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Case No:  

In the London Central Employment Tribunal  

BETWEEN:- 

 

Mr Imran Javaid Raja 

Claimant 

 

- and - 

 

Uber London Limited 

Respondent  

 

-- 

RIDER TO ET1 

-- 

 

1. The Claimant Mr Imran Raja pursues a complaint of indirect race discrimination 

(colour, national and/or ethnic origin) against the Respondent Uber London 

Limited (the Claimant and the Respondent respectively). 

Background 

2. The Respondent is the UK subsidiary of Uber BV which, since May 2012, has 

been licensed to operate private hire vehicles in London. Uber BV is a Dutch 

company which owns the rights to the Uber app. The working methods of the 

Respondent and the app are well documented and the Claimant adopts the 

summary of the same by the Supreme Court in Uber BV and ors v Aslam and ors 

[2021] ICR 407.  
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3. The Claimant was first engaged by the Respondent as a driver in 2016, Pursuant 

to Uber v Aslam he was at all material times in employment with the Respondent 

as defined by s83(2)(a) Equality Act 2010 (EqA 2010).  

 

4. The Claimant is of Asian origin, and advances his race discrimination complaints 

by reference to his colour 

The Real Time ID Check 

5. In April 2020 the Respondent introduced a “Real Time ID check” system in the 

UK. This system uses Microsoft facial recognition software and requires drivers 

to take a real-time photograph of themselves for verification when accessing the 

Uber app. The photo is checked against the driver’s account profile picture. 

Access to the app is a pre-requisite to accessing work and consequently work (as 

to the pivotal role played by the app see Aslam at [6]-[13]). The Real Time ID 

check has been a continuous and ongoing practice since its inception.  

 

6. Facial recognition software is recognised as placing people from ethnic minority 

groups at a disadvantage in that false positive and false negative results are 

greater in individuals from ethnic minority groups. The Claimant places reliance 

upon the following:  

i. The work of the US National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) 

Face Recognition Vendor Test which indicates that faces classified in NIST’s 

database as African American or Asian were 10-100 times more likely to be 

misidentified that those classified as white; 

ii. In R (Bridges) v Chief Constable of South Wales Police [2020] EWCA Civ 1058 the 

Court of Appeal concluded that it was incumbent on the constabulary to 

investigate the discriminatory effects of the software so as to avoid non-

compliance with the Public Sector Equality Duty 

iii. A 2020 report by the Alan Turing Institute explored the discriminatory effect 

of facial software recognition and noted in particular the conclusion of the 
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Equality and Human Rights Commission in which it expressed 

disappointment in the government’s continued usage of facial recognition 

software despite evidence that the software is susceptible to error on the 

grounds of skin colour;  

iv. A 2018 study conducted by the Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

concluded that three facial recognition programmes (including the Microsoft 

software introduced by the Respondent) produced errors at a rate of 0.8% for 

men with light skin whereas the error rate increased to 20-34% for women 

with dark skin; 

 

  

 

7. Such is the discriminatory impact of the software that large organisations have 

revisited their use of the same: 

i. Amazon has announced a one-year freeze on the sale of facial recognition 

software; 

ii. IBM has discontinued its facial recognition business over concerns that it was 

implicated in racial profiling; 

iii. Axon, a maker of body cameras for the police in the United States, has refused 

to deploy facial recognition in its cameras due to concerns as to its accuracy 

(and the racial consequences of any such inaccuracies); 

iv. Microsoft has withdrawn sales of its software to US police departments in the 

wake of the Black Lives Matter movement. 

 

8. There are also indications that the application of the software by Uber has led to 

others facing disadvantage. The Claimant understand that seven of the 

Respondent’s workers were dismissed on the grounds of similar inaccuracies; a 

discrimination action pursued by an Uber driver in the US due to the recognition 

software has also been initiated.  
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The Application of the Check to the Claimant 

9. On 6 September 2020 the Claimant failed the facial recognition check for the first 

time. On 2 October 2020 he failed the check on a second occasion. As a 

consequence the Respondent disabled the Claimant’s access to the app thus 

depriving him of the opportunity to work.  

 

10. On 13 October 2020 the Respondent notified Transport for London (TfL) of its 

decision to dismiss the Claimant by way of a “notification of an adverse nature.”  

 

11. On 15 October the Claimant contacted the Respondent’s regulatory department 

and reiterated that the account had been blocked due to some error. By way of 

reply the Claimant was notified that his driver agreement was terminated due to 

a failure to verify his identity. The Claimant requested a review of this decision 

although this was superseded by events.  

 

12. On 21 October 2020 TfL revoked the Claimant’s licence with immediate effect on 

the premise that he was no longer a fit and proper person to hold a licence. TfL’s 

letter to the Claimant advised that the Respondent dismissed him because of a 

“serious reported breach involving identity fraud on the Uber platform.”  

 

13. On 28 October 2020 the Claimant visited an Uber driver centre where his identity 

was confirmed by the Respondent’s staff. The Respondent conceded that earlier 

deactivation had been a system failure. 

 

14. On 2 November 2020 the Respondent reversed its decision to deactivate the 

Claimant and removed the restrictions on his account that day. However, the 

Claimant could still not work due to the revocation of his licence which the 

Respondent had instigated.  
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15. On 7 November 2020 the Claimant wrote to Westminster Magistrates’ Court 

appealing against TfL’s decision to revoke his licence.  

 

16. On 11 January 2021 the App Drivers and Couriers’ Union (ACDU) appealed 

TfL’s decision to revoke the Claimant’s licence on his behalf.  

 

17. On 12 January 2021 TfL notified the Claimant that his licence had been reinstated. 

His badge did not return, however, until late February 2021. Consequently, the 

Claimant was deprived of his ability to pursue his occupation as a driver for 

around three months.  

Particulars 

Indirect Discrimination  

18. The Claimant was subject to the following PCPs by the Respondent: which had 

been applied and/or would be applied to others: 

i. The requirement and/or practice of accessing the application via the Real 

Time ID check; 

ii. The need to undergo facial recognition checks in general and/or by way of the 

software adopted by the Respondent; 

iii. Suspension from the Uber app and/or permission to work as an Uber driver 

due to a failed verification check; 

iv. Deactivation and/or dismissal; 

v. The practice of notifying TfL of dismissal and/or the failure to satisfy the 

verification requirements which occasioned and/or gave rise to the risk of a 

revocation of licence.  

 

19. These PCPs put Asian and/or non-white people at a particular disadvantage in 

that they are less likely to pass the facial recognition test and thus more likely to 
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face the consequences of being barred from the app, the opportunity to work 

and/or to lose their licence due to non-compliance with verification checks. 

 

20. The PCPs are incapable of objective justification. To the extent that a legitimate 

aim can be fathomed the Respondent cannot establish that the PCPs are no more 

discriminatory than is necessary to achieve those aims. 

 

21. The Claimant seeks the following by way of remedy: 

i. Suitable declarations and recommendations; 

ii. An award for injury to feelings; 

iii. An award for aggravated and/or stigma damages; 

iv. An award to reflect the loss of earnings and/or loss of earning opportunity as 

a consequence of the discrimination; 

v. Interest 

 

Christopher Milsom 

Cloisters 

8 June 2021 

 

 

 


