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TUESDAY 25 JUNE 2013 AT 7.30 PM

COUNCIL CHAMBER, HEMEL HEMPSTEAD CIVIC CENTRE

The Councillors listed below are requested to attend the above meeting, on the day and at the 
time and place stated, to consider the business set out in this agenda.

Cllr G Chapman Cllr Lawson (Chairman)
Cllr Conway Cllr Link 
Cllr Fantham Cllr G Sutton
Cllr Mrs Green (Vice-Chairman)

Substitutes: Councillors Mrs Bassadone, Bhinder, R Hollinghurst, Rance, Ryan and R Sutton.
(Please note Members may only be appointed as substitutes if they have been trained for 
Licensing Committee).

For further information, please contact Lucy Stone on Tel: 01442 228224, or Email: 
lucy.stone@dacorum.gov.uk   Information about the Council can be found on our website: 
www.dacorum.gov.uk.
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1. INTRODUCTIONS

2. MINUTES

To confirm the minutes of the meetings held on 28 May 2013. 

3. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

To receive any apologies for absence

4. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

A member with a disclosable pecuniary interest or a personal interest in a matter who 
attends a meeting of the authority at which the matter is considered -

(i) must disclose the interest at the start of the meeting or when the interest 
becomes apparent

and, if the interest is a disclosable pecuniary interest, or a personal interest 
which is also prejudicial

(ii)  may not participate in any discussion or vote on the matter (and must withdraw 
to the public seating area) unless they have been granted a dispensation.

A member who discloses at a meeting a disclosable pecuniary interest which is not 
registered in the Members’ Register of Interests, or is not the subject of a pending 
notification, must notify the Monitoring Officer of the interest within 28 days of the 
disclosure.

Disclosable pecuniary interests, personal and prejudicial interests are defined in Part 2 of 
the Code of Conduct For Members

[If a member is in any doubt as to whether they have an interest which should be declared 
they should seek the advice of the Monitoring Officer before the start of the meeting] 

5. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

An opportunity for members of the public to make statements and ask questions in 
accordance with the rules on Public Participation

6. EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC 

To consider passing a resolution in the following terms:

That, under s.100A (4) of the Local Government Act 1972 Schedule 12A Part 1, as 
amended by the Local Government (Access to Information) (Variation) Order 2006, the 
public be excluded during the item in Part II of the Agenda for the meeting, because it is 
likely, in view of the nature of the business to be transacted, that if members of the public 
were present during this item there would be disclosure to them of exempt information 
relating to an individual which would be likely to reveal their identity (Item 7).
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APPENDIX A
*************************************************************************************************

DACORUM BOROUGH COUNCIL

LICENSING AND HEALTH AND SAFETY ENFORCEMENT SUB-COMMITTEE

28 MAY 2013

*************************************************************************************************

Present-

MEMBERS:

Councillor Lawson (Chairman), Mrs G Chapman, Conway, Fantham, Mrs Green, Link and 
G Sutton

OFFICERS:
B Lisgarten Solicitor
R Hill Licensing Team Leader 
R Mabbitt Licensing Enforcement Officer
A Miles Licensing Enforcement Officer
L Stone Member Support Officer

Other Persons Present: 
Item 7 – Mr B
Item 8 – Mr S
Item 8 – Mr K

The meeting began at 7.30 pm

1. INTRODUCTIONS

The Chairman welcomed everyone to the meeting and informed those present he would 
introduce the Sub-Committee and the Officers when it was appropriate. 

2. MINUTES

The minutes of the meetings held on 26 March 2013 were confirmed by the members 
present and then signed by the Chairman.

3. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

There were no apologies for absence. 

4. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

There were no declarations of interest.

5. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
None 

Councillor Mrs Green referred to the guidelines on fitness of applicants for Hackney 
Carriage/Private Hire driver’s licences and asked if there was any test for competence in 
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English language as well as a written knowledge test. R Hill said there was currently no 
language test but that officers were currently reviewing options for modifications to the 
testing arrangements, including language tests and a practical driving test, and that it was 
intended to present a report to Committee later this year. 

Councillor Fantham agreed that this was necessary. The Chairman said that this policy 
should be looked at in the near future.  

6. EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC

It was moved by Councillor G Sutton and seconded by Councillor Mrs Green to move to 
Part II of the meeting and to exclude the public.

Resolved:

That, under S.100A (4) of the Local government Act 1972 the public be excluded during the 
items in Part II of the Agenda for this meeting, because it was likely, in view of the nature of 
the business to be transacted, that if members of the public were present during those 
items there would be disclosure to them of exempt information relating to an individual 
which is likely to reveal their identity (Minutes 7 and 8).

7. APPLICATION FOR RENEWAL OF PRIVATE HIRE DRIVER’S LICENCE 
FOLLOWING MOTORING OFFENCE

Full details are in the Part 2 minutes

8. REVIEW OF HACKNEY CARRIAGE DRIVER’S LICENCE FOLLOWING 
COMPLAINTS

Full details are in the Part 2 minutes

The meeting ended at 8.40 pm
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Appendix B

PROCEDURE FOR THE LICENSING AND HEALTH AND SAFETY ENFORCEMENT 
SUB-COMMITTEE (PRIVATE HIRE VEHICLE AND HACKNEY CARRIAGES)

1. The Chairman will open the proceedings by stating the nature of the matter, which is 
to be considered, (first application/renewal/suspension/revocation), whether the 
proceedings concern a vehicle, driver or operator licence, and the name of the 
applicant or licence holder.

2. The Chairman will introduce himself/herself and the Members of the Committee, the 
Clerk to the Committee and any other officer present.

3. The Chairman will ask the officers to confirm whether or not the formal requirements 
in respect of the matter to be considered have been complied with.  In the case of a 
proposed suspension or revocation of licence or a refusal to renew, the Chairman 
will ask the officers to confirm whether or not the requisite 14 days' prior notice has 
been served on the licence holder.

4. If satisfied as to the formal requirements the Committee will consider the merits of 
the application or proposed suspension/revocation and the report of the officers.  
The Committee may ask the officers for clarification of any points in issue.

5. The Chairman will then invite the applicant or licence holder to make any 
representations.  The applicant or licence holder may make his/her representations 
personally or through a representative, who shall first identify him/herself.

6. The Chairman and other members of the Committee may ask the applicant or 
licence holder questions and points of clarification.

7. The applicant or licence holder, his/her representative (if any) and any officer 
present (with the exception of the Clerk to the Committee) shall withdraw. 

8. The members of the Committee consider their decision.  If any further clarification or 
information is required from the applicant or licence holder or any officer, all parties 
will be recalled

9. All parties will be recalled for the announcement by the Chairman of the 
Committee's decision.

10. The Committee's decision will be confirmed in writing by the Solicitor to the Council.

11. At any point in this procedure, the Committee may pass a resolution excluding the 
press and public from the meeting on the basis that, if they were to remain, there 
may be disclosure of exempt information (information relating to individuals which is 
likely to reveal their identities).
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APPENDIX C

Guidelines on fitness of applicants for Hackney Carriage/Private Hire Driver’s Licences 
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Report for: Licensing Health & Safety Enforcement
Sub-Committee

Date of meeting: 25 June 2013

PART: II

If Part II, reason:
Disclosure of exempt information relating to
an individual which would be likely to reveal

his identity

Title of report: Review of Hackney Carriage Driver’s licence following 
conviction

Contact: Andrew Miles – Licensing Enforcement Officer, Legal 
Governance

Purpose of report:
To detail a conviction received in respect of a licensed hackney 
carriage driver, and to outline options for consideration in 
respect of the suspension or revocation of the licence.

Recommendations

That the Sub-Committee consider the matters outlined and:
a) Take no action;
b) Issue a warning to the licence-holder;
c) Suspend the hackney carriage drivers’ licence for a 

specified period; or
d) Revoke the hackney carriage drivers’ licence.

Corporate 
objectives:

Safe and Clean Environment
 Public safety is the key aim of the vehicle/driver licensing 

system, and the Council must be satisfied that applicants 
are fit and proper to hold licences.

Implications: This application is to be determined under existing policies. No 
new policy implications arise.

Consultees: None

Background 
papers:

Guidelines on fitness of applicants for hackney carriage / 
private hire driver’s licences (March 2013)

Glossary of 
acronyms and any 
other abbreviations 
used in this report:

AGENDA ITEM:  7

SUMMARY
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1. BACKGROUND

1.1. The Council is responsible for the regulation of hackney carriage and private hire 
services within the Borough of Dacorum, and issues licences for hackney carriage 
vehicles and drivers, and private hire operators, vehicles and drivers, in accordance 
with the Town Police Clauses Act 1847 and the Local Government (Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Act 1976.

1.2. During the validity of a hackney carriage or private hire driver’s licence, the Council 
may exercise a number of statutory powers which enable the suspension or 
revocation of a licence, should the holder have been found to have been acting 
improperly, or have been the subject of legal proceedings resulting in a conviction, 
caution or driving licence endorsement. In particular, section 61 of the Local 
Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976 provides for the suspension, 
revocation or refusal of renewal of a drivers’ licence, on one or more of the 
following grounds:

 That, since the grant of the licence, the licence-holder has been:
o Convicted of an offence involving dishonesty, indecency or violence;
o Convicted of an offence under or has failed to comply with the provisions 

of the 1847 or 1976 Acts; or
 Any other reasonable cause, which may include, but is not limited to, any 

element in respect of the fitness or propriety of the holder which would 
otherwise be considered at the time of application.

1.3. Guidelines on considering the fitness and propriety of holders of drivers’ licences, 
including the relevance of criminal convictions and motoring endorsements, were 
adopted by the Council in March 2013, and a copy of this document is appended to 
the report.

2. DETAILS OF LICENCE

2.1. Mr Arshad Mahmood is licensed by the Council as a Hackney Carriage driver, with 
licence number HD237. He has been licensed in this capacity since May 2002, with 
the current licence due to expire on 31st December 2013. Prior to this he was 
licensed as a private hire driver from January 2002 up until May 2002. A copy of 
the current licence is appended at Annex A. 

2.2. Mr Mahmood holds a licence for a Hackney Carriage vehicle, a grey Chrysler 
Grande Voyager, licence number HV087.

3. DETAILS OF CONVICTIONS

3.1. Mr Mahmood attended the Civic Centre on 20/11/2012 to notify the licensing 
department of a criminal conviction he had received on 14/11/2012 for an offence 
of common assault. The assault took place on 21/06/2012. Latterly, on 16/05/2013, 
Mr Mahmood provided a copy of his driving licence showing an offence of driving 
without insurance, for which he received 6 penalty points and a £440 fine. The 
following paragraphs summarise these 2 convictions followed by a resume of any 
relevant complaints received about Mr Mahmood.

3.2. A notification of conviction letter was received from Bedfordshire Police by the 
licensing department on 19/11/2012, outlining the conviction as per the Home 
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Office requirement where a conviction occurs against a person in a notifiable 
occupation. A copy of this letter is appended at Annex B.

3.3. The offence of common assault occurred on 21/06/2012 and involved a ‘road rage’ 
type of incident whilst Mr Mahmood was collecting a fare from Luton. Mr Mahmood 
alleged that he was the innocent party and suffered at the hands of another 
motorist (referred to in this report as the third party or TP driver) who cut him up on 
his exit from the M1 towards Luton Airport on the main A-road.

3.4. Mr Mahmood explained that the TP driver continually braked in front of him and at a 
set of traffic lights, the 2 vehicles were side by side when the TP driver shouted 
angrily at him and stuck their middle finger up towards him and then drove off. This 
course of action continued against Mr Mahmood for some time, until the TP car 
stopped at the entry to a roundabout and failed to proceed, thereby blocking the 
path of Mr Mahmood. At this point the TP driver got out of his car and approached 
Mr Mahmood. Mr Mahmood describes getting out of his car to speak with the TP 
driver, who then swore at him and a verbal exchange ensued, culminating in Mr 
Mahmood pushing the TP driver in the face with his open hand whereby injury was 
sustained by the TP driver.

3.5. The police were notified of this assault by the TP driver. Mr Mahmood was 
subsequently arrested and charged with Common Assault, appearing at Luton and 
South Bedfordshire Magistrates Court on 14/11/2012, whereby he pleaded guilty to 
the offence and received a conditional discharge and costs ordered at £85.

3.6. Mr Mahmood was interviewed regarding this matter at the Civic Centre by Ross 
Hill, licensing team leader, on 20/11/2012, and he was warned verbally about his 
conduct as a licensed driver. During the interview, Mr Mahmood provided a copy of 
the hand-written prepared statement which was given to the court as part of the 
guilty plea, and a copy of this document is appended at Annex C.

3.7. On 16/05/2013 a copy of the paper section of Mr Mahmood’s UK driving licence 
was received in the licensing office showing a conviction dated 25/03/2013 for an 
offence coded as IN10 (using an uninsured vehicle) committed on 04/09/2012. The 
licence was endorsed with 6 penalty points and a fine imposed of £440. A copy of 
the licence is appended at Annex D.

3.8. Enquiries were made with Colchester Magistrates’ Court who had dealt with the 
matter, and it was ascertained that Mr Mahmood had been stopped in a police 
‘road block’ approaching Stansted Airport on 04/09/12 at 15.50 hours. Documents 
from the court were requested to provide full details of the police evidence, and in 
the meantime, Mr Mahmood was interviewed on tape and under caution by Andrew 
Miles and Richard Mabbitt, licensing enforcement officers, on 20/05/13.

3.9. During his interview he stated that he was stopped by the police in a road block 
whilst approaching Stansted airport. He had with him a friend, who was also a 
regular fare of his, and that he was driving his wife’s car. He stated that he took him 
as a ‘favour’ as opposed to being a paying customer, thereby not acting in his 
capacity as a hackney driver. He stated that the passenger was sat next to him in 
the front passenger seat.

3.10. Although the car he was driving at the time was his wife’s, it was noted that it 
was a car he had used previously in 2009 as his licensed hackney carriage. He 
stated that his actual cab was being repaired and, as such, he was using his wife’s 
car to transport his friend to the airport. He denied acting in his capacity as a 
licensed hackney driver. 
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3.11. It was pointed out to him that even by taking his friend as a favour he was 
thereby acting in his capacity as a hackney driver and that, as such, he was not 
driving with the required insurance for hire or reward and that he was using an 
unlicensed vehicle.

3.12. Having interviewed him and informing him that further enquiries would be 
made as to the final disposal of the matter, documents were received from the 
court, which contained statements from the police officer, who reported him for no 
insurance by way of an endorsable fixed penalty notice, and from the passenger. 
The two statements provided the following evidence, and a copy of each statement 
is appended at Annex E and F respectively. 

3.13. He was questioned by police and it was noted that there was a rear seat 
passenger in the vehicle, a silver Toyota Avensis, registration number W349 TMJ. 
Mr Mahmood was questioned regarding the carriage of the passenger and he 
stated that he was conveying the person on board as a friend and that he was not 
acting in his capacity as a licensed hackney driver.

3.14. Questioning of the passenger, identified as Mr Swami Prasad Panchagnula, 
suggested otherwise and it was ascertained that the passenger was a fare, had 
agreed a price of £50 for his journey from his home address in Hemel Hempstead 
to Stansted airport the day before and was a regular fare for Mr Mahmood. Mr 
Mahmood was duly reported for the offence of having no insurance to carry the 
passenger as a fare whilst driving as a hackney driver by the police officer, Pc 
David STANLEY.

3.15. Given this further evidence, Mr Mahmood was contacted by Andrew Miles 
and invited in for further interview so the newly acquired statements from the police 
and the passenger could be put to him.

3.16. He was further interviewed on tape under caution by the same licensing 
officers on 21/05/13 and the statements put to him. It was pointed out that he had 
blatantly lied about the entire matter and had attempted to cover up his uninsured 
actions by stating that the fare was not pre-booked, no payment had been arranged 
or requested and that he had stated that the passenger was seated in the front so 
as not to make it look as if the passenger was a fare.

3.17. Mr Mahmood was apologetic and admitted to his wrong doing and admitted 
that he had acted inappropriately.

3.18. Transcripts of both interviews are appended at Annexes G and H.

4. COMPLAINTS

4.1. Mr Mahmood has been the subject of one complaint made by another driver on 
03/06/12 involving an allegation of assault.

4.2. At 3.15pm on the above date, police were called to the cab rank at Hemel 
Hempstead railway station where a dispute over a fare had led to a fight taking 
place between two licensed drivers. Mr Saqib MALIK alleged that Mr Mahmood had 
assaulted him by punching him over a disagreement over the taking of a fare at the 
location.

4.3. However, neither Mr Malik nor the witnesses identified at the scene wished to 
substantiate the allegation or provide witness statements or attend court, so the 
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police involvement ended and the matter was referred to the licensing enforcement 
office.

4.4. Both drivers were invited in for interview and were duly interviewed by Richard 
Mabbitt, enforcement officer, and they were both warned as to their future conduct.

5. GUIDELINES

5.1. Section 6 of the Guidelines covers criminal convictions. That section states:

“6.8. Each case will be decided on its own merits. Some discretion may be 
appropriate if the offence is isolated and there are mitigating circumstances. 
However, multiple offences or a series of offences over a period of time are likely to 
give greater cause for concern and may demonstrate a pattern of inappropriate 
behaviour, which will be taken into account.
…
6.23. An application will normally be refused where the applicant has a conviction, 
less than 3 years prior to the date of application, for an offence of:-
• Common assault
…”

5.2. Section 7 of the Guidelines covers motoring offences. Paragraph 7.9 identifies the 
insurance offence as a ‘major’ endorsement due to the number of penalty points 
received, and 7.10 states that “such endorsements will require careful 
consideration of the facts and will at the very least merit a warning as to future 
driving and advice on the standards expected of hackney carriage and private hire 
drivers.”

5.3. Paragraphs 1.8 and 1.9 of the Guidelines confirm that references within the 
document to refusal of applications will apply equally to the suspension or 
revocation of a licence during the licence validity period.
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6. OPTIONS AVAILABLE TO THE SUB-COMMITTEE

6.1. In respect of the current hackney carriage drivers’ licence, in accordance with 
section 61 of the Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976, and 
having considered the matters outlined in this report and any representations made 
by the applicant, the Sub-Committee may:

a) Take no action;
b) Issue the licence-holder with a formal warning;
c) Suspend the licence for a specified period, if satisfied that there is reasonable 

cause to do so; or
d) Revoke the licence, if satisfied that there is reasonable cause to do so.

6.2. The Sub-Committee must give full reasons for their decision.

6.3. A decision to suspend or revoke the licence will take effect at the end of the period 
of 21 days from when written notice of the decision is given to the driver. However, 
if it appears to the Sub-Committee that the interests of public safety require the 
suspension or revocation of the licence to have effect immediately upon the giving 
of notice of the decision, the Sub-Committee may alternatively resolve that this 
should be the case. Any such resolution must include an explanation as to why 
such action is considered necessary.

6.4. If the licence is suspended or revoked, the holder will have a right of appeal against 
the decision to a magistrates’ court.
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Annex A – Current hackney carriage driver’s licence
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Annex B – Notification of conviction letter from Beds Police.
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Annex C – Basis of plea prepared statement from Mr Mahmood.
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Annex D – UK DVLA drivers licence paper part showing points and fine.
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Annex E – Statement from Pc David STANLEY
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Annex F – Witness statement from Mr PANCHAGNULA
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Annex G – Transcript of interview from 20/05/2013

To follow under separate cover

Annex H – Transcript of interview from 21/05/2013

To follow under separate cover
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APPENDIX D
NOT FOR PUBLICATION

PART II MINUTES

LICENSING AND HEALTH AND SAFETY ENFORCEMENT SUB-COMMITTEE

28 MAY 2013

6. EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC

Resolved:

That, under Section 100A (4) of the Local Government Act 1972 the public be excluded 
during the items in Part II of the Agenda for this meeting, because it was likely, in view of 
the nature of the business to be transacted, that if members of the public were present 
during these items there would be disclosure to them of exempt information relating to an 
individual which is likely to reveal their identity (Minutes 7 and 8).

7. APPLICATION FOR RENEWAL OF PRIVATE HIRE DRIVER’S LICENCE 
FOLLOWING MOTORING OFFENCE

The Chairman introduced himself, the Sub-Committee and the officers present. He then 
asked the applicant to introduce himself.

The Chairman asked if all legal requirements had been met, and was informed by R Hill 
that they had. 

Mr Bennitt said that the Committee had already made their mind up. The Chairman said this 
was not the case and invited Mr Bennitt to address the Committee.

Mr Bennitt said that he had been a taxi driver for 20 years and had never received a 
complaint by a member of the public. He added that he was a 50 year old man with no 
other skills. He said that the offence happened a long time ago and that action should have 
been taken at the time rather than now.

The Chairman asked the Licensing Team Leader if there was anything he wished to add to 
the report. 

R Hill said that the licensing team were notified of the conviction in October 2012. 

Mr Bennitt did not agree with that, he said he had spoken to a licensing officer on two 
occasions who was now no longer working for the Council.

R Hill said that he could only go by the records available which were that the offence was 
declared in October 2012. Mr Bennitt was then invited for an interview in November 2012. R 
Hill then decided to wait until the renewal of the licence which would include other checks. 
The renewal was due in April 2013. 

The Chairman said the Committee would move on to consider the issue rather than the 
procedure. He added that the details behind the matter were of no concern to the 
Committee, they accepted that the applicant had been convicted. The Chairman said that 
Mr Bennitt had said that his record had been good and that he had no other skills. 

Mr Bennitt questioned why R Hill had said he could submit other documents if the 
Committee would not consider them. 
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The Chairman said that they would only consider what was before them and that did not 
mean necessarily that Mr Bennitt would lose his licence. The Chairman added that Mr 
Bennitt’s behaviour in the meeting was not helping. Mr Bennitt apologised for that.

B Lisgarten said that Mr Bennitt’s conviction stood but that the Committee could listen to Mr 
Bennitt’s mitigation in order to form an opinion on him as a person and his licence. 

Councillor Fantham asked if the Police had taken the car away to examine it. Mr Bennitt 
said that he had offered it, but the Police had not taken it as it had been seven weeks after 
the incident. He added that the biggest mistake he had made was not going to the Police 
the day after he had been accused. 

The Chairman asked what Mr Bennitt’s other driving convictions had been for. Mr Bennitt 
said they had both been for speeding. He also confirmed that he never had dealings with 
the licensing officers other than renewing his licence as he had never had a problem.

The officers and Mr Bennitt withdrew whilst the Sub-Committee considered the matter.

Resolved:
 

That the Licensing and Health and Safety Enforcement Sub-Committee, having considered 
the oral and written evidence from the officer and the applicant, resolved that the 
application for renewal of the licence be granted. The Sub-Committee considered that Mr 
Bennitt had realised that he had made mistakes and admitted that he should have reported 
the incident after it happened and that he was a fit and proper person and not a danger to 
the public
 
8. CONSIDERATION OF A HACKNEY CARRIAGE DRIVERS LICENCE 

FOLLOWING COMPLAINTS

The Chairman introduced himself, the Sub-Committee and the officers present. He then 
asked the applicant and his representative to introduce themselves.

The Chairman asked if all legal requirements had been met, and was informed by R Hill 
that they had. 

The Chairman asked the Licensing Enforcement Officer if there was anything he wished to 
add to the report. 

R Mabbitt said that in section 3.2 on page 37 of the report, there was an error. It should 
state that the complaint was received on 22 September 2009 rather than June. He said that 
Mr Shah had asked for two letters to be submitted to the Sub-Committee. The phone bill 
referred to in the letter from Mr Shah was not relevant as it had been for the wrong month. 

The Chairman said they would go through each complaint listed and acknowledged that Mr 
Shah had given a written response to each point. 

Starting on page 37 and section 3.2, Mr Shah said he had not sent a text whilst driving and 
never did. He said he had sent only 38 text messages in the whole month.

With regard to section 3.3, Mr S said he had paid £6 to the lady but there had been a slight 
delay as he had to attend a Friday prayer. The Chairman said the report stated Mr Shah 
had confronted the customer. Mr Shah said that the operator had said that he had to go to 
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the customer immediately but that Mr Shah had said that he could not go then due to 
prayer. 

In section 3.4, Mr Shah said he was taking a customer from Lincoln House Surgery. He 
went into the surgery to check if the customer was ready. When he came out, there was a 
ticket on his car. The customer got in with her kids and they got into the back seat. 

Councillor Fantham said it was up to Mr Shah as a driver to make sure the seat belts were 
on. Mr Shah said that if the children were on laps he did not. He said that he was also 
concentrating on the ticket. Mr Khan added that if a child was under 14 and 
unaccompanied, it would be the driver’s responsibility to ensure the seat belt was on. If the 
child was with an adult customer, it was their responsibility rather than the driver’s.

Mr Shah said he could not recall the incident reported in section 3.5.

In relation to section 3.6, Mr Shah said there had been an issue with London Midland 
regarding the station permit. He said that the Taxi Drivers Association had come together to 
talk to London Midland, but some taxi drivers not in the association had come in front and 
behind Mr Shah’s car calling him a coward. Mr Shah said he had sent an email to Kathryn 
Ashton which was included in the report.

In section 3.7, Mr Shah said Mr Mabbitt had interviewed him. He said he had made a 
driving mistake and had put his hand up to apologise which the other driver must have 
taken incorrectly.

With regard to section 3.8, R Mabbitt said that emails had been received the previous week 
from the school’s head teacher and Mr Lee, who Mr Shah was working for. Mr Shah said 
that the other lady said that he was obstructing her and was racially abusive towards him. 
Mr Shah said that she took his car keys, so he had taken her car key away. Mr Shah said 
he had submitted a letter from a witness who had seen the incident. 

Mr Shah said he could not remember speeding as stated in section 3.9.

In section 3.10, Mr Shah said that he had overtaken, but that the other driver had been 
doing a maximum of 25mph. He said that he did not overtake dangerously. The Chairman 
said that extra care and respect should be given to learner drivers.

The Chairman said that quite a series of complaints had built up against Mr Shah. He 
added that not many drivers were seen by the Sub-Committee, but this was the second 
time that Mr Shah had been called to the Sub-Committee and had received a lot of 
complaints. 

Mr Shah said he was interviewed in 2012 for the incident at the school. He said there had 
been no complaints for the previous three years. With regard to the incident at the station, 
Mr Shah said he was in the right, but that the other driver had been abusive to him so he 
had replied to him, the other drivers then complained. 

Councillor Mrs Green stated that in a number of the incidents listed in the evidence, Mr 
Shah said that the other driver had been in the wrong place. She said that Mr Shah, as a 
taxi driver, with customers in his care, should take a step back and, even if it is his right of 
way, should slow down and let the other driver go to avoid an accident.

Mr Shah said he agreed and said that he came across two or three incidents every day and 
let them go. He said he worked seven days a week and had four children. 
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B Lisgarten asked Mr Shah to confirm whether the overtaking incidents had been in 
residential areas and on single lane roads. Mr Shah said it had not been residential, on 
Station Road, and that each side of the road was one lane. 

Councillor G Sutton said that Mr Shah had last been seen by the Sub-Committee in June 
2009, he had been suspended for eight weeks and given a verbal warning. It seemed that 
Mr Shah had continued to receive complaints as soon as he had left that meeting. He said 
he found it difficult that someone who relied on their licence would not take notice of the 
warning given. 

Councillor Fantham said that in almost all of the incidents, Mr Shah had confirmed the 
aggression of his driving which was unacceptable. 

The officers, Mr Shah and Mr Khan withdrew whilst the Sub-Committee considered the 
matter.

Resolved:
 

The Licensing and Health and Safety Enforcement Sub-Committee, had considered the oral 
and written evidence from the officers and the licence-holder, Mr Shah. The Sub-Committee 
reached the conclusion, unanimously, that Mr Shah poses a risk to the public and therefore 
is not a fit and proper person to hold a Hackney Drivers Licence.
 
The Committee feels the only option is to revoke Mr Shah's Hackney Carriage drivers’ 
licence. The record of complaints presented to the Committee are of great concern 
particularly following the serious warning Mr Shah received from this Committee on 30th 
June, 2009. He does not appear to have learned from that experience but continues to be 
danger to the people of the Borough

The meeting finished at 8.40 pm


