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1) Forensic Technology Center of Excellence, An Introduction to Forensic Genetic Genealogy Technology for
Forensic Science Service Providers, https://forensiccoe.org/private/6320f16805925.

2) olste] FAF ARd FAARSS FEeAY EA HrRte] disiA e Christi J. Guerrini, Ray A.
Wickenheiser, Blaine Bettinger, Amy L. McGuire & Stephanie M. Fullerton, Four Misconceptions about
Investigative Genetic Genealogy, 8 J. L. & Biosciences 1, 5-7 (2021).

3) CODISE WAL=+ (Federal Bureau of Investigation; ©]8t “FBI")el 93] &1, FAAYH DNA © o] & H|
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https://www.fbi.gov/how—-we-can—help-you/dna-fingerprint-act-of-2005-expungement-policy/codis—and—ndi
s—fact-sheet ).
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4) Craig M. Klugman & Hector F. Rodriguez, Ethics of Familiar Genetic Genealogy: Solving Crimes at the Cost
of Privacy, 22 DePaul J. Health Care L. 67, 71 (2021).

5) 34 U.S.C. § 12592(a)(1).

6) Craig M. Klugman & Hector F. Rodriguez, Ethics of Familiar Genetic Genealogy: Solving Crimes at the Cost
of Privacy, 22 DePaul J. Health Care L. 67, 72 (2021).

7) Christi J. Guerrini, Ray A. Wickenheiser, Blaine Bettinger, Amy L. McGuire & Stephanie M. Fullerton, Four
Misconceptions about Investigative Genetic Genealogy, 8 J. L. & Biosciences 1, 4 (2021).

8) Id.
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9) Craig M. Klugman & Hector F. Rodriguez, Ethics of Familiar Genetic Genealogy: Solving Crimes at the Cost
of Privacy, 22 DePaul J. Health Care L. 67, 73-74 (2021).

10) Id. at 74-75.

11) Victoria Romine, Comment, Crime, DNA, and Family: Protecting Genetic Privacy in the World of 23andMe,
63 Ariz. St. L.J. 367, 376 (2021).

12
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15 Forens1c Technology Center of Excellence, An Introduction to Forensic Genetic Genealogy Technology for
Forensic Science Service Providers, https://forensiccoe.org/private/6320f16805925.

16) Matthew Sweat, A Square Double Helix in a Round Hole: Forensic Genetic Genealogy Searches and the
Fourth Amendment, 39 Ga. St. U. L. Rev. 605, 615 (2023).

) 1
) 1
) 1
)

_6_



O=0IM ALY REAIZSe| s
3. A fRAARS B8 Y A

o]gte] A4 ‘Golden State Killer AF2 m ol Al fA AR 8HS &85t 7|3 v A A}
Ao g ol Jd AR o5 Add A Atel 2 F3ThID 197613 F-E 1986 Al
oo Californiaoll Al # 4 129 & 4tafstal 457 2] o A& Z3kgk 4™ ‘Golden State Killer’
2 &3 Joseph DeAgelo= 4 @ ¢ CaliforniaT 42 thsd Eo fHdA RS 7|HE

<3l PR 2018 49 24U o] A EE A Bl E R @Al 18] DNA A Eo] v R
S AAIRE, 719 DNA 4122 CODISOl A& s o] A4 ojugh MEd= dA|skA kvt 4
o A e Ao g dA MES o] &3ste] DNA 714 4 (deoxyribonucleic acid
sequence)= GEDMatcholl Y 2 =319 a1, o] &= GEDMatcholl 1+ F7HS, 7Fall ko] A A}
Z)oF FEA s dA AT ARFAE B5 o2 4L Golden State Killero} 19 ¥
Hol Ffrste olggolql S AT 1 5 252 HE FA Y trol ek o] B3
= =5 7] A8 MRS wElda, AR 0% Joseph DeAgelos ¥3Hdte] 31 ©]
o] Mol &5tt) A2 vk Joseph DeAgelo7t W&l 22 7]o| A 1] DNAE 139
al, 719 DNA7F A o] Wa dgeA R DNASH A4S glgh & 15 A xst7]d

ﬂd
i

II. FAFY FAARS 883 FAHAY A4z
AL

olHH gAY HAHOE FHARTS &85t
webA s HedlA oo B2 FAMHY
A (unreasonable search)ell sl @3ste] A AW A4
ofA gl E}”J A= ol A" FALZ|Ho] FAF ©GAE Ql‘ié}ﬂ sl A ﬁ]ifﬂ% s
ot Zlo] ‘Bl A sfgete] AW FAAY A4zl fuiE = AdA o el A
a7F e o] Qa1 QIth19) o] sfo A= % o

—_

i )
2
ol
-
o,
o
oE
2
>~
BN
o
(]
m{ﬁ
s
ik
rot
>4
k3
=2
r <]

o]&te] 4™ ‘Golden State Killer Abzioll thaA+= Teneille R. Brown, Why We Fear Genetic Informants:
Using Genetic Genealogy to Catch Serial Killers, 21 Colum. Sci. & Tech. L. Rev. 1, 15 (2019) #=.

18) U.S. Const. amend. IV(“E&2] 3 =43} 2 BE 2o AA|, 7] B4 @ B4 ¢hdS e sl
el Balsol A o v, AA Shopol ool s 4 o] fH(probable cause)7t £AsHL 544
o, AX-FES AN, 283 58 Bd0] 549 A5 At g wREAAAE ¢ A,

19) 531, fARGE £ HEE Aol e BEAY KA 24 2 A gt FRE A4S
#HAste] FAV 2 4 Advhe dxE A A Z Craig M. Klugman & Hector F. Rodriguez, Ethics of Familiar
Genetic Genealogy: Solving Crimes at the Cost of Privacy, 22 DePaul ]J. Health Care L. 67, 80-81 (2021).
olo] m=vl - |70, NDISE 074 97 o -3 Selehts o Bag 7 dolqihe nashs 5 - 4]
o] dolguo]la: ZolWA BIE 3 FAE dF vwidstz k. A A" wpe] wEw

_7_



‘:|':43<_|9_|- PSSP H 6I-§_|I:i H|2—_,L_{ }H‘]E

0
Ml
0
J

oy Ael WS AES ¥, FAE GAA RS $8o] o]k 2o BHF A
slgelel £ A4zol SIWEE ANl GF vl A ] =0 % AHRES AT

2~
=%
N
<
[
B.
=
o)
[N
w2
NG
=8
D
1%
ﬁ
()
S
=
o)
1o
o2
U
Mo
)~
=
N
rJ
s
_r,
2

2L
S o
e

WA 9 3]
59|49 A%}HE
o sl o]y,

& e

e
A ABE AR sk hasd 44 29 9 53 48 Laa

AL Aol VLW FA G5l AFstel Qg AW A4

it
BN

ol ¢} & Katz 4 o] A7kA w= PP £43] AikEe] #AANA FHAY A4z ¢
B o B 5 s sEUvh2D =, oo 2 mlm ] el wEW #Ael o How=
e AR By ow Ass ot AW Agazrale LAl dlgetA ¥l Katz
FAdA AW E AL o9k 22 ALk 79k o] = RE gloji} sl Zelo]H Al
7|Rkato] AWt A AW A4XE olaistr|ol o] =Rtk S, A ol wrEd A4k ol
b= S FAAY Adxol o] vk A RS At AT H 2Tt ofun, sl ZetolH
Aol gk 7o) =3 AN A4z BE JAdd E£3FE T4 5 Rl A Harlan o

7 i=]
2> B E3l ‘Katz 7Iw'olgta e &l ‘azetol Ao ot g2]4 7|t (reasonable
tox _J*:i's}‘%i‘:}. olo] W2 (i) GAAZF AA (FHH o) xe}
ZINE el Hel Aoz A4 ¢

NDIS/CODISE: M4 2 §A#4 we Ag5e) 71 50e T3eta ek o 5o #4BAL withe e
o] DNA 71%& W9 €3 5ol4 $0% DNA 4E 3 W 4 3lE G99 o8 AFH0=, 54

o Yol W Y= AF AUs) s doleiuol g s AL 8 e Ao A4 gk BE,
Aol Al whet the] Fstate)’h ATE RO AFAE Bel U A0z AAE ARE, 442
FARAL We ARES) DNAE 2 Esb] A4S Eetolul ol e Aol wAshl | Ae

AP olt)h, B ANV FAARE S &85te HAE HAS Adete d A &3 AAF vEAte] vhES
Froldl= ‘”‘:} =, FAIHE HHPYE w1 QA S AES Folul7] 93] DNA tlolg o] ~E A
st Zlolth AL AEA o R HHE AANFOZN AAEY 2go|HAE A F& 278 A= &
T Ao ZAA Tt vt a9A Grie A 7F S S

20) Katz v. United States, 389 US 347 (1967).

21) EHqu © 2 Goldman v. United States, 316 U.S. 129, 134-136 (1942).

22) 1

23)

Dorothy McGee, The Wild West of Investigatory Genetic Genealogy: The Impact of the Use of Investigatory
Genetic Genealogy in the Idaho Murders on the Future of Criminal Investigations and the Need for
Regulation, 24 N.C. J. L. & Tech. 31, 43-44 (2023).

24) Katz v. United States, 389 U.S. 347, 353 (1967).

25) Id. at 361 (Harlan, J., concurring).
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26) United States v. Miller, 425 U.S. 435 (1976).
7) 1d. at 442-443.
3) Id. at 443.

9) Smith v. Maryland, 442 U.S. 735 (1979).

30) Id. at 737-738.

1) Id. at 744.

2) Id. at 745.

3) Carpenter v. United States, 585 U.S. 296 (2018).

4) o]e} e BAe tgixd oz Dorothy McGee, The Wild West of Investigatory Genetic Genealogy: The
Impact of the Use of Investigatory Genetic Genealogy in the Idaho Murders on the Future of Criminal
Investigations and the Need for Regulation, 24 N.C. J. L. & Tech. 31, 46 (2023).
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Carpenter v. United States, 585 U.S. 296, 309-310 (2018).
Id. at 311-312.
Id at 315.

Maryland v. King, 569 U.S. 435 (2013).

Genevieve Carter, Note, The Genetic Panopticon: Genetic Genealogy Searches and the Fourth Amendment,
18 Nw. J. Tech. & Intell. Prop. 311, 327 (2021).

1) Maryland v. King, 569 U.S. 435, 440-441, 444-445 (2013).

42) 1d. at 440.
)
)

35)
36)
37)
38) I
39)
40)

3) Id. at 445.
4) Id. at 449-456.
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5) Id. at 461-465.

46) Id. at 465-466.

7) Carpenter v. United States, 585 U.S. 296, 315 (2018).
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Survive Carpenter, 72 Hastings L.J. 1717, 1730-1732 (2021).

9) EX 22 George M. Dery III, Can a Distant Relative Allow the Government Access to Your DNA?, 10
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(Department of Justice)7} 201913l ¥ ek ‘¥l F-AA R84 DNA 4 2 A 3

A Al A 2 (Interim Policy Forensic Genetic Genealogical DNA Analysis and Searching; ©]3}
QA AAT0S & 4 AUk ook S A A R4S A FAAEA DNA 4

-

r
%

7 M (forensic genetic genealogical DNA analysis and searching; ©]3} “FGGS”)& 443}
APAE FAE aFske Tl dolA o Al fel A gALE EFX1ek= bl kS FGGS
of gk A HAe] F2 Y& ol £

fr w2

HA, AA AL FGGSE &8 4 v W3 WY E Aststa vt &, Al A2
mEw FA| RS AFA o opA sfAu A 2 AR H (violent crime)ot ¥ AR
FGGSE &4 4= 2 o7] 4 ZEyx s BE 249 9 Z0AA S ofnain, Ae1ALA
o VAR JAHE FAlE e8] Y8 FGGSE &3t AF B3 A 23t
053 B2 Ak 9 398 98 A3 339 ehdoly vk okref] A Aol x4
el o] =AMty AeEH - B o] A AR b2 BE 2U0ES FHE AT
of gafo] - Al 9 A7hAb o] 9] AEH )y 1 AR HsiAE FAMY FGGSE &§
% AT 5 Uk

AA] AL TS FGGSe &8 dAke} #adste] g 118 T vk WA, A @
& AEAA FHA EA F AA 71 el gE) BEHont FGGSE 43 4 Atk =, FAL
713 WA 2 Z25tS CODISHl f¥ste] DNA dA7F ERluA] e 4o vt
FGGS®] &85 A Edfof gt thf o2 FA|#2 (AR A s Q& £28 587
shar) frd AR vloleHlo] 2 GAo] Aol M| o]k AMAES WAL I AHjAE

o] galjof atH, FALZ| T A2 o] G2t B i Fo Al M3 FAF Al fale] AEs

50) Interim Policy: Forensic Genetic Genealogical DNA Analysis and Searching, U.S. Dep’t of Just. (Sept. 2,
2019), https://www.justice.gov/olp/page/file/1204386/dl.

Id. at 1.

Id. at 4.

Id. at 4 n. 15.

Id. at 4-5.

Id. at 5.
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56) Id. at 6.
57) Z &2 Al Z(forensic sample)o] 2, A
O Ao 2AF eI d7) Ao Fdeldoen Wy gs A2

58) Id. at 6.
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61) Id.
62) Id. at 7

_13_



HE|of JEEM si5[E FN2H M1=
(1) Maryland=
Maryland=+ 2021, " =9 F Foll&= 7F¢ WA A FAA RS &85 A st
HAE vhd g v vk Maryland5=2] 74 WA= i, =
Fat (SFol A ojm] Ay E o) 9lv) Ao ‘A AR A DNA 24 2 g e #3
A 2 ygo] FAkste
, FGGS7}F 7HA1 = 7] flefiA = 22 A Z3 AL Aol (A AR
| Al g ete) MarylandT JAFE A section 17-102¢1 4] ™ A 8F L
éiﬂr% o] —Z‘Uﬂﬂoﬁ /\} ETEi A= 0401"3][ gIT}63) o] oF 2 A}

0o
>,

A

=

a2 of =
>
> oL ;2 _19£

~
Ho
ol
_‘
>~
=
N
FL
[‘ o
juh)
>~
Dol
1o
>4
[U
lo
Lo
>~
Dl
o
e
[o
N
A
ol
ol
rir
%,
_>.:

=M s Al

oo gl b 2

>

4,

T
W
N
i

(e}
oy °
N
of\

N i
ro
oX,
e
W
22
i
o
oft
o

2 e o g &
O
=)
ot
=

>
i)
)
o
2 K
X

(
==

S oM
8 D
o e
S
el
=2 o
ox
o
@ (s
[ oo
b
=
> P
sl
e ;L‘
rlli il
> HE
EL; ﬂ,
O_; og(:
< L
N
= T
—>|J~ ol
N —1—’
- N
Mmoo ©ore
iE
ol
n3
rir
l

oS3
rEs
ol
‘ﬁ ax _Er
b o rl
F\F HU o
EH)
: rlr
mg ~
=
2
{0, o~
M
o )
oo
—HTJ >,
=
o m
o o
i
> gx il
do -7
= E
oL
1o o 4
S
>
Ay
i
rJ

=
T &
el
)
>
2
i
4
a
)
>_]
=
)
z
>
IM
dg;
e
o
o
i
i
9 ox
N
r)J
i_“
lo
)
2,
>
2,
o,
Al
=
o
[ i

>
[>

)
il
ne
D)

9 =t7ke] DNA o] g uo] 2 f‘]iEﬂM A= e, DNA dAeke=
= e (@) SAFE WY} 2R ehdot 7k ot EAlo] A
@ dE ol fabe] A S SEelaa) sjgo oA

"
3
i

>~I

>,
=)
= %
i
rlr
2l
g

_11m B
O_u Jﬁ :‘—Il
ro
R
o

)
o
O
ofr
S
rr
=

> O

o

34, MarylandT<] ¥ FGGSS &85 98] o] & 7153 dolguo]~E dF
A& 2EE dloJE o] 22wk Agata . F, FGGSe &84S 98l o] &8 F A&
delguo] == (1) WA A7 o] HHE FAAY A falE 2Es7] 98] A9
A H] 2~ /\}O]E% o &% Fx Athe HAE Aujx o] &2 B diFel Al
oz} (2) o]of & A9 Bt Au| 2~ o] EARTH HAAQ] FoE
dol e wjo] ~ 2 vk =3k t}65)

o]¥ olYe}l, MarylandF+ FGGSE ¢13F A3% DNA M=o =53 #A#ste] dutol 9
Al ARG 9 A S T Maryland—roﬂ/\i A|32ke] DNA &S #3387
A= Lo 2 A3AZFE WA Xé qu'!'ioﬂ Z1gk AW Fo & Aojof gt
A= oo Ze AW FoFE st7] el Hag (1) &<, A3 5
ol H7F QbR AAA ol A EHAQ] P o H= S Fitets M AHE WA

3) Md. Code. Ann., Crim. Proc. § 17-102(a)(1)
64) Md. Code. Ann., Crim. Proc. § 17-102(b)
5) Md. Code. Ann., Crim. Proc. § 17-102(d)
6) Md. Code. Ann., Crim. Proc. § 17-102(f)(1)(1)
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u Rske = Al BiE ?*}E‘rt 5 (3) A3A= 44x}7} ol DNA A& FH e 59
4 & A7t vk A5 (3) A3A7F DNA A& F0l 593t oW DNA &S
Aol FHsks AL WHow gAEY: 3 (4) A3AE 2uA AHY] B el
2 ol g 7he e LZHolH Y A delHHol A HAAE Fal, folM dud HHE AA
Elow FAHE I FAA IH Aow g9E A 6) FARES HAE AAE
Abgre] AL S AU A dakE Aty flsl Al3Ake] DNAS Z % dh
A B e B4 glokes 4 (6) Al37e] DNA A& 9 2 #4027 EH A2 E o]y
= Ao gl met FAR AN N E FA 31, o= FA & AT FREW T
715, A3 3 Hde] Wl whek Tof g2 why] Apdel] dis A "rk= Al
ek LA S Wolop FTH6D A3AZHE MH o5 A= d oA P BE e
AEHH 270 MY e 53} Be QUL H5E F8f 7]55E ook k6 E&, o] A | A3
AEEE s A= Aol FAME HEEA sha A3ATE obA Fol S AR vt glvkd,
ARZ1E2 A372He] DNA A1ZS Bl =87 9l Hde sde 78 5 Uk

(2) UtahF

WA, W33 7] o] Bureau of Forensic Servicel} 4 ﬁ]i AA o] FAAF S AR A H]
2 fd AR dolE Mol 2~ &8-S asty] flaAeE (1) M 7o) HA S ke A,
Aol Flw ] ere sl f3l, = ]%‘-Qﬂb} °LE'4X]X] % X}-J Ao R FE|HoR

5 il A -?4311 Xélﬂ_-g 898k 7)4\%‘ A; (3) CODIS A

o
Aol A DNA Z 237 A28k DNAZF §fle 2o FAES 21 1) FAME f4d AR
Aulav 1 AR dojgwo] 29 &go] Abd Ao 7 9= AHE EEse
Adsta ool disl 373, Bureau of Forensic Service, 12| i1 &3 7] #o] § 9]

B AE Y §2 AR delguol 2o &80 A 82l 7)o
A9, BAAN R £FABE F7h 2AE AY Qoo 2ol

- o]

U302 Maryland "2 ofYA| gt UtahTFol A = A 4 AR Auj2y §74 7
H dlolE o] ~e] &85 HHow A37ke] DNA AES AFsH] 98 8718 FA4e=
TS k. &, UtahFol A& A3Ae] DNA AZS A FsH7] s 7| soz o
C

F 237199 Golsn AH Mo DNA 4EL AFsHe AUACZYE 8T uol 4

7) Md. Code. Ann., Crim. Proc. § 17-102(f)(3).

68) Md. Code. Ann., Crim. Proc. § 17-102(f)(1)(1).
9) Md. Code. Ann., Crim. Proc. § 17-102(f)(1)(i).
0) UT ST § 53~ 10 403.7(2).
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1) UT ST §§ 53-10-403.7(3)(a)(i), 53-10-403.7(3)(a) (i) (A).
UT ST § 53-10-403.7(3)(a)(i)(B).

UT ST § 53-10-403.7(3)(c
UT ST § 53-10-403.7(5)
UT ST § 53-10-403.7(5)
UT ST § 53-10-403.7(8)
UT ST § 53-10-403.7(8)

ISIPSIPS IR EPS IR IS
J2220s

(a)
().
(a).
(b).
(a).
(b)().
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s Adasttets ol & 22 Fu ARV e Fu ARV gl 28 ]l o)
e doly MEAL vl &S FHESES o d3de HAud s glu®

3) A&TA

oA FAF BAORE FHAARSSS G&ete Ao ek FAlE Aol F AdelA o
Fo] A 7] &= HAI R, GEDmatchét 22 7 AlH vlo]gHo] 2 Fol oa] &2 07 o] Fof
A1 71% gt} GEDmatchs t& oA A48 DNAE 43 vt 9l o] &A50] A4l ¢
e F O o] A F UEF o= tTAo® G 7hs g Hlol Bl Ho] o]tk 9) AL
7]13o] GEDmatch& &-8-3Fo] ‘Golden State Killer’ A71S 34 gk 3lo] &#f A A GEDmatch
of dig dz9 &7t Bl 3, GEDmatcht o] &7} W3] AL zp41e] DNA7ZF o] &5

ol
=2 ey 2o B3] H 2o Eolgobut sl Ao Zato|wA HEAMS A
th0 2019 549 18¥Y S 7]+ o % GEDmatchell S59 RE o] &x= Ha Akl 22l
DNAZL o] 8= 2 AL Aoz AelHm, 429 DNAZ ¥# Aol o] g5 212
A3t o)LA= AAER] o] LA} AAAA o]d T35l Fo] 7h5Er)sh whA 20199 5
2 189 o] %o GEDmatchol &3} o] &4 52 @Al £9] o B2 AAsloJof 311, ]
ZE (default) = T’ A E o] 9r}s)

2. A g A =9

o] ol A= FAME frdAREe] &gl te A dFES HES Hokh AW Aol A=
HEE7E 201930l ‘2] Fd AR DNA 4 9 fdAe #ek A A s
FGGSE &&3 & & o M3, FGGS &8-& 93 Ax, A3At=25d #x 458 A5
at7] 1% o sol wia) HluA FAs] et QAL o] H gk Aol fInkgk -9 A
Aol s = A8 FASHA g Udthes Fol FAR A AL YTk F A= A A
7MA] &= Maryland=*, Montana=, ZL2] 3 UtahTol A1k 21 A 02 FAY -3 A 1ske] &8

78) UT ST § 53-10-403.7(8)(b)(ii).
79) Michael 1. Selvin, A too Permeating Police Surveillance: Consumer Genetic Genealogy and the Fourth
Amendment After Carpenter, 53 Loy. L.A. L. Rev. 1015, 1020 (2020).
80) GEDmatch $4A}o] E(https://www.gedmatch.com/privacy -security/) #Z.
81) Id.
82) Id.
83) ol o] g AHowE= YEAHSZ Dorothy McGee, The Wild West of Investigatory Genetic

Genealogy: The Impact of the Use of Investigatory Genetic Genealogy in the Idaho Murders on the Future
of Criminal Investigations and the Need for Regulation, 24 N.C. J. L. & Tech. 31, 63 (2023).
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FAA B4 % A 6] A CODISHa sk Aol lole Mo 28 o] §ahi= d] whal, 54
g FAARTANAE U EE 0 EL20) A3 HolEHlo] 2E o] 3th ol tidtel, 7]
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84) ¥ 2 o2 Id. at 63-64; Genevieve Carter, Note, The Genetic Panopticon: Genetic Genealogy Searches and
the Fourth Amendment, 18 Nw. J. Tech. & Intell. Prop. 311, 329 (2021).

85) ¥ 22 Craig M. Klugman & Hector F. Rodriguez, Ethics of Familiar Genetic Genealogy: Solving Crimes
at the Cost of Privacy, 22 DePaul J. Health Care L. 67, 88-89 (2021); Matthew Sweat, A Square Double Helix
in a Round Hole: Forensic Genetic Genealogy Searches and the Fourth Amendment, 39 Ga. St. U. L. Rev.
605, 641 (2023).
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Investigative Genetic Genealogy in the United States

Yumi Jee

[Abstract]

The development of science and technology has changed many parts of our lives,
and 1t 1s expected to change our lives in more areas at a faster rate in the future.
The field of criminal investigation is no exception. The so—called 'Golden State
Killer' case has raised interest and concern about the investigative genetic
genealogy in the United States. This article examines the use of investigative
genetic genealogy, which has recently become the subject of interest and concern
in the United States.

Investigative genetic genealogy is an investigative method that identifies
suspects by combining traditional genealogical research to DNA analysis.
Compared to existing genetic analysis and search, such investigative genetic
genealogy is particularly differentiated in the database and DNA profile used. In
other words, the existing genetic analysis and search uses a government
database called CODIS, whereas the investigative genetic genealogy uses a
private or open-source third-party database. In addition, STR profiles are used
for existing genetic analysis and search, whereas investigative genetic genealogy
uses SNP profiles that can identify more distant relatives of the suspect and
reveal personal information, such as predispositions for specific diseases.
Concerns about the use of investigative genetic genealogy in the United States
are related to whether the use of investigative genetic genealogy violates Fourth
Amendment of the U.S. Constitution(hereinafter “Fourth Amendment”). Since
the use of investigative genetic genealogy 1is a new phenomenon in the United
States, U.S. courts have not yet directly decided on this matter. However, there
have been active discussions on whether the use of investigative genetic
genealogy violates Fourth Amendment, and in the end, such discussions have

resulted in discussions on whether to apply third-party doctrine to the use of
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investigative genetic genealogy.
In order to regulate the use of investigative genetic genealogy, the Department
of Justice released the ‘Interim Policy Forensic Genetic Genealogical DNA
Analysis and Searching’(hereinafter “Interim Policy”) in 2019, which provides
qualifying crimes for which the investigative genetic genealogy can be used,
procedures for using the investigative genetic genealogy, and etc. However, the
Interim Policy does not provide any sanctions in case of violating regulations in
the Interim Policy. At the state level, only Maryland, Montana, and Utah have
established the legislation to directly regulate the use of investigative genetic
genealogy so far. Faced with such a regulatory reality on the use of
investigative genetic genealogy, it has been claimed that the legislation is needed
to regulate the investigative genetic genealogy at federal and state level, or a
civilian forensic science oversight board should be established to independently

oversee the use of investigative genetic genealogy.

Key Words: investigative genetic genealogy, third-party database, STR profile,
SNP profile, Fourth Amendment, third-party doctrine
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