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Introduction
A match in a suspects DNA or figure print with the evidence found in the crime scene is one of the most appealing pieces of evidence that every investigator would want to present before a court of law. The situation becomes more appealing when an eyewitness confirms that the suspect is the same person he or she saw in the crime scene. More than 1,500,000 each year are prosecuted based on DNA and Fingerprint matches only (Crooks, 2015). This shows how much the prosecution relies on forensic science in decision making and arriving at conclusion. What many people do not know is that most forensic science evidence is produced in conditions that do not protect the analyst from contextual information about the case that could sway their decision-making. All these processes including eyewitness identification have limitations that can lead to wrongful conviction. It is not going to be automatic that McGee is guilty of murder simply because his neighbor Mr. A. Lias confirmed that he saw him in the property on the night of the incidence. The prosecution should do more and not just to rely on eyewitness account or forensic science evidence. 
There are limitations to every process and so the prosecution should empty the burden of proof in all ways (Sudhakaran, Hariharan, & Lu, 2016). It is clear that the prosecution will heavily rely on fingerprint comparisons, DNA evidence, and witness testimony from the neighbor. For the prosecution to have a water-proof case, it should at least link these three pieces of evidence and prove that Mr. McGee was indeed the person who committed the crime. Now that each of these pieces of evidence is subject to biases, it is important to ensure that all sources of error and inconsistency are looked into and that each of them is addressed separately. The following is comprehensive coverage of the three pieces of evidence that the prosecution intends to rely on in building their case;
I.    Fingerprint comparisons
Fingerprint identification is considered to be one of the most reliable ways to eliminate or identify potential suspects in many criminal cases. Lately, it has emerged that the use of fingerprints is not a reliable tool as many experts thought in the beginning. The process has limitations which have led to wrongful conviction over the last decades. The prosecution, therefore, should prove beyond any reasonable doubt that the fingerprints identified truly belong to Mr. McGee and that there were no errors in matching those prints. Fingerprints rely on a very simple feature or primates which is based on the skin on their figure, soles, or palms which experts believe that they do no change for the rest of the life (Noon, 2017). The prosecution should first demonstrate how they matched MR. McGee’s figure prints with those collected from the crime scene and how it arrived at the conclusion that those were indeed his prints. There should be a perfect match with a parentage accuracy of 99% or more but not less for that evidence to be relied on. 
When using fingerprints as evidence, in any case, it is important to give all relevant information that the examiner relied on to conclude that indeed MR. McGee was involved in the crime. We understand that the examiner was linking a partial print collected from the crime scene with that of the suspects. So we need to know how many matching points were found and they are enough to lint the defendant to the crime. The prosecution should also proof that the examiner was not coursed or pushed in whatever way to arrive at the conclusion linking Mr. McGee to the crime. There is a problem of lack of underlying statistical evidence like it is the case with a genetic comparison. There are also odds that two or more people could be sharing a given number of fingerprint characteristics. The examiner, therefore, needs to confirm beyond any reasonable doubts that he is sure that Mr. McGee was indeed the one who committed the crime. 
II.    DNA evidence
Bias abounds in criminal justice. It is possible for investigators to influence the outcome of a case that will be determined based on DNA evidence. There are known cases where investigators were found to be capable of influencing the outcome of a forensic investigation. There are bail-risk computer programs which are known to entrench pre-trial detention disparity. The prosecution has the ability to manipulate their systems to suit their preferred narratives. This includes programming their systems to give them a match even when that is the wrong suspect. The prosecution in this case, therefore, needs to prove that their systems cannot be tampered with and that the results generated could not be pre-determined. The prosecution had already identified Mr. McGee as a potential suspect in the case even before the results were out which means that they might have considered narrowing their investigations to him only (Noon, 2017). 
If the prosecution is determined to build the case based on the narrative that Mr. McGee was indeed involved in the crime, it will be important to give straight facts of their findings. These facts should be backed by a report showing how the rest of the suspects were cleared and the suspect clearance process. A DNA report for each suspect should also be presented to show that all suspects were clearly investigated. Also, it is important for the prosecution to prove that they did not have samples of Mr. McGee prior to the investigations. This DNA reports will be used to determine the criterions used by the prosecution to zero into the defendant.  This is because DNA evidence is not immune to suspect-centric bias.

III.    Witness testimony from the neighbor
There is a problem with the procedure used to collect information from the eyewitness Mr. A.Lias. The first issue is raised by the question of why the eyewitness did not give the information about the second person that is alleged to access the facility. If he had forgotten to give that information during his first involvement with the police, then how the prosecution relies on his testimony. The fact that he had forgotten giving that information means that he might be having memory issues and so his account of evidence cannot be trusted. This is because there is a possibility as well that he might not identify the right person or suspect. There is a possibility also that he might identify the wrong person if indeed he has memory issues. It is important for the prosecution to clearly prove that there were standardized instructions that could not lead to biases (Lindorff, 2013). It should also prove that the witness was not given any clue when giving his account that leads to the conclusion that Mr. McGee was indeed the person who committed the murder. 
Conclusion
In conclusion, forensic science evidence has many limitations and this means that they cannot be solely relied on for determination of cases. What many people do not know is that most forensic science evidence is produced in conditions that do not protect the analyst from contextual information about the case that could sway their decision-making. In the case involving Mr. McGee, the prosecution should present all the processes it used to arrive at the conclusion to prosecute him for this murder case. It is clear that the prosecution will heavily rely on fingerprint comparisons, DNA evidence, and witness testimony from the neighbor. When using fingerprints as evidence, in any case, it is important to give all relevant information that the examiner relied on to conclude that indeed MR. McGee was involved in the crime. Even the DNA and eyewitness evidence needs to be scrutinized for bias to ensure that the defendant gets justice. Every piece of evidence should be scrutinized to ensure that the prosecution was not biased in identifying Mr. McGee as the prime suspect in the case.
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