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2 5. Here, the term ''Agency Fee" was expressly stated on tue Release and all _other 

evidence ta.ken in totality pointed to the conclusion that only $3,000.00 was intended as earnings 

for the attist. There is no dispute that Respondent did not explain this practice to Petitioner or 

expiain the Release and Agency Fee to him. Notwithstanding, the evidence supports a finding that 
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the Agency Fee is in addition to the artist's compensation and was not intended for the Petitioner. I 
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Schedule of Fees 

Labor Code § 1700.24 states, 

Every talent agency shall file with the Labor Commissioner 
a schedule of fees to be charged (to the artist) and collected 
in the conduct of that occupation, and shall keep -a copy of 
the schedule posted in a conspicuous place in the office of 
the talent agency .. . " 
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·-· TS. ·-TheResponden.tfiled hisscheduie offees.witb .thc.Labor..Commission .on Decemb.er.9, .J.9.99. . .. .. 

16 Respondent's schedule of fees contained the following provision. 

-.. ·--·· :. j ~7 ~--:~·.: ·-. :_ ~---~ I{e: ~;a xi;llU11llllle _of fe~ .dus;_.ilii.taknfige1iiY~ f Qf~~~:yi°Q~§:xi11cJir~~Lt9. .tbi.)_r:.tj_sf fa f iri .. : .. ·-. 
· -- ·-· ·-··--· ·· ·-- ····· ·-- ·· ····· ·pcrcent(t0%·)·ofthe ·total eamings··paid-to- the-artist·managed-by-the-t-aJe.nt--ageney-·,a·:-.NO·- -- ·-··---· 
··· --·------yg-- ·-- ·- -·--···--FE:E-S-COLLECTED -SHA1.J.;-BE-1N-EXE:ESS·GF-THE-¥EE .SGH-ED-UhE-HE-REG-W/-'.--··- -·· -
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7. As discussed, Respondent charged 20% which is double their po&ied scbedt1le 

· of fees. This is a violation of the Talent Agencies Act which prohibits an agency from 

charging tbeir clients more than the pre-approved percentage filed with the Labor 

Commissioner and established a breach of respondent's fiduciary duty toward his client. 

The California Code of Regulation Title 8 §12003.2 pro,1 ides that, 

"No form of contract ~vhich incorporates substantial changes in the 
form of the contract previously approved shall be produced again 
Lmless the same shall be submitted to the Labor Comni.issioner for 
approval...." 
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10. Pursuant to Labor §1 .25(e)(2), to 1 011 
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