
 
 

  
 
 
 

CHAUFFEUR’S PERMIT APPEAL HEARING MINUTES 
 

MARCH 31, 2015 
 
A Chauffeur’s Permit Appeal Hearing was held on Tuesday, March 31, 2015, at 9:33 am, in the 
Council Chamber, Third Floor, City Hall. 
 
PRESENT: Councillor George Affleck, Chair 

Councillor Elizabeth Ball 
Councillor Raymond Louie 
 

CITY CLERK’S OFFICE: Nicole Ludwig, Meeting Coordinator 
 
 
1. Mohammed Samrat Showkat 
 
The Chauffeur’s Permit Appeal Hearing Panel heard an appeal regarding the Chief Constable’s 
cancellation of the Chauffeur’s Permit issued to Mohammed Samrat Showkat. Robert LeBlanc, 
Law Department, represented the City. Mr. Showkat was represented by Jeremy Guild, 
J.S. Guild Law Corporation. 
 
The Panel had before it for consideration an Evidence Brief, prepared by the City of 
Vancouver’s Legal Department, which contained the following material (on file in the City 
Clerk’s Office) and the evidence of witnesses: 
 
Tab 
 
1. Notice of Hearing 

 
2. Letter from Jeremy Guild, counsel for Mohammed Samrat Showkat, dated June 18, 

2014; 
Letter from City of Vancouver to Jeremy Guild, dated June 18, 2014 
 

3. Memo from Constable Kevin Barker of the Vancouver Police to Chief Constable Jim Chu 
dated June 11, 2014; 
 
Letter from Chief Constable to Mohammed Samrat Showkat dated June 12, 2014; 
Transcript of Constable Barker’s June 11, 2014 Interview with Mohammed Samrat 
Showkat 
 

4. Letter from Blacktop Cabs Ltd. to VPD Taxi Unit regarding police records check for 
Mohammed Samrat Showkat; 
VPD Request and Consent for Record Check and Disclosure  
 

5. Person Query pertaining to Mohammed Samrat Showkat 
Narrative Text Hardcopy GO#VA 2014-84582; 
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Narrative Text Hardcopy GO#VA 2014-84577; 
 

6. Chauffeur and Vehicle for Hire Permit Application of Mohammed Samrat Showkat 
 
Mr. LeBlanc reviewed the legislation relevant to the circumstances of this Hearing and noted 
the City has the authority to regulate Chauffeurs under Section 317(1)(l) of the Vancouver 
Charter. He further explained that this was an appeal by Mr. Showkat, pursuant to section 
36(7) of the Motor Vehicle Act, from the refusal by the Chief Constable to issue a Chauffeur’s 
Permit under section 36(5) of the Motor Vehicle Act, and noted that the rules of natural 
justice apply. 
 
Mr. LeBlanc noted that after hearing the appeal, Council may uphold or overturn the 
Chief Constable’s cancellation of the Chauffeur’s Permit issued to Mohammed Samrat 
Showkat. He noted the Panel should consider whether the Chief Constable correctly 
interpreted and applied the applicable legislation to this particular set of circumstances in 
determining whether or not a refusal of the Chauffeur's Permit was appropriate. 
 
Mr. LeBlanc called Constable Jane Meadwell, Vancouver Police Department, as witness in 
support of the allegations. 
 
Following Mr. LeBlanc’s questioning, Panel members and Mr. Guild also asked questions of 
Constable Meadwell. 
 
In his opening comments, Mr. Guild noted that section 215(2) of the Motor Vehicle Act, cited 
in the Chief Constable’s letter which cancelled Mr. Showkat’s permit, relates to alcohol, not 
drugs and there are other factors relating to the incident which caused the Chief Constable to 
cancel the permit. 
 
Mr. Guild submitted the following as evidence: 
 

• Letter dated March 30, 2015, from Dr. Mandy Karim 
• Driving Record Search for Mohammed Samrat Showkat dated June 4, 2014 

 
Mr. Guild called Mr. Showkat as witness. During questioning by Mr. Guild, Mr. Showkat noted 
the following: 
 

• He has been driving taxi or limousine since 2006, and currently leases his limousine 
from Brown Bros. Ford  

• On May 23, 2014, when he was pulled over by Constable Meadwell, he was working 
almost seven days per week, 12 or more hours per day in driving and maintenance/ 
cleaning duties. 

• On May 23, 2014, he had just dropped off some passengers and found the bag of 
marijuana in the back after they left. As he was in a rush to pick up his next 
passenger, he was going to a gas station to get air freshener and throw out the bag. In 
this time, he was pulled over by Constable Meadwell 

• He threw the marijuana out the car window because he did not want to get in trouble 
for something that didn’t belong to him 
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• He misunderstood the instructions Constable Meadwell was giving him for the Standard 
Field Sobriety Test (SFST) because he was nervous and distracted by numerous phone 
calls from people who wanted rides; this resulted in him performing the tests 
incorrectly 

• The pavement was uneven so it was difficult to perform the walk and turn tests, and 
combined with his chronic back pain which affects his balance, he was unable to 
satisfactorily perform the stand on one leg test 
 
 

* * * * * 
 

The Panel recessed at 11:10 am and reconvened at 11:19 am. 
 

* * * * * 
 
 
Following the recess, the Panel and Mr. LeBlanc also asked questions of Mr. Showkat. During 
this questioning, Mr. Showkat noted he had not noticed the passengers had been smoking 
marijuana until after they had left the car and that he didn’t turn his phone off while 
Constable Meadwell was testing him because he did not want to miss out on any work, and 
that he knew he wasn’t impaired so he did not take the testing seriously. 
  
In closing, Mr. LeBlanc noted the Panel’s function is to review the decision of the Chief 
Constable to cancel the permit, and not to review the basis of the 24 hour prohibition that 
caused the Chief Constable to cancel the permit. Specifically, the Panel should examine 
whether or not the Chief Constable’s decision to cancel the permit was reasonable based on 
the totality of evidence available at the time. 
 
Mr. LeBlanc also noted that there are avenues Mr. Showkat could take to explain to the police 
department that he was not impaired, or he can request a judicial review to determine 
whether or not Constable Meadwell’s decision to issue the prohibition was reasonable based 
on the information available to her at the time. 
 
In closing, Mr. Guild drew the Panel’s attention to the Motor Vehicle Act section 215 as the 
basis for widening the scope of the Panel’s authority from Mr. LeBlanc’s explanation since the 
Act does not limit what Council can and cannot look at in rendering its decision. Mr. Guild 
also noted that providing proof of non-impairment can be expensive, time consuming, and 
there are a number of factors beyond the individual’s control in getting appropriate tests in a 
timely manner so they are still useful as proof of non-impairment. 
 
Mr. Guild also submitted that his client has medical issues that may affect the outcome of the 
roadside testing issued by Constable Meadwell and that Mr. Showkat has not been able to 
work because of the cancellation of his Chauffeur’s Permit. 
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PANEL MEMBERS DISCUSSION 
 
Prior to discussion, Panel members asked Mr. Showkat why he threw the bag of marijuana out 
the car window. Mr. Showkat explained he was very nervous and there was no one else in the 
car so he didn’t want the police to think the marijuana was his.  
 
Panel members noted that there are circumstances outside of their jurisdiction that led to 
the cancellation of the Chauffeur’s Permit and that Mr. Showkat had an additional 
opportunity to present information regarding his lack of impairment on June 11, 2014, when 
he met with Constable Barker, Vancouver Police Department, to discuss his permit. 
 
MOVED by Councillor Ball 
SECONDED by Councillor Louie  
 

THAT the Chauffeur’s Permit Appeal Panel uphold the cancellation by the Chief 
Constable of the Chauffeur’s Permit issued to Mohammed Samrat Showkat (the 
“Appellant”) because the Appellant has received a 24 hour driving prohibition pursuant 
to section 215(3) of the Motor Vehicle Act (the "Act"), that the nature of the 
prohibition relates to the occupation of operating a limousine, and that the Chief 
Constable correctly interpreted and applied the relevant sections of the Act in making 
his decision. 
 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED by Councillor Louie 
SECONDED by Councillor Ball 
 

THAT the meeting be adjourned. 
 
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
 

The Chauffeur’s Permit Appeal Hearing Panel adjourned at 12:16 pm. 
 
 

* * * * * 
 


