Indicators 
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Testing Measures/Outcomes 

• Unit of Analysis is important and changes thru 
process

• Begins with SAK 

– SAK=1 victim (sometimes 1+ offender)

– SAK ID=lab ID?

– SAKI performance measures require at the SAK 
level 



Describing Testing Outcomes 
(as of Oct 1, 2016)

• # kits submitted to BCI from Cuyahoga County 
SAK TF: 4996

• # kits still in testing process: 25 (4996-25=4971)
• Cases which yielded a profile for CODIS 

upload: 60% (2935/4971) 
• Cases with a CODIS profile which yielded a 

CODIS hit: 65% (1930/2935) 
• # cases worked which yielded a CODIS hit: 39% 

(1930/4971)



Possible Measures (SAK=unit of analysis):

-#/% tested SAKs
-#/% returning hits (to known offender)
-#/% returning matches (to sample)
-# profiles added to CODIS
-#unknown offenders 1005+2036=3041/4971 = 61%
-# of SAKs that proceed (e.g., investigating all SAKs)
-Comparability of “hit rate” compared to other sites

-Amount of time from submission to lab report

2036/4971=41%2935/4971=59%

1005/2935=34%
1005/4971=20%

1930/2935=34%
1930/4971=20%



Possible Measures (what is the unit of analysis?):

2

3

-# investigations closed p/ investigator p/ year and avg amt of 
time to investigate, amt of time for victim advocacy
-# indictments (634/2584=25%)
-# defendants indicted (n=527)
-#/% not able to continue to prosecution (% of SAKs that STOP) 
and why (n=195, 75%)

-previously adjudicated (1026/2584=40%)
-insufficient evidence (555/2584=21%)
-abated by suspect’s death (105/2584=4%)
-consensual partner (126/2584=5%)
-SOL expired prior to CCPO receiving case (139/2584=5%)

2584/6667=39% 4083/6667=61%

634/2584=25% 1930/2584=75%



Possible Measures (what is the unit of analysis?):

-Avg. time to disposition 

-Outcomes of cases (e.g., plea, dismissed, not guilty, etc.)

-# trials (jury, bench, and outcomes of those trials)

-Conviction rate (include or not include dismissed cases?)

-Others?

4

347/634=55%

287/634=45%

53/287=18%

184/287=64%

18/53=34%

50/287=17%

Conviction Rate: 184+53=219/237=92%



Feedback/Questions



Intermediate Outcomes/Indicators: 
Coding Police, Investigative Reports 



Victims 



Demographics of Offenders and 
Victims 



How to Measure Serial Sex Offenders?

• Linked SAKs

– How linked? – via DNA, investigations

– Which linked SAKs? – only in the unsubmitted? 
Current?

• Criminal history 

– Arrest? Conviction? Both? Local or fully criminal 
history?

– Which type of sexually based offenses?



Serial Sex Offenders 

Two or more 
linked SAKs 

OR
SAK and felony 

*arrest* for rape 
in criminal history



Criminal Histories of Serial and Nonserial* 
Sex Offenders

*that we know of



Locations of Attacks



Victim/Offender Relationship 



Type of Control and Force Used



Serials: Relationship Crossover



Serials: Time Between Assaults



Serials vs. Nonserials: 
Informing Practice

• Serial offenders: (scarily) common 
• (Some) differences in criminal histories
• Differences in relationship with victim: 

relationship crossover
• (Some) differences in modus operandi (MO) –

does not always adhere to a MO
• Maybe differences are more about the 

incidences/relationships and less about the 
offenders



Feedback/Questions



Long(er) Term Outcomes: 
Prosecution and Cost Estimates



Victims 

Then…



Now…



Informing Practice: Then vs. Now

• Speaks to past gaps in the system – work 
around with the City Prosecutor; two sets of 
eyes

• Speaks to the need for additional training and 
resources

• Speaks to the need to reinvestigate all cases

• Speaks to need for victim advocates to be part 
of the process 



Now: Victim “Vulnerabilities” and 
Disposition 



Prosecution: Informing Practice 

• Provided greater knowledge about the victims

• Provided independent assessment into the “black 
box” of prosecution 

• Findings: more “vulnerable” victims not less likely 
to get a conviction

– Speaks to usefulness of having a check and balance 
system, two sets eyes

– Says to prosecutors that even with “vulnerabilities,” 
can still get a conviction 

– Shift focus from victim to offender



• $ victims: $885.8 million

• $ testing and investigating: 

$9.6 million

• $ future offenses averted: 

$48.3 million

• Total savings: $38.7 million

• Total savings p/ SAK: $8,893

Cost Savings Analysis



Cost Savings: Informing Practice

• SAK Initiative is the right thing to do….and 
saves community money

• Cost to test AND investigate the cases is 
minuscule compared to the cost to the victims

• Savings comes from the investigation and 
prosuection of offenders 



Feedback/Questions



Rachel Lovell: rachel.lovell@case.edu
Brett Kyker: bkyker@prosecutor.cuyahogacounty.us
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Please take a few moments to complete the 

Survey.

Thank you, your feedback is very important to our 

program.

Research in the SAKI
the Cuyahoga County Experience

Thank you for attending the webinar: 

Helpdesk: sakitta@rti.org
Hotline: 1-800-957-6436
Website: http://sakitta.org

Like our page

Follow the conversation

Watch and subscribe

The SAKI TTA Team 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/HN5R8CS
mailto:sakitta@rti.org
http://sakitta.org/
http://www.facebook.com/sakinitiative
https://twitter.com/SAKInitiative
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCj2Hy-meriUWpFS2K5YVDTw

