
 

 
 
 

Bristol City Council 
Minutes of the Public Safety and Protection Sub-

Committee A 

 

 
23 August 2022 at 11.00 am 

 
 
 

Members Present:- 
Councillors: Chris Davies and Richard Eddy 
 
Officers in Attendance:- 
Lynne Harvey (Legal Advisor), Claudette Campbell (Democratic Services Officer) and Dakota Ferrara 
 

  
25 Welcome and Safety Information 
 
The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting and drew attention to the safety information.  
  
26 Apologies for Absence 
 
None. The committee with two members was quorate.  
  
27 Declarations of Interest 
 
None received  
  
28 Suspension of Committee Procedure Rules CMR10 and CMR11 Relating to the Moving 

of Motions and Rules of Debate 
 
RESOLVED – that Committee procedure rules CMR10 and CRM11 be suspended relating to the moving of 
motions and rules of debate. 
  
  
29 Exclusion of Press and Public 
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RESOLVED – that the press and public be excluded from the following items of business to allow 
consideration of items containing exempt information under Paragraph 1 of Part 1 of Schedule 12(A) of 
the Local Government Act 1972. 
  
  
30 Report to determine whether action should be taken against the holder of a HCD, a 

HCV, a PHD, a PHV licence and whether a PHV application should be granted 
 
The Driver was present with his legal representative. 
The Neighbourhood Enforcement Officer introduced the report and summarised it for everyone. 

       She provided details of the licence held by AI. 
       On the 13th August 2022 at 00.15 a complaint was received via the city council online portal. 

Serious allegations were made by a lone female passenger against AI as outlined in the report.   
       The NET Officer confirmed when asked, that no police complaint was lodged by the complainant, 

that the Licensing Manager asked for the matter to be expedited due to the seriousness of the 
allegations.  That the online complaint form was not included in the report committee had before 
them.  In this form the complainant had alleged that the driver had threatened to kill her 

       The NET Officer confirmed when asked, that the report was seen by the AI the week before the 
hearing. There had not been time to arrange a formal interview 

The Legal Advisor LJH advised that although the committee report recommended revocation of the 
licence, the Committee should not be considering any action at this stage.  The Committee must first hear 
from both the complainant and then AI after which they should make findings of fact on the balance of 
probabilities.  It is only if the complaint is upheld that the Committee should consider what action, if any, 
to take regarding AI’s licence.   If the Committee accept AI’s version of events, then no action would be 
appropriate. 
  
PW commented that he was grateful for the point made as his client was facing a very serious allegation 
and sometimes it was more difficult for a driver to disprove a complaint made against him as opposed to 
the other way around.  The report almost seems to have pre-empted what the outcome would be. 
The Committee then heard from the Complainant who gave her evidence via a video link 

       The Complainant reiterated the statement given in the report.  
       She took the cab near Urban Tiger and told the driver she would let him know where to stop.   
       As the journey started she was on the phone to her friend.  When she asked driver to stop he did 

not hear her.  She asked him again but a little bit louder.  She then realised he was wearing head 
phones – he looked at her and said he wasn’t told where to stop.  He claimed there was no 
parking for him to stop.   

       She then said he would not get a tip with his attitude to which the driver replied “did I ask for a 
fucking tip”.   

       When she gets nervous she articulates with her hands.  She was looking at him in disbelief so 
smiling .  She then said to her friend she was not sure she should be paying for this driver.  He 
grabbed her wrist.  She was willing to pay.  She had £20 in her hand.   
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       She got out of the cab and left her pizza in the cab.  The driver then got out of the car and grabbed 
her once more.  She paid him. 

       She started taking pictures as she could not see ID in the cab.  She was scared.  The picture of the 
front of the car was blurred because she was shaky.  She turned her back on him.  She said to him 
she was a lawyer and he would hear from her – she would ensure he loses his job.  

       As she was walking away he called her a whore and crack head.  She then called him an asshole.  
       As she walked away he wasn’t getting back in his car.  It was a straight road and he could see 

where she was going.  When she lost sight of him she decided to hide behind a nearby car because 
she was scared.    

       The First thing she did when she got home was to look up how to complain. 

 In answer to the questions from members the following replies were noted: 
       She noticed the driver was wearing headphones at the point when he failed to respond to the 

request to stop; it was agreed as she entered the taxi that she would let the driver know where on 
Coronation Road to stop. 

       She confirmed that she was sat in the middle of the rear seat and had to reach between the front 
seat to offer the driver the money.  

       She was not pressing criminal charges because she wanted things to calm down but had 
experienced severe anxiety as a result of the incident.  

       The driver stopped 20 seconds after the request to do so which was 20 metres further along the 
road.  

In answer to the questions from the legal representative the following was noted: 
       Questions were put about the pictures taken of the bruising on her wrist. That there was some 

doubt as to the correlation of the bruise pictured in relation to the alleged incident. 
       The pictures were sent in as evidence on the Monday following the incident.  
       She confirmed that she knew the area well because she had lived there for 7 years and it was 

common practice to not give her address but indicate to drivers when to pull over. 
       That there was no traffic at that time on Coronation Road; it was a difficult stretch of road to park 

on due to the parked cars; that when he failed to stop, near a driveway as indicated, she became 
unsettled.   

       She alleged that the driver enjoyed her state of anxiety; admitted that he had not threatened to 
kill her as alleged in her first message to the service but admitted to feeling unsafe and fearing for 
her life. 

       She asserted that the circumstances were that; the £20 note was offered and then withdrawn and 
at that point he grabbed her wrist; she left the taxi still trying to pay as she had no intention not to 
pay but intended to offer the exact amount £8, to avoid giving a tip.   

       The nature of the conversation between the complainant and the driver was challenged. It was 
suggested that during the course of the heated conversation she threatened to make sure he lost 
his licence; called him a ‘f**** bastard’ ‘a Terrorist’ ‘a Muslim’.  PW challenged her claim that he 
called her a ‘crack head and whore’.  

       She admitted to using the word ‘arse***’ but denied having said the comments above as alleged 
as she too is from a minority group.  
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       She confirmed the driver did not attack her outside the car; she felt afraid; although she did not 
scream to attract the attention of passers-by or run away but was  capable of taking a photo of the 
car at the scene. 

       That she was returning from an evening out with friend and had consumed a pint and was not 
intoxicated.    

Members noted: 
       That there were some inconsistencies when comparing the committee report and the verbal 

evidence presented.   When asked why the original complaint was omitted the NET Officer 
confirmed that this was due to the urgency of the matter and the instruction given by her 
Manager to put the case before committee without delay.   

       The NET Officer was asked to seek out via the online system and present the original complaint to 
committee.  

The witness JB was questioned, but not in the presence of the complainant and the following was noted: 
       JB confirmed the details of the witness statement. 
       Confirmed that she had been friends with the complainant for 5 years. 
       The conversation that night on the mobile phone lasted about 3 minutes until the complainant 

hung up. 
       She confirmed that she heard the complainant ask repeatedly for the driver to stop and that her 

voice did get louder. 
       She couldn’t hear the drivers replies to the complainant.  
       After the complainant ended the call JB sent a voice message asking if she was okay and received a 

reply that made no mention of an attack. 
       She had no concerns and therefore did not call back  

AI and his legal representative presented his version of events as follows: 
       AI had been a taxi driver over 20years; it was a difficult job as he was often subjected to verbal 

racial abusive. 
       AI spoke four languages English, French, Arabic & Somali; Had started a business degree which he 

was unable to complete.  His wife is qualified criminal lawyer; they have 3 daughters; he is 
supportive of both his wife and children; he undertakes the School run. 

       Character references were shared; from the Advocacy & Development Foundation an organisation 
engaged in projects to improve the lives of women. 

       He had a positive view of women; that he is supportive and protective of his immediate and 
extended female family members.  

       In his role as secretary for the BLT he spends time advocating on behalf of taxi driver colleagues. 
       He often took lone women in his taxi to their destination without incident. 
       On the night in question the complainant took his taxi from the city centre to Coronation Road.  

He did not have headphones on, they were on the passenger seat, the window was slightly open 
as it was a warm night and radio 4 was on in the vehicle.  He heard the request to stop but there 
was nowhere to pull up safely due to the parked cars on the left hand side of the road so he 
continued driving until it was safe to pull over. 
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       She complained that she had to walk back to her destination, but she did not give him an address 
when boarding.  When she left the taxi she walked away without closing the door therefore he 
had to get out of his seat and close the door.  As she walked away she said that she knew people 
and would ensure that he would never work again. 

       His taxi driver number and registration was on view to enable her to call the police and report any 
incident. 

       He did not touch or swear at the complainant 
       The dispute centred on the complainant initially saying that she wouldn’t pay.  He told her it was a 

criminal offence not to pay the fare and he would contact PC Quinton. 
       He had to make a U-turn to go back into the City Centre, as the car was near Alpha Road.   
       He was shocked to receive a summons to attend committee to face this serious allegation.  He 

worked hard and tried to set the best example to his daughter and would not be aggressive in the 
way alleged.  

       He did not identify that there was any tension because the passenger was on her mobile phone 
and it was common practice for him to turn up the volume on his radio whilst he drove. 

       Character Witness Mr Patrick, attended before committee to confirm the length of time AI was 
known to him and that he worked with other Taxi Drivers on the forum without any issues arising 
about his conduct.   

The Complainant was invited to sum up: 
       That the situation left her feeling anxious and paranoid; the situation was not as presented by the 

Driver; there was no intention to walk away without paying the fare; that this is an honest account 
of the situation. 

AI’s legal representative was invited to sum up: 
       Asked members to note the account given by AI of the events on that night; AI had been a driver 

for some years; that the passenger’s anxiety had been triggered because AI did not stop 
immediately; two different accounts of the situation; note that the passenger was able to turn her 
back on the driver to find the exact fare and take a photo of the taxi; that she had not called her 
friend back; made no mention of being attacked only that she left her meal in the back of the taxi;  

       This alleged incident and these proceedings, are likely to cause AI to lose his income and 
livelihood, no possible way to defend the allegation without witnesses. 

       Members were asked to note that the incident was not reported on-line to the Police; that 
immediate action would have been required due to the nature of the attack reported on line. 

The parties adjourned to allow members to make their decision. 
  
Decision and Reasons:  
  
This committee was convened today at short notice in order to consider a serious allegation against AI, 
namely that he was involved in an altercation with a lone female passenger whom he assaulted. We are 
entitled to look at the evidence on a balance of probabilities.  If the complaint against AI is upheld then he 
stands to lose his livelihood. 
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We have found that there was a disagreement between the complainant and AI at the point at which she 
asked him to stop his taxi.  The situation became heated which is corroborated by JB who was on the 
phone with DC and overheard DC raise her voice.  She also heard AI raise his voice and use an aggressive 
tone with DC.  We considered JB to be an essentially truthful witness.  However, her testimony did not 
support the allegations that AI used bad language and nor was she a witness to the alleged assault.  This is 
a situation of one person’s word against the other, so we must be clear as to what happened in the taxi as 
we are mindful as to what is at stake for AI. 
  
The initial complaint from DC exaggerated what happened because she had alleged that AI threatened to 
kill her.  This is at odds with her later written statement and what she has told us today.  Whilst we accept 
that AI’s behaviour towards her might have fallen below the high standards we are entitled to expect 
from those whom we licence due to his aggressive tone, we cannot be clear as to what happened in the 
taxi concerning the alleged assault. 
  
We have taken into account AI’s unblemished record as a taxi driver for over 20 years and on a balance of 
probabilities, we are not satisfied that the complaint regarding the alleged assault and bad language 
towards the complainant has been proven. 
  
In consequence it is not appropriate to take any action against AI. 
  
 
 
 
 
Meeting ended at 3.00 pm 
 
CHAIR  __________________ 
 
 
 
 


