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IV HIERPE D DNA §5E il oKME &
Ta—+utR
—District Attorney’s Office v. Osborne, 129 S.Ct. 2308 (2009)—

1 = %

#i B A (JE45) Osborne (%, 19934E 3 HI2T 7 24T > v v ¥ T
AL BB RATR SO S, HAMI DQ Alpha 7 2 b, 12 & %2 DNA
FEDFERG» LA E SN, 266FDOMEIIC X 72, % D4% Osborne (2,
MEEAIFHL 5 2, L DEEOE W DNA 8% TH 5 RFLP 7 2 + 0%
RO TT 7 A AMNEBH Iz IR L 72,

T 7 A INFEERECH L, ASHRRIC S 2 TR L e - 72 DNA #0882
FRHPARIC MY 2 2 & ZINFEREREIERS T, e s EE Lo &
THEEL v, EHIRL 7200 £ 72, OB HESEE O B % Osborne DA
SER ST AR TH ), REFLP 7 2 MIEEDARDOTFICH ) 2 e n
2o, INEEEOMHER & L CTL@D 5N\, & LT Osborne Difz % J7iT
7230

% Z T Osborne 1, & 51214587 DNA $%5E5:TH 5 STR 7 2 b 2 HET
% 728512 DNAGERIC T 7 2 2 2 HR)75 T 2 — « 7'0 2 Z5HD T TREES
5, EEIREL TS19837fZA & 4l L 72, Ak, AN 4 SHAI
1381983 TIZ 7  AGFRETRIC L 2NE & L CHER2FEHL 7295 #F
ek e (9th Circuit) (3§1983FFFADWHE L L TEHERR L 720 ZIRH
O EHHFEIE Osborne D ERk% B4 L, A FHPHIc DNA #E 4 5KT 2

(1) #—tfo DNA §EEH:TH 2, ¥ 71 & Osborne Dififa 7z — L
72Ewv ) L, Osborne & [ U B ADHIL6% DS F DR TH 2 Fr O D
PRI TH 5 2728, T DY T Ht Osborne IZHIKT 5 & ZMIE TE e
- 72, See Brandon L. Garrett, DNA and Due Process, 78 Forpuam L. Rgv.
2919, 2930 (2010).

(2) Osborne v. State, 110 P.3d 986 (Alaska Ct. App. 2005).

(3) Osborne v. State, 163 P.3d 973 (Alaska App. 2007).

(4) Osborne v. Dist. Attorney’s Office, 423 F.3d 1050 (9th Cir. 2005).
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[BRAEN 7 ik EOMER] | 5588 b D HEDH B X WA L 72650

JE IR (9th Circuit) ) 13, Bty N2 F 2 fER % BIR T 5
MEEEDOFHIT IO A7 &5 T4 FHRBIC DR S N, Rfbo B a3
D—HWTHHBFEZFRTIUL, HALZZ LA RHRBEOGIR~DT 7
L 2R BET DL EDELNEIT v, & LT Osborne D Fik % % L 72,

2 &% =5

(1) AHoHPtt DNA $EEF KO B IE§1983FF 7 & LT s 240,

(2) Ta—- 70t 25HEIARHH%IC DNA #E0 HICRlz 7 7
+ 2§ BHER % ORBES %

3 ¥ R

WA, Roberts REHHIEIC & 58425 0 (Scalia, Kennedy, Thomas,
Alito A3 H A ) . Alito #FHHIF I L 2 FEEA (Kennedy 34 1 74,
Thomas # B — &R [ 5#), Stevens # B B2 L 5 Kxt & & (Ginsburg,
Breyer £#H T HF, Souter M 'E—HICHF), Souter FHIEIZ L 2 SOxt
BRI,

Fral (1) EARC B THIANETH 5, Frad (2) 12D0WTE, OXH
IRf D REHLBHAR A~ DR % 47 Fefl % ORI kil L, @ DNA GRS T 7
€ 2T DM % AR T 2 — - 70 2 2O & T 2 EOBRIZRY) Th
%,

4 YRIEH

(1) 37T X Bk

IR SR D = W 258 2 L 0 DNA SEE0HETRIC B 5 W
D PANFHSBOEEERITTH ), BUZ46IH & 5EF A SR Pe45 0 DNA #5%E
DHFETRIZET 2 DNA 7 7 2 23 %HlE L T b, 77 2A4IMcid £ 721
FEDMETEIL 20 VW25, FEBHZR & A SR o R Tl B9 2 — iy, ©
RT3, —kic kg, OFRE QU o351 dH ikt s L T®
BRSNS % FEWI S 2 856, BRULINIZ B % AE T & 2,

(5) Osborne v. Dist. Attorney’s Office, 445 F.Supp.2d 1079 (D. Alaska 2006).
(6) Osborne v. Dist. Attorney’s Office, 521 F.3d 1118 (9th Cir. 2008).
(7) Avaska Stat. §12.72.010 (4) (2008).
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F 72, — MDA GAICIZINERIC L 2B TH b, Thbb
DFI HEGEHUC FED W THE & % - BRI Z @A L T2 2 L2 OWTHE
VDA 51, @FPHIIRAE DT Z DRI PG £ O B RiAL D D B
A, BRI SRR CHESE 2 STREC X B,

(2) §19833k7A, AGfhaTiisr

DNA GEADT 7 2 2% WP IR T 2 2012 L > TRfRIEX S s, 7
7 ZRRICAH R E ) A BERTIUE, ASRETRIC L 2 RE &% 5,
)5 T, TNEH BARANDT 7 AMe & 2 B4, U DNA #8558 HY %
FEAEALTE T A FRHRE AERYIC %@ b g\nized, §1983FREAIE AL
T2, AMETIEZ ) LT icB$ 2 #RIC% 2 3 & 4 Osborne
m$i%%§f%ékb,Kﬁ%ﬂ%%mAbTé_t%Hmkﬂ&mi%H
v, X LD HWIAIE L v b o 2w L THRIEZ D 5,

(3)  AIRHPALIC I 2 SLREY 2 M LR

[HRERUC & - T2 % STREd 5 il 13, MRic k> RO TV S
L2 L, BN mFEOHCHE— TR E FEOHMN 22T 25 L0 Tld%
< HITERT OB NS PREE S 105 250 _EOMER % A Stflgettic kil 3 %
ZEWT a— TR ZALHDYETH B, & LIEBFEOMRIIRY TH 5,
A P DORF TR S AN W IIC P T, S NAT 5 D1
Z DTFHREDARRNZ AT AR 5 1L b, T 7 22 INEDED 5 B3
M R05EFR D DNA T 7 4 20 Z 11 & FAIL§ 5 4, meﬁéﬂmttfm
IO MEFIRER DO WEEME L R S L5 720, MFEIC & 2 FEEHKFD
DNA FEHA D@ A IZ A5 & 13w 2 2w,

(4) T[4 (actual innocence) | DFF 212 & 1 U E 11 5 R

MRS L2 0 & ) AMERIDREE X 112 2 B RO RTETH 57,
EOFRZIIF NG UEETH D C BB TH 5, HILTHRIT U
TR AT [ 2Bl ] 10 5D CRERBHR % 3860 5

(5) SEET 22— - 7ot 2 E L TD DNA JFADHER]

ALEDFEBRICB W, DNAGEHUZ T 7+ 2§ 2 EKRNT 2 — - 7ok
ZDOMERNZ 0\, B EEE LR B Y 5 2FUKNT 2 — - 7’0 2ZDME&N
PERICH L CHBIEI—H L TEMYTH Y, &) b DNA & HHEL <
JEE DR NFIIAND Z DYELRICIITE T 205 Th b, T2, iz EHEME

(8) Heck v. Humphrey, 521 U.S. 477 (1994).



176 kY 449 3 5

169 5 2 & FHIEAEATH DINBUFIZ & 2 B A~ DI R D4 A % Bk
L, DNAGHANDT 72 2AD A% 5§ £ DIRAFDH ) 55, wFmlsip ¢l
G L& 7 WERBR 7 WEERTED R LORMEE 205 2 L 2K E T 5,

W, AHPUIZ LT OSEERIMTEN TN D

Alito #HHEIC X 2 WEFRIZ, Osborne il & oM I B 2 20k
%:ﬁ: TAEHE RGBT 5, Iz, ], fLEE, R oRBEOB R

, INOBESLIN A [ IR HHe#5 1 DNA 58 % 5217 23 &g Lot | # 3
B'ETZai% &, S1983FREATId 7 < AR THiic & & hﬂi b, I,
DNA GESUIC £ 9 838 &N oo 2 2 b G 2 FJE§ 400, 288 IR 1 AT iy 1o
DNA #5%€ % RER L 72 512138 FHPRIc 2 i 2 20T 2 &k Lo MR ARl S
e,

Stevens FHEIC L 2 KA RIZ, =8 b4 b, B2, NI X 2806
FIIA 0 TH B, FEI2, Osborne |23 EEE D 72DITHEMUS T 7 & 2§
LEFLEOMRDPREES NS, B2, TN2ERNT 22— - 70 L 2ZDOHEF]
LT B 2 EADEEF RO BN RIS 13 Z BT 70 v,

Souter FHHE I & 2 BAERIZ 52 5 % 5, Osborne (3D SESD 5 2
P&z iz e b 63, DNAGHADT 7 2 2 EGENTEB Y, #%E
ALY HMNE L A EBT 5 Field AN 10 Th 5, Mo FEEY
TH DY, MNYFOBME L SIc k> THAIZBT 2T LORSTFE24LL
TEY, Ta— 7oL ALHERT S, /2, FRHYT 22— 702D
MEFIDEREE S N2 B DRI EETH 5,

5 FIPIRFFR

(1) AHPntEs AUt DNA #5E & 3R

/\mﬁiﬁi, B, M 5 DNA 28I - 2041 L TIT7% ) Mo WA
Al - W —VERERE D )5 ey TH 5 DNA SER, KEIC BV T19804: 4 4
» ﬂ)jﬂ?ﬁ}%ﬁ‘%’ﬂ" FHH TORIMEFIC TR SN TN B g0 AT Z D DNA

(9) =HHm (B (2) DNA%%J B S 1485925 (1993), [H]
[DNA #5578 | P#05210°555 5 (1998) Z:,

(10) EH&%[DNA%EJE?ﬁL%b72SEi@W%,Eﬁ%::mDﬁ
— [HFEFHC BT 5 [DNA ] OBERTE (2) | HREFLHEER S %
25 1 H (1990), FHHEIB [FFEEHIZ BT 2 DNA e O BUERDL #8
WFH65% 2 7158, 17H (1993) 2,
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08 & A FR IR I FOR T 5 B ORI DWW T OIS IIC £ 20K T
H b, HEIZIF199044C LI Innocence Project 1244 X 115 DNA % %
W72 ES &, ZOBERE L T2614 (5 BITARIEHIN, 20104
12H17THBAE) 12 1% DNARIEDD 5 a1ye

DNA ZSEOFIN E T L 72 &M Tld, 20004F LIz #1z & 2 DNA 5%
DR ZMET 52 DNA 7 7 2 2D EINE L 72000 £ OFER, BUE
FCIEeTFa—ty Vet 7 7R2r R & TOMTIENGET L, AH)
PRER CHIBED e > 727 7 2 2T H 20104 5 HIC DL gin e S i1
72 ase JHFBIZ BT 3 20044F12 Innocence Protection Act il S 41, #53K
BP0 AT ML O 3875, N DNA $E5E 8 H % S48+ 2 Wih & HE 2 20
TV B e MG T 2 & 512, ZDFEE TOILHEIEDTLY HH A 1 E
ORI TH 5, M7, DBeH S wWLEE R CMNPERY, BEfFo DNA 7
7 % 2L IO DT RKEHS & FEII NI BRAE § % SEiors 7e Tl 2t 2 30 L
TWwaes, DM TBAE ZDHDETRI KO LN HITES
72 (15y0

(2) HFHPREO DNA SEFEKE LSRN T 2 — - 7o 2

DNA #5E1C & 2 BEHLMCHEE I NS, ZNE2#EKT 52 L 2EE
LR & U TRRD % i 5 726 AHPCTIZHLHCFE LD 25D 5 7%, [EIL

(11) Innocence Project & DNA % 3EI2>\C, http://www.innocenceproject.

org/. VAL FIAX—, E—F—-=a—Tz)F, N)—-zvyTF
(P A R/ A6 12 BaAE) T 23R! 4 V&> 2 -7 vy 7 f—
DNA #5E TRIEZMES Lz Az] (BURASCH, 2009) 2,

(12) See Comment, The Fight for Post-Conviction DNA Testing is not yet
Over : An Analysis of the Eight Remaining “Holdout States” and Sugges-
tions for Strategies to Bring Vital Relief to the Wrongfully Convicted, 98 J.
Criv. L. & Crivinorocy 329 (2007).

(13) http://www.innocenceproject.org/Content/Alaska Enacts DNA Access
Law.php (last visited August 30, 2010).

(14) 18 U. S. C. §3600 (2006); 42 U. S. C. §14136 (2006). H)l|2=B Y [y
|7 2 7 HIREHPAEO DNA B 2 2 ) 2 F129751458 (2005) 2

(15) See e.g., Sophia S. Chang, Protecting the Innocent : Post-Conviction DNA
Exoneration, 36 Hastings Const. L. Q. 285 (2008-2009).

(16) FHT 2 — « 70 ZOMEMICBI L T AR Z RRN & § % 31l & &
%, See Garrett, supra note 1 at 2920.
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b V)#’) TEDEEFTICH B, £, MALPEFADMA LW EICL L Z L 23
ICHEM ORI 2 22 LR 5 & L 72 BHER R OFIMIE, MR DAl 251313
éf@Mfﬁ&bﬂt4&@taf%6uiﬂﬁﬁ#§“moit,Z@%
FoOBHLE - EEORMAZMEE T2y, JEER) DNA#EC % [1E
%ﬁﬂ@t%@ﬁﬂﬂgﬁthﬁwj&LtjAtTETémoLf#
T, FURNT 2 — - 7'a 2 ZDPRITHT 5 — ki 2 Bl 2 BRI, o
BT IATHETH 5,
%o &b, AIREPED DNA SEIC WA F 5 Bogi 2 el iEH i
ORI L —Hb 5D L% v, DNA $EH 74 E’ﬁﬁﬁﬂf‘ )
DI fﬁﬁdﬁjﬁj o [N | D E e 5E5HTH Y, H’)élzﬁiﬁﬂﬂﬁ“‘”ﬁ -
B R 2RI TIUE - R E N T 3, 2K —EBofldiditkicmE 7%
Voo E72, AIRHBBICEE 2K 5 DI1EZ0EMi v, BB WvIT R
RN A IR A S WESN2ZNHETH S, Lich > T, HaiiciEsr L
7z DNA $E nFEhin i - 2HmfE C— b T 210> T% 9 L7222
WAL, WEEHANT 2 ETHMIN TN Depg. ZDEIIC, I~z
FHOMREIZ L7 57, WRBREOTE L 2 JiAD e WwFEhz b 2 TEE LD
[ 35K (fundamental) ZeMEfl] &35 2 E~DEEEIZERECE 720 < L 7w,
(3) &L [fEFnikz (claim of actual innocence) | ¢ FiHH
AR DNA &L, L0 )n< TIEDFHZ | OfichE T 5 2 &
HTE 5, LarL, Ziud MRICFEHSERT [P nd 5] WIZDIHEE
W AN 51, ZOWHPATIZIMEIE 8 FiEK & 57259 ] L v Her-
rera HP (1993) o1y DIFAIHEE ITAKILT 5 00y 10T EF, JIE LAREES L7z

(17) See id. at 2953-57; Janet C. Hoeffel, Innocence : The Roberts Court
Failed Innocence Project, 85 Cu.-Kent L. Rev. 43, 57 (2010); The Supreme
Court 2008 Term - Leading Cases, 123 Harv. L. Rev. 222, 230 (2009).

(18) DNA FERZBINZLFER & T 2050 % ¢ DFEEEROFIE #1567 %
LD E LT, See Leading Cases, supra note 17.

(19)  See Hoeffel, supra note 17, at 45 and n. 18.

(20) FHEDO—EFEIZ DWW T See e.g., Chang, supra note 15, at 301. L7 L, DNA
FeIE D1/ AL, 11 M BB ¢ DNA $858 2 By - HIEERIC I3 TEE7E - 7213 §
@ [DNA K] ofgeHgucE L T2, HPeaio DNA 5@ oSkl L,
P DEE D FFHENT R L e 72D 9, & v ) FEREFZRIC 50 < HE
% %, See Brandon L. Garrett, Claiming Innocence, 92 Minn. L. Rev. 1629,
1655-58 (2008).
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HHNTH 20 E0 13, RIBROMETH 5, AHPID ZOHEEZHEFFT 512 &
EE B0
O T HEZ OGUESWHEINREMUC TS L 2 7o - 72 IO SLREIC AT 5 R EE
1%, e DNA #5812 & - TAIRIC R E LT b, 41213 ST IEMEE
EV ) IEREHEBLT 272012, s [IEEORZ | # B AL, 90
72D WhE 7 DNA SEfE KIEDREE 2 5§ 5 2 L 0 HFFE N 5,
(HABT)

(21) Herrera v. Collins, 506 U. S. 390, 417 (1993)

(22) Herrera o [MEENHRZ | 12BIT 2 MBI Bz S L TR Z SR L
723 D& LT, See Hoeffel, supra note 17.

(23) FEMBLE T WA TIOfEEI MRS N L0 k), [HEEDKZ
DRI L 72, & TR 25l L H 5, See Garret, supra note 1, at
2924, 2927.



