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Decision _9_3_7_6_2_ NOV 13 1981 
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE S~TE OF CALIFORNIA 

CIn OF BEVERLY HILLS, ) 
) 

Complainant, ) 
j 

vs. ) 
) 

JA..TY'..sHID ~'"'JARIPOti·R., doing ) 
business as TIFF~~ TOUR ~10 ) 
TRAVEL SERVICE, INC .. , ) 

) 

Defendant. ) 

-------------------------) 

Case 10923 
(Filed Y4Y 13, 1981) 

Jack Allen, Sr., Assist~~t City Attorney, 
for Ci~y of Beverly Hills, co=?lainant. 

Jerrv H. Green, Attorney at Law, for 
de:enda:lt. 

OP!N!Ol: ......... -~ ......... --
Complai:l~~t City of Beverly Hills (City) alleges 

that Tiffany Tour and Travel Service, Inc. (Tiffany) (erroneously 
named in the complaint as Ja=shid Anvaripour~ dofng bus~ess as 
Tiffany Tour and 'l'ravel Service, Inc.) has willfully and. 'kno ..... inqly 

violated the conditions of its certificate of public eonvenience 
and necessity in the operation of its Tour 1 by operatinq on 
streets in the City, more specifically on ~orth Roxbury Drive, 
which is not set forth as a permitted route in its eertifieate. 

Defendant Tiffany in its answer admits that it 
operated on North Ro~ury Drive on y~~~ 6 and March 16, 1981 
which is not listed on its authorized routes. HOwever, Tiffany 
alleges, as a separate affirQative defense, that it has always 
instructed its drivers concerning its authorized routes but that 
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some drivers chose to ignore those instruc~ions. Tiffany further 
~lleges th~t when it became aware 0: this complaint, it i=cediately 
distributed a me=orandurn to all ecployecs, warnin~ 0: ter.cina~ion 
if ~ny c~ployec ignored its instructions to not use Ro~ury Drive. 

After due notice, a public hea:in~ was held in Los 
Angeles ~efore Adcinistrative Law Judqc Wi1liac A. Turkish on 
August 20, 1981 under PUblic Utilities Code Section 1702, and 
the matter was submitted on Au~~st 28 fo110winq the receipt of 
concurrent ~rie:s. 

~~ynare Britton, a resident of City, testified on 
behalf 0: City and Donald Gray, ehair.can of the board of Ti£f~~y, 
testified on its behalf. 

Britton testified that on Y~ch 6 and again on Y~ch 16, 
1981 he observed a Tiff~~y ~us on North Roxoury Drive in the City. 
On the March l6 sighting, he: observed that a police officer had 
stopped the bus and appeared to be issuing a citation to the driver. 

Britton stated the driver 0: the v~~ bus was J~~shid Anvaripour, 
,.. h ' A J: 'C' . h' I!'I' .t:.t: , w •• om .e recoqn~zc¥ _ro~ a prev~ous o~~~ss~on ear~nq on .~.ftany s 

l ' t' J: ~'.t:. ~ , h'''' ~, '~. d A app ~ca ~on _or a cer.~_~ca.e ~n w lC •• ~~varl~our test~_~e an~ 

'd .'J:' d h' l.t: 'd ~ m'J:~ ~ en.~_le ~~se _ as pres~ ent o •• ~ __ ~~y. 
The witness testi!ied he again o~served two Tiffany 

buses, in carav~~, on North Roxbury Drive on May 12, 1981. He 

observed the buses, bearinq the n~e Tiffany To~r Bus Lines, 
traveling north on ~orth Roxbury Drive, caking a turn on Benedict 
Canyon, and returning on ~orth Roxbury Drive in ~~e opp¢site 
direction • 
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Donald Gray testified that Tiffany continually instructs 
its drivers concerning each route and a~~itted tha~ ~o=th Roxbury 
Drive was not on its City tour route. He stated that h~ did not 
know who the drivers were on Y~ch 6 and 16 but thin~s it was 
the s~~e driver on both occ~sions who is no lon;er working for 
Tiffany. He again reiterated that it is not company policy for 
its buses to drive on N~rth Roxbury Drive; that the drivers hav~ 
never been instructee to drive on North Ro~~:y Drive; ~~d that 
there is no economic benefit to the comp~~y for its buses to 
arive on North RoXb~ Drive. The witness idcnti:ied Exhibit 2 
as a me~orand~ si~ed by J~shid Anvaripour, president of Tiffany, 
to Tif:any's employees, dated Y~y 21, 1981, which prohi~its any 

vehicle owned by Tiff~~y from usinq Roxbury Drive and warninq 
that any eoployee who violates the mcmo=~~du= will be ter:inated. 
According to Gray, althou~h he does not ~~ow for a faet that 
Anvaripour was not drivinq on North Roxbury D=ive on Y~ch 16, 
it would have been very unlikely for Anva:i~u= ~o have been 
driving a Tiff~y bus. Gray did a~it that Anvaripour does drive 
a bus occasionally. He stated tha~ subsequent to Y~rch 16, 
1981, no Tiff~~y bus has been on North Ro~ury Drive, although 
so~eti~es a eriver can be in!luenced by the tou=is~s on the bus 
eoneerninq the street he drives on. When asked why a driver woule 
use North Roxbury Drive insteae of the authorized route, the 
witness statee that possi~ly the drivers of ~e ~uses who usee 
North Roxbury Drive hae !or.oerly been erivers for The Gray Line 
Tours Coepany Which has North Roxbury Drive as pa:t 0: its route • 
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Diseussion 
Although Tiffany's Tour 1 permits Tiff~~y to drive in 

the City, it is restricted to trav~l only along certain designated 
streets in the City. This is the only tour operated by Tiffany 
which has a route through the City. Tiffany admits ~~at on Y~ch 6 
and March 16 its buses were traveling on ~orth Roy~ury Drive, a 
residential neig~rhoo~ street, in the City but denies that 
these violations were eomp~~y-authorized. Denial of Tiff~~y's 
chairman of the ~ard that any eo~pany bus has been on North 
Roxbury Drive subsequent to March 16, 1981 was rebutted by the 
direct testimony of witness Britton who positively identified 
a Tiffany van bus and a ~us driving first in one direction on North 
Roxbury Drive and then turning around and travelinq in the 
opposite direction on North RoXb~ry Drive on Y~y 12, 1981. 

Furthercore, the testimony of Gray that it was unlikely 
that Anvaripour, president of Tif£~~y, would have been the driver 
of the Tiffany bus on North Roxbury Drive on either Y~rch 6 or 16, 
1981, was convincingly rebutted by witness Britton who recoqnized 
the driver as being the sa~e Anvaripour, president of Tiffany, who 

testified on behalf of Tiff~~y during Comoission hearings on 
Tiff~~y's application for a certificate. Britton was present at 

those hearings. 
We are not convinced, as Tiff~~y's wi~~ess would have 

us believe, that the violations on March 6 ane l6, 1931 were without 
co~pany authorization ~~d that the drivers on those occasions 
could prob~bly have been in:lucnced ~J the ~us passengers to erive 
on North Roxbury Drive inste~d of on Beverly Drive, the authorized 
route. This ~rqument further loses credence by the fact that 
Tif:any's president was identified as the violating driver on 
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March 16, 1981. Like',dce, 'the ~e:':ior:l!ic~ .. lr.I of Tiffany's ;>rcsident, 
dated Y~y 21, 1981, co~e ei~ht days af'ter t~is complaint w~s 
filed, whieh is designed to show that compa~y policy is to 
terminate any employee who uses Roxbury Drive, is not convincin~. 

We take note of the following Commission records in 
connection with previous proceedings involving Tiffany. 

In Application (A.) 59560 dated Y~rch 31, 19S0, Tiffany 
requested authority to ma%e :':'Iinor route chanqes and to lift the 

restriction on the size 0: its au'thorized b~ses. Th~ ap~lication 

made no mention in the main body of any rou~e changes in its 
City tour. City, lonq opposed to' ci~htsecing buses travclin~ 
upon its residential streets and creating a nuisance, filed a 

protest to A.595GO after discovering that Tiffany had added 
~xbury Drive to itt; City tour in the appendix ... ,ithou't mentioning 

the requested ch~ngc in the ~ain body o! the application 3nd without 
~~y notice to Ci'ty. Subse~ent to the protest ~y C~ty, ~iff~ny 
~¢nded its application deleting Roxbury Drive from it~ propos~l. 
The Co~~ission's files ~l~o cont~in corr~5?o~dc~ce from Ci~y 
dated March 31, 1930 in which City co~pl~ined to tho Co~~ission 
that Tiffany had boen observee conductin~ tour~ on North aoxbury 
Drive on wec~cnds and rcque~ted enforcement action against Ti::any. 
In a reply letter dated April 15, 1980 the Com!:tission advised City 
that Tiffany had been advised to diccontirr~c conductinq tours 
along North Ro~ury Drive and that Anvaripour, o~~or of Tiffany, 
had aqrced to cease the opcr~tions. The Co~~ission reco~~cndcd 
Tiffany submit ~n application for authority to provide 5i9htseeing 

in and around tho area of Roxbury Drive if it intended to include 
North Roxburynrivo in its City route • 
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Thus, despite the deni~l by Tiffany's witness 0: any 
economic interest or ~ene:it accruing to Tiffany in havin9 its 
~uses travel on North Roxbury Drive, the record is clear that 
Tiffany has been desirous of operating on Ro~ury Drive ~~d has 
knowingly done so in violation of its authority. For Whatever 
reasons, Roxbury Drive appears to ~ a popular street for 
sightseeing tour companies. Its attraction ~ight well ~ the 
fact that Roxbury Drive contains the homes of several motion 
picture personalities. Tiffany'S arqucent that it is not the 
only si9htseeinq bus company operating illegally on North 
Roxbury Drive is no justification for its action. We place 
all bus companies on notice that operating on routes without 
authority will be harshly dealt with. 

Althouqh we are of the opinion that Tiffany has 

willfully operated its ~uses on North Roxbury Drive, we do 
not believe that revocation 0: its entire operating authority, 
as requested ~j' City, is warranted at this time. Inntead, 
a suspension 0: its authority to operate its Tour 1 for a period 
of five working days should be sufficient to deter Tiffany from 

willfully violating its authorized tour routes in the future. 
Further violations could result in greater suspension or loss 
of its entire operating authority. 
Findinas of Fact 

1. Tiffany has authority for its Tour 1 which permits it 
to enter and drive within City along La Cienega Boulevard from 
~~e south, then along Wilshire Boulevard westward to Beverly 
BoUlevard, then north alon9 Beverly Boulevare to Sunset Boulevard, 
then eastward alon9 Sunset Boulevard to La Brea Boulevard in 
the City of Los Angeles • 

-6-



• 

• 

• 

C.l09S3 'ALJ/EA/nb 

2. ~iff~ny tour buses have been observed traveling along 
North Roxbury Drive 1n the City in violation of its authorized 
route on a n~~r of occasions in 1980 ~~d 1981. 

3. The president o£ Ti£=~~y was t~e driver of one of its 
buses operating on North Rox~ury Drive on March 16, 1981. 

4. Tiffany has adoitted its buses have oper~ted on North 
Roxbury Drive in violation of its authority. 

s. Tiffany has knowingly parcitted its drivers to operate 
alo~g Ro~ury Drive in violation of its authorized route. 
Conclusion of Law 

Because Tiffany has knowingly violated its operating 
authority on more than three occasions, it should have its 
authority to operate sightseeing Tour 1 suspe~eed for a period 
of five working days which is deemed reasonable and appropriate 
for this violation .. 
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o R D E R _ .... ------
IT IS ORDERED th~t the ~~thority 0: Ti!f~ny Tour ane 

Travel Service, Inc. to conduct ~i0ht$ccin~ p~ssen~er ~t~~e 
opcratio:'ls over ~nd ~long Route 1, ~.!: clc::;c:ibcd in Fir.!:t Revised 

Paqe 4 of Appendix A i~ Dcci:ion 90943, is suspended for ~ period 
of five consecutive days from the effective date of this order. ~ 

This order bcco~c~ effective 30 days :ro~ today. 

JOHN E. BRYSON 
President 

RICHARD D. GRAVELLE 
LEONARD M. GRIMES, JR# 
VICTOR CALVO 
PRISCILLA C. GREW 

Comcissioncrs 


