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1 DETERMINATION 
1 

Respondent. 1 

16 The above-ent~tled controversy came on rcqularly for 
a 

17 hearing in Los Angeles, California, on September 22, 1981, 
I 

18 before the Labor Comrnissxoner of the State of Califorma by 

19 Frank C. S. Pedersen, Counsel for the Division of Labor 

20 Standards Enforcement, servlng as Speclal Hearlng Offscer 

21 under the provisions of Section 1700 .LL of the Labor Code of 

22 the State of California; petlt~oner James Peckham aka Jesse 

- 
23 Campbell appearing by the law offrce of Charles R. Weldon by 

24 Paul R. Dixon and respondents Carl Falr and Sue Fair appearlnq 

25 by the law office of Rohrer and Holtz by Richard R. Holtz. 

26 Evidence, both oral and documentary having been intro- 

27 d ~ ~ c e d .  and. the matter havinq been submitted for decision, the 



1 following determlnatlon 1s made: 

2 It is the determination of the Labor Commissioner: 

3 1. That the Labor Commissioner has jurrsdiction in this . . 4 matter. 

5 2. That the contract entered into between the partles 

6 hereto on October 22, 1978 is illegal and that respondents are 

7 not' entitled to any commissions thereunder. 

DISCUSSION 

9 Petitioner and respondents entered into a contract on 

10 December 22, 1978, which contract v as drawn up by respondent's 

11 present counsel. 

12 It is apparent From the evidence that all partles be- - 

13 ,, 

lieved they were enterin3 into a valld contract and at that 

14 trme none of the partles was aware of the fact that a talent 

15 aqency license has requlred to procure or offer to procure 

4 6  employment for an artrst. 

17 The evidence is uncontradicted that petitioner is an 

18 artist within the meanlnq of Section 1700.4 of the Labor Code 

19 and that respondents procured and did attempt to procure em- 

20 ployment for petitioner, and in fact Paraqraph 10(e) of the 

21 contract states as follows: / 

22 "e. That the Agent will use reasonable efforts 

23 to procure or to assist the Artist in procuring employ- 

24 ment for the serv~ces of the Artist in the entertainment 

25 industry." 

26 Petitioner also alleges certa~n expenses incurred in 

27 an unsuccessFu1 attempt to obtain employment at Las Vegas, e 
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1 '  rievada, b u t  t h e  ev idence  c l e a r l y  shows t h a t  r e sponden t s  pa id  

2 a l l  h ~ s  expenses .  

3 The Hearlng Off l c e r  now makes t h e  fo l lowing  F ind ings  

4 o f  Fac t  and Conclusrons  o f  Law:  . w  

5 F I N D I N G S  O F  FACT 

6 1. T h a t  p e t i t l o n e r  is a n  a r t i s t  w l t h ~ n  t h e  meaning of 

7 s e c t i o n  1700.4 of t h e  Labor Code. 

8 2 .  That  respondents  procured and a t tempted  t o  p r o c u r e  

9 employment f o r  p e t i t l o n e r  wi thout  be ing  l i c e n s e d  as a  t a l e n t  

10 agency. 

11 3 .  That t h e  c o n t r a c t  o f  December 2 2 ,  1978 1s t h e r e f o r e  
- 

12 void and no r i g h t s  flow therefrom.  - 

13 .. 4. All o f  t h e  p e t i t i o n e r ' s  expenses  t o  Las Vegas were 

14 pard by responden'ts.  

C O N C L U S I O N S  O F  LAW 

.p 1. The c o n t r a c t  e n t e r e d  i n t o  on October 22 ,  1978 i s  

17 a  void  c o n t r a c t  and no r i g h t s  f low there f rom.  

18 2 . -  Ne i the r  p a r t y  1s 

19 DATED: January - ~ f :  1982. 
Frank C .  5. ~ e d g r s e n  

21 ADOPTED: 

22 
- - 2/ 

l R r  CACCR 
* w Urlrorvoe. 
dl3 I ~ K V  8.7at 
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