S v Mavuso
Admissibility of evidence

Accused’s previous conviction was held as inadmissible evidence on a charge of dealing in dagga because the accused said he did not know it was dagga he was transporting. Held that his previous conviction happened a long time ago and accused could have forgotten.

Question was whether the accused knew there was dagga in the vehicle or not therefore evidence of his previous conviction was presented and admitted. 

Held that question to his previous convictions were inadmissible and should not have been allowed. Sentence set aside. 

Reference made to R v Mapanza- deals with the accuseds knowledge of dagga. It is assumed that if a person was convicted of possession of dagga previously he should know about dagga but this is a false assumption. * could have forgotten about it and due to the wide meaning of the term ‘possession’ he could have been in the vicinity of it when it was found. The previous conviction therefore does not allow the inference that the appellant had any knowledge of the dagga.

S v Shabalala

Admissibility of evidence

Behaviour of police dog in identifying the scent of the accused is inadmissible. Its probative value is too tenuous. Referred to R v Trupedo case.

R v Trupedo

Held that evidence of the behaviour of a police dog which tracked down the accused after being given the scent of footprints at the crime scene was inadmissible because hearsay evidence was involved and its probative value was too tenuous. Held that in principle evidence of the conduct of dogs in identifying an accused by scenting is inadmissible.

