
	Doe Network (International Center for Unidentified and Missing Persons)

	Analysis of Time Duration & State Locations Related to Doe Network Solves & Assisted Solves (as of Oct. 6, 2021)

	Jan Suszkiw, Doe Network Researcher (Maryland & Tennessee)


Results & Conclusion (2021 Update)
As noted in the project summary, I wanted to learn whether two specific variables (same- or adjacent-state locations of missing and unidentified persons, and time durations of one year or less) are common features of successful solves and assisted solves (heretofore, “identifications”). And if they are, then perhaps these variables can help guide the initial case research on potential matches of missing persons and unidentified decedents. In short, the data bare these two variables out, but with some exceptions. For this update, I added 9 new cases to the analysis, reflecting 101 total identifications as of October 6, 2021. I also made some minor data corrections and updates. Lastly, using Bing’s “Driving Directions” map and related functions, I determined distances between disappearance and discovery locations, as well as general direction. 
As the pie and bar chart on the previous work tab shows:

• 47 of 101 (47%) Doe Network identifications were of individuals who went missing and who were found (alive or as-yet unnamed decedents) in the same state.  
• 32 (31%) of identifications were of missing people who were found two+ states away. This group includes individuals found alive, like Denise Desruisseaux Bolser. 

• 18 (18%) were of people found in an adjacent state. 

So, nearly half of all101identifications were of people who went missing and were found (alive or as unknown decedents) in the same state. Unexpectedly, however, there were more identifications of people found two or more states away than in states adjacent to the one the person went missing from—contrary to the "violent acts" speculation I noted in the 2020 project summary. Combining adjacent and multiple states accounts for most of the remaining half of identifications (* See, however, histogram results regarding disappearance to discovery distances of 250 miles or less). 
The pie and bar charts show that:

• 66 of 101 (65%) identifications were characterized by time spans of one year or less from a person's disappearance to their discovery (alive or dead but not yet identified). 
- For same-state identifications, an average of 113 days elapsed between disappearance and discovery, representing 33 of 47 (70%) of identifications in this one year or less category. A caveat: I calculated the above average (mean) to gain a sense of the most common time duration in the spread of data for this category, but it shouldn’t be taken as an absolute representation. Consider that the median for this category comes to 63 days in contrast to the average. In fact, keep this in mind for all averages given hereon, especially where there are outliers—for example, extreme time spans or distances.
- For identifications made two or more states away, the average was 114 days and represented 15 of 32 (47%) identifications in this time-span category.  
• 32 (32%) of the total identifications were characterized by time spans of more than one year from a person’s disappearance to their discovery (alive or dead but not yet identified as the decedent). 
- For same-state identifications in this category, an average of 1,344 days elapsed between these two events. In the Excel table, these cases are labelled negative in the “One Year or Less” column and represented 12 of 47 (26%) of identifications.
- For identifications of people found two or more states away, the average was 4,977 days and represented 14 of 32 (44%) of identifications.
• Time spans for 3% of all 101 identifications couldn't be determined for lack of data. 
A word about the histogram …. 

The histogram visually displays ranges of distance between disappearance and discovery locations for all but 3 of the 101 missing persons whose identities were determined by Doe Network members or others using the organization’s case information and other resources. The ranges used are based on those in the drop-down menu of the Doe Network’s Potential Match form at http://www.doenetwork.org/forms/index.php/945274?lang=en . 

Also see the comments box on Cell K1 in the “Table” worksheet for an explanation on how I actually determined the distances, including why “0” is used in some instances (typically, because of a lack of address information for same-city disappearances). 
On the histogram, the first range for disappearance to discovery distances spans 0 to 250 miles, the second range 251 to 500 miles and so on. Some notable highlights: 
• The first range represents the largest portion of all identifications (61) of people who were found alive or dead 250 miles or less from where they disappeared.
• Drilling down into the data even further, a majority of people were found 100 miles or less from their disappearance location. They represent 49 of 61 (80%) identifications in this group.
• Generally speaking, individuals in this group were those who went missing and were found in the same state or an adjacent one. 

• Based on available data (see Column L), more people moved (voluntarily or involuntarily) in a south-west direction than any other (e.g., NW, NE, SE, N, S, E or W).
See the work tab titled “Histogram Scratchpad” for further break downs on histogram-derived data. 
In conclusion, this project arose out of a need for a jumping-off point in researching cases and selecting those with the greatest potential for a match. The results related to time and location aren't absolutes, but rather common features of past identifications (solves/assisted solves) that may help point the way to future matches with a higher probability of success.
So how might the results of an analysis like this actually be used—say, for example, on a case of an unidentified person or remains found in spring 1999?

A first step might be to examine case information for missing persons who had disappeared from the same state the decedent was found in, and sometime during the preceding year. Particular attention might be paid to individuals who vanished 3 to 4 months (113 days on average) immediately preceding the decedent’s discovery, especially if they disappeared from towns, cities, counties, etc., within a 250 mile or less radius of where the decedent was found (per histogram results). Failing that, longer distances and time spans could be examined—all while acknowledging the very real possibility of exceptions that run counter to the numbers, averages and percentages generated by this project’s analysis. Nor should these results fly in the face of specific identifiers, circumstance and common-sense rule-outs (e.g., dentures worn by decedent but not a missing person whose case information is otherwise promising with respect to time and distance).
Seasoned researchers may know such things intuitively from their own experiences attempting to match the missing to the unidentified. At the very least, however, the results provide some data-based backing to what they've learned through trial and error. I also encourage anyone who is so inclined to dive into the data for particular interests of their own (gender, day of week, seasonal or directional trends—combinations thereof?)
I also recommend the following Scottish study (Missing Persons: Understanding, Planning, Responding), which examines distance in the context of the types of locales that missing persons voluntarily travel to. Access this study at https://www.missingpersons.gov.au/sites/default/files/PDF%20-%20Publications/Research/International/Missing%20Persons%20Understanding%20Planning%20Respondi.pdf . 
Ultimately, my hope is that this analysis provides Doe Network members and other advocates with useful new insight or guidance in their efforts to “give the nameless back their names and return the missing to their families.” — JS.
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