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BEFORE THE LABOR COEVW? ISS IONER 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

PF LAZOR 1 
Petitioner, 1 

1 
vs . ) 

1 
DENNIS PrIAHDIK, 
aka P4AH JEK TALENT AGENCY, ) 

1 
Respondent. 1 

1 
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The above-entltled controversy came on regularly for 

hearing in San Jose, California, on November 6, 1981, before 

the Labor Commissioner of the State of California by Frank C. 

S. Pedersen, Counsel for the Division of Labor Standards 

Enforcement, serving as Special Hearing Officer under the 

provisions of Section 1700.L4 of the Labor Code of the State 

of California; petitioner PF Lazor appearing in propria per- 

sona, and respondent not appearrnq. 

Evidence, both oral and documentary having been rntro- 

duced, and the matter havlnq been submitted for decision, 

the following determination is made: 
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It is the determination of the Labor Comtissioner: 

1. That respondent had no approved contract with petitloner 

authorizing him to, collect commissrons as a talent agency and 

respondent Dennis Plahdik, aka Mah'Jek Talent Agency, 1 s  dlrected 

to return the sum of $80.40 to petitioner representing a 20% 

management fee arising out of a contract between petitioner and 

" ~ h k  ~6arding House". 

2. That other relief requested by petitioner 1s not wlthin 

the jurisdiction of the Labor Commissioner. 

3. That the cross demands of respondent in their response. 

to the petition to determine controversy are also not within 

the jurisdiction of the Labor Commfssioner. 

DISCUSSION 

Petitioner alleged that respondent acted as a talent aqency 

and was not so'licensed, whereas respondent alleged that they I 
were so licensed by the Labor Commlssroner. Whether respondent I 

I 

was licensed or not 1s immaterial ~nasmuch as he never had a t 
I 
I 

written contract approved by the Labor Cormissioner to collect 

any commissions from petitioner. 
1 
I 
I 

The evidence does show that respondent orally arranged for 

an engagement at "The Boarding HouseM in San Francisco and that 

respondent collected 9192.00, all of which was paid out for ex- 

penses of printing, a warm-up band and spot operator's fee, in 

addition to the sum of S80.40 to respondent for a manaqement 

fee, leavlng no net profit for petitioner. 

It appears that all athe foregoing expenses were leqitirnate 

with the exception of the management fee. Even a licensed talent 



- .  " u a duly authorized contract. i ,  

1 

L. Respondent nat appearing, it IS difficult to ascertarn how 

agency 1s not allowed to arbitrarily sive itself a fee wlthout 

4 respondent was able to come up with 'no proflt for pet~tioner, I1 
5 but in any event respondent is not entltled to a manaqernent fee ll 

under the circumstances. -. -. 

11 FINDINGS OF FACT 

7 

8 

lo 11 1. That respondelt, whether licensed or not, did procure ' 

-  he Hearinq Offlcer now makes the f~llowing-JSm~f~nqs of -- 
~ a c t  and Conclusions of Law: 

11 I employment for pet1 tioner. 
2. Respondent had no approved agreement for cornmlsslons. 

- 

3. Other relref requested by petitioner is not wlthin the 

14' 11 jurisdiction of the Labor Cornmissloner. 
4. Cross'demands of respondent are also not withrn the 

16 jursidiction of the Labor Commissioner. 
% II 

CONCLUSTONS OF LAW 

I l... Respondent received an illegal commission of 580.40 

19 which respondent Dennis Mahdik, aka Mah Jek Talent Agency, is I1 
20 directed to repay to petitioner. I1 
21 11 2. The Labor Commissioner has no jurisdiction to arant 

22 
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any further rellef to 

DATED: January 2 % .  - 1982. 
Frank C. S. Pedersen 
Special Hear~ng Officer 

Labor Commlssloner I 
State of California 




