
DIVISION OF LABOR STANDARDS ENFORCEMENT 
By: FRANK C. S. PEDERSEN, 

Special Hearrnq Off~cer 
525 Golden Gate Avenue - Room 606 
San Francrsco, Callfornla 94102 

. 
Telephone: (415) 557-2516 

Attorneys for the Labor Commissioner 

BEFORE THE LABOR COMMISSIONER 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

PF LAZOR, 1 
1 

Petitioner, 1 NO. TAC 28-80 
1 SF MP 92 

vs . 1 
. 1 

ROBBYN ESPERANCE, 1 DETERMINATION 
aka ENTERTAINMENT, . 1 

1 
.Respondent. 1 

The above-entitled controversy came an 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 1'700.44 of the Labor Code of the State 

of California; petitioner PF Lazor appearing in proprra per- 

sona, and respondent not appearinq. 

Evidence, both oral and documentary having been rntro- 

duced, and the matter ha61ng been submitted for decision, 

the followrng determination is made: 



I t  is the de te rmina t ion  o f  t h e  Labor Cormissioner:  

1. T h a t  t h e  sum of $98.00 pa ld  t o  respondent  Robbyn . 

Esperance a s  commissions was i l l e g a l I y  obta ined  a s  respondent 
I 

was n o t  l i c e n s e d ,  Robbyn Esperanke 'is t h e r e f o r e  d i r e c t e d  t o  I 

r e t u r n  to  PF Lazor t h e  sum of 398.00. 

2, That t h e  o t h e r  matters a l l e g e d  by p e t i t i o n e r  r e l a t e  

t o  a  c o n t r a c t  between p e t i t i o n e r  and t h e  Holiday Inn In Vacav l l l e  

and.-are m a t t e r s  over  which t h e  Labor Commrssioner h a s  no ju rzs -  

d i c t i o n .  I 

DISCUSSION 

P e t i t i o n e r  is  an  a r t i s t  w i t h i n  t h e  meaninq of S e c t l o n  1700.~ 

of  t h e  Labor Code and played an  engagement a t  t h e  H o l ~ d a y  T-nn 

a t  F a i r f i e l d  through th'e e f f o r t s  o f  respondent ,  who was no t  

l fcensed  a s  a t a l e n t  agency. 
i 
I 

Pet i t ione ' r  paid a 10% commlss~on to respondent I n  t h e  s u m  
I 

I 
of 698.00. P e t i t i o n e r > l s o  a l l e g e d  o t h e r  damages r e l a t l n g  to I 

I 

I 
money c o l l e c t e d  a t  t h e  door,  I t  was expla ined  t o  p e t l t l o n e r  I 

I 
t h a t  t h e s e  m a t t e r s  were m a t t e r s  between h i m  and t h e  Hollday Inn I 
and could no t  be t h e  s u b j e c t  o f  a t a l e n t  agency cont roversy .  i 

The Hearing O f f i c e r  now makes t h e  fo l lowing  F r n d ~ n q s  of  I 
Fac t  and Conclusions of  Law: / 

FINDINGS O F  FACT I 
1. That p e t i t i o n e r  is  a n  a r t i s t  w i t h i n  t h e  mean~nq of Sec- 

t i o n  1700.1 of  t h e  Labor Code. 

2.  That petitioner pald respondent t h e  sum of  998.00 a s  

a  commission of  10% on money rece ived  by him from t h e  Holiday 

Inn.  
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5 .  Respondent was not licensed as a t a l e n t  agency and d i d  

procure employment f o r  p e t i t i o n e r .  I 
C O N C L U S I O N S  O F  LAW 

Respondent Robbyn Esperance; aka Entertainment, d ~ d  nrocure I 

employment f o r  p e t l t l o n e r  without belnq properly l i censed  and is i I 

therefore d irected  t o  return the  sum of  $98.00 commission t o  

peti ti-oner . 

DATED: ~ a n u a r y L t ,  - 1982.  c_ 
F r h k  C .  S .  ?edersen 

2~ 1 
I 

Special  Hearinq Of f i cer  

ADOPTED : 

Labor Comrnlss~oner 
S t a t e  o f  Cal l fornla  


