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STATE OF NEW YORK
DEPARTMENT OF STATE

________________________________________ X
In the Matter of the Conplaint of
DEPARTMENT OF STATE
DI VI SI ON COF LI CENSI NG SERVI CES,
Conpl ai nant, DECI SI ON
- agai nst -
TATYANA KANTOROVI CH
Respondent .
________________________________________ X

This matter cane on for hearing before the undersigned, Roger
Schneier, on April 18, 1995 at the office of the Departnent of State
| ocated at 270 Broadway, New York, New YorKk.

The respondent, of York Barber Shop, 981 Lexington Avenue, New
York, New York 10021, did not appear

The conpl ai nant was represented by Conpliance O ficer WIIiam
Schm tz.

COVPLAI NT
The conpl aint all eges that the respondent fail

e
post a license to engage in the practice of barbering
in which she was cutting the hair of a custoner.

d to conspi cuously
i n the barber shop

FI NDI NGS OF FACT

1) Notice of hearing together with a copy of the conplaint was
served on the respondent by certified mail on March 17, 1995 (State's
Ex. 1).

2) On April 7, 1994 License Inspector Juanita Davis conducted an
i nspection of York Barber Shop, 981 Lexington Avenue, Manhattan. She
observed the respondent cutting the hair of a custoner and asked to see
her |icense. The respondent stated that she was |icensed as a barber,
but had left her license at hone.

The respondent was not, in fact, licensed at the tine. She had
been Iicensed as a hairdresser and cosnetol ogi st fromJanuary 11, 1993
until July 7, 1993, pursuant to a tenporary |icense, but had not renewed
that |icense upon its expiration (State's Ex. 2).



OPI NI ON AND CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

Pursuant to General Business Law (GBL) 8439[ 3], alicense to engage
in the practice of barbering nust be posted in a conspicuous place in
t he barber shop in which the |licensee in engaged in that practice. The
respondent in this case was never |icensed as a barber, did not have a
license to post and, therefore, cannot be held to have viol ated that
section.® Accordingly, the conplaint should be disnm ssed.

DETERM NATI ON

WHEREFORE, | T | S HEREBY DETERM NED THAT the charge that Tatyana
Kantorovich failed to conspicuously post a license to engage in the
practice of barbering is dismssed.

These are ny findings of fact together with ny opinion and
conclusions of law. | recommend the approval of this determnation.

Roger Schnei er
Adm ni strative Law Judge

Concur and So Ordered on: ALEXANDER F. TREADWELL
Secretary of State
By:

M chael E. Stafford, Esq.
Chi ef Counsel

! The equival ent provision of the GBL relating to hairdress-
er/ cosmetol ogists, as in effect at the tinme of the inspection,
was 8407[3]. Setting aside the fact that the statute referred to
posting in beauty parlors, not barber shops, since the
respondent’'s |license as a hairdresser/cosnetol ogi st had expired
at the tinme of the inspection, and, therefore, she did not then
have a license to post, she could not be properly charged with
violating that section.



