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2340 Wyoming Avenue NW
‘Washington, DC 20008

September 27, 2015

Mr. G. Johnson
CAB
14226 Ventuea Boulovard
Sherman Oaks, CA 91423
Re: Mindy Weiss Pasty Consyltants, File # 0002001735
Dear Mr, Johnson:

1 have received the claam you &u’ém&ﬁed oi beball of Mindy Weiss Party Consultants (MWPC)
by your letter of August 31, 2015, Loust. a&mgm that | strongly disagree with this claim for
several reasons. For clarity, fet me say that T will somelimes refer to “we™ or “us™ in this letter.
These are references to myself and my wile and/or the bride and groom, who, as you might
expeet, all played a meaningful role in the wedding event ﬁiﬁ% MWPL was hired to help plan and
coerdinate,

Lets stare with a relatively straightforward issue. You are asking for $4.109.44 in “interest.”
There is, however, NO provision for such fatcrest in the MWPC consulting contract,

Secoud, the principal amount aﬁ&g&éﬂy owed to MWPC (as deseribed in your claim letter) is
$326,075.22. However,ina notebook provided tome by MWPC at my request in August (the
“MWPC &o&gez””} MWPC showed the net amount owed fo it as being $215.688.79 (plus a
modest additional sam owed by the groom’s family for the rehearsal dinner). Even with the
rehearsal dinner sum ineluded, the total claim af that time was less than $250, ﬁﬁ{} or $80,000

{esy than MWW’% current claim.

1 assuse that the difference is vendor bills that we ézspanm bt MWPC gmé Wﬁiy, without
our authofity or approval. These would include fervoices from Rock it Cargo m:sr;i Images by
Lighting, but these only total $68,166 02, so still do not fully expluin the amasmi claimed.
Obviously, some further mpim&ﬁ%&m is required. !




Contractual Is

Third Party Vendor Contracting and Payment |

A large portion of the MWPC claim appears 1o relate th payments made on the contracts MWPC
purparted to have entered into onmy behalf fora waédmg event held in Southampton, New
York on June 19-21, 2015. I had entercd into the consulting agreement with MWPC at issuc here
in June 2014 in order to secure its assistance in ﬁmm:xxg and coordinating this event. This was
purely a consulting contract, not a designation of MWPC to act as g general contractor.

The MWPC agreement did not provide MWPC with any authority 1o caler into contracts on my
bohalf, For example, the wnstﬁﬁxzzg agmezmi 5 specifics that “hiring any vendor is al the sole
diseretion ... of the Client™ and that “JeJach vendor contract [is to be| subject to review and
approval by Clicnt.” But 1 was not even given the courtesy of a notice that MWPC, purporting to
be my agent, had entered into several of the contracts that appear to be part of its claim. Nor was
1 offered copies of these contracts ~ even after they had been cxecuted, In fact, when 1 later
ézsm%m& that these contracts had been s:mtmxl into, in contravention of MWPC's consulting
agreement and without my authority, 1 iricd to oblain copies. ?&{Wﬁ*f > would not forward them (o
me and nsore than one vendor told me that | could not have those copies because MWPC had
objected 1o the vendor's providing me with such materials. Thus, MWPC is seeking to be paid
for contracts I never approved, often hiad no chance to review and, in some cases, still have not
e SUCH.

To reiterate, MWPC's contract {(55) makes the limitations on its authority to enter into such
contracts very clear. It says that, “MWPC s to recommend vendors,” and “to assist in
negotiafions with vendors if' desired by Clicnt,” but warns that “hiring any vendor is at the sole
discretion ... of the Client.” It goes on to éngiﬁm that “in{aek vendor conteact [is to bel sabject to
review and approval by Client.™ As if this contract provision were sot clear enough, T had
specilicully warned MWPC, by both phone and emsil, that it had no authority to eater into
contracts an roy behalf Mcazm: of the limited lability pmmwns 1 MWPCs oown contract. §
was unwilling to risk ummfmtsmaﬁv extending this Hmitation 1o any other vendors whose
services might pose more risks than that of a planning consultant. Both the contract and my
wamning were apparently ignored.

MWPCs entering into contracts with lability limitations or other terms to which 1 abzwcé i
only violated its contract, my instructions and my insurer’s requirements but also put e ul risk.
1t now appears that these contracts may also have the cifect of denying me remedies T might
otherwise have had against certain of the vendors with whom MWPC signed contracts.

The MWPC contract did not provide any authority for MWPC to incur liabilities on my behalf
without my approval. Nor did that agreement provide any authority for MWEC to make




payments or assume liability on my behalf without my approval. Yet, MWPC appears to have
done just that. Its claim includes &ﬁwmi such vendor bills, including substantial bills to g lighting
contractor {(Images by Lighting) and &uctang o (Rock it {?a@a} It was my intention W
dispute these (and potentially other vendor) bill m&aﬁfmgmg the amounts claimed and
asserting potential counterclaims for daﬁw Howewer, if MWPC has aleeady paid thesc bills,
allegedly on my behalf but without my authorization, agg;g:w&i ot even knowledge {at least until
after the fact), it will have seriously prejudiced ility to dispute these vendors” claims. It
may have similarly prejudiced my rights by in these invoices within its own claim even if
it has not yet mude payment, unless it is wxﬁmg 1o accept, as its own and without Fmitation,
whatever defenses or counterelaims I might assert with regard to these vendors,

Inchuding these disputed vendor bills within its own contractual payment demand could easily be
secn as an unjustifiable sttempt 1o circumseribe my remedies against some of MWPC's favored
West Coast vendors. While the MWPC (45 contract does say that MWPC should, at the client’s
request and direction, “assist in negotiations with vendors,” that Timited mandate would not scem
10 include accepling or paying disputed bills in full without even consulting its client.

Contractor Sm&m

As mentioned al}c:w, M‘Wi’(: s contract (15) does require “MWPC fo recommend vmﬁm and
“tn assist in negoliations with vendors if desired by Client.” MWPC's clear mandate was to
seeure and provide competitive bids to meona: tamei}f basis for the vendor services it
s‘mmwded we retain. However, MW?C recommended only its favored vendors and made no
cffort to negotiate any of their prices. In fact, when | questioned the bid from one of those
favored bidders, the response I got from MWPC was that MWPC has;i a long relationship with
Ahat vmxdmm:% h%%wwe:d it was entitled to charge whatever i its prmc’: val thought he needed to
make his desired ;m:xﬁt. 1\%@ alﬁemm\%wew provided. Even when ﬁawcﬁv asked, MWPC failed
to provide alternative bids for ms:mt of the significant scrvices for which it later entered inw
contracts with its favored vendors. This kind of cozy miaamwmp hardly met the mandate for
MWPC to provide “bids” forme to review (the plural suggesting competitive bids were required)
or otherwise to help me mmgﬁu&tmg favorable prices und terms with our vendors. Tt quickly
became clear that MWPC was far more interested in ;zmte;ctmg ﬁm profits of its favared vendors
than the budget of its client.

Budgets

The MWPC contract, in requiring that alternative vendors be identified, clearly anticipated that 1
woulil be able to control the costs of the event for which MWPC’s planning services were being
retsined. In contrast to that clear intention, am; 3 ey mmwd and increasingly urgent
requests, alter signing the MWPC consulting agreement on June 6, 2014, MWPC did not present
a proposed budget for the event for over ten months —until barcly more than a month before the




scheduled date of the wedding. By that time, it was - far too late to make meaningfid adjustmenis
to the budpet or 1o find aliﬁmaﬁw wmﬁfm for many of the services identified in that budget. The
gost of the event ended up escalating to amxﬁézﬁﬁ ﬁf‘wha% 1 had budgeted, in large pant becanse
MWPLs plan and its inflated budget were gmfe&ma& 10 us too late to make needed changes -

despite all the prior requests to receive these materials on a more timely basis.,

Even when I finally got the budget, T did not get copies of any of the back-up presentations by
vendors or even the identities of many of those vendors. This lack of transpatency added 10 the
problems. For example, I did not receive the proposed bid of the tent rental company until barcly
two weeks 2‘;&{% the wedﬁmg at whichtime | had Waﬁﬁiy to-review and try to modify the
vendor™s proposal as best 1 could at the last minute.

Lack of Trunsparency

MWPC’s fack of transparency manifested itself in. ﬁﬁwa‘* ways, as well, When we asked Tor floor
plans for the reception spaces, we got them tate and in an almost unusable format, making
needed {and potentially a&%ﬁ%&%} chaageﬁ diffivult if not impossible.

My tepeated requests for a fist of the personnel that would be on site from both MWPC and the
magjor vendors, and of their respective duties, were repeatedly dismissed and this information
was never provided — and still has not been. That schedule waid also have beena valuable tool
fn controlling costs — if it had ever been forthcoming:

1 also asked MWPC to identify, for me. any overlapping ownership interesis among MWPC {or
its principals) and the vendors it was recommending. [have never gotten any cesponse. 1 asked
this because | discovered — after the fact and from Instagram — what appeared to be potential
averlapping ownership interests between MWPC and the printing vendor it tecommended.
Surely, any such potential conflicts of interest should have been voluntarily disclosed sooner.

Additionally, 1 asked MWPC to identify any commissions, payments, voncessions or other
financial considerstions it has recently repcived from (or been offered by) any of the vendors |
recommended, Tasked this becanse [ was told that a ten percent commission, whether in cash or
in kind, is commonly offcred by less smagmlm venidors in this scetor in order to secure
overpriced contmet business. Ag‘mm I have gmmm response. 1 think I should be entitled to this
kind of information, but there secms to have heen 2 continning tack of transparcacy about the
relationships betwoen MWPC and its preferred vendors as well as about the vendor selection
process in general.

MWPCs lack of transparency also frusteated another of my goals. T had repeatedly explained to
MWPC that | wanted to use local vendors whenever possible to be supportive of businesses in
my oW mmmiy WWWPQ’& pmﬁmeﬁ vendors were finally identified, [ loarned that




several of the larger contracts were going to firms from Culifornia that bad long term
relationships with MWPC, T was extremely disappointed; howover, by then, it was already too
late to substitute allcrative local sources or 10 avoid the considerable expense of bringing stalf
and goods all the way across the countey to g}mméez services for a three-day event when the same
services should have been available from more local sources. In fact, | suw no evidence that
MWPC had made any meaningful effort to locate local vendors to substitute for any of their
long-term West Coast-based vendors. And, Lstilf find it hard o bedicve that no lighting
contmactor or fumiture rental company in the mﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ could have properly serviced this project.

Vendors

Not only did MWPC fail 1o xdegmi‘y alternative local vendors, it actually frustrated that process.
In at least onc and possibly other cases, MWPC interfered directly with my cfforts to locate und
retain local vendors at far lower costs than the West Coast vendors MWPC had identilicd in its
budget proposal and with whom it had pre-existing relationships, That was clearly the case with
the lighting centractor proposed by MWPC. An MWPC employee warned a local vendor that 1
had recruited not to get involved inour projectorte interfers with the contract of MWPC™s
Favored West Coast-based lighting, vendor. 3%&1& that West Coast vendor used another Jocal
tradesman for much of its work anyway, and mxx;aiy markeﬁ««up the local vendor’s services.
Neither the primary vendor nor MWPC advised me of that mark-up or suggested 1o me that |
could have purchased the same services locally without such a mark-up. In effeet, what MWPC
did was work behind the scenes to assure that the profit margin from this mark-up of local
services was protected for its long-term California-based vendor.

T other cases, as well, rather than represent the interests of its client, MWPC scemed far mone
interested in gutsa%ng;zﬁﬁ interests of its favored vendors. | had asked for the identity of vendors
responsible for problems that caused personal injury or property damage, including the collapse
of atemporary roofing straciure, injuries cansed by the aficr-party tent flooring, the
disconnection of the p@mamrmf outdoor lighting system and the destruction o major components
of the gmwty 8 m«gmmd Irrigation syster. Rather than assisting me in pursuing these issues,
MWEC has, masimé, stonewalled and would noteven provide the names of the relevant vendors.
The impact of this stonewalling tactic was exacerbated by the discovery that MWPC had entercd
into contracts with some of its favored vendors that could be seen as an effort to insulate them
from fability relating 1o our project without my knowledge or autherity.

MWPC Travel Costs

Bused on its claim, it would appear that MWPC is intent on vielating even its specific
commitments to us. For example, a substantial element of MWPC’s claim is for travel time,
ravel expenscs o per disms for its principal and other cmployees coming from California.
.i:v-mwwer,,ininémiagé s to euter into its contract, MWPC specifically assured us, orally and in




writing, that travel for MWPC persomne! for this Long Tgimti New York event would be treated
us originating from New York City, not Los Angeles. That promise has been ignored in the
invoices later received and in the corrent c%a%m Adding insult to injury, the MWPC claim even

includes per diem charges for MWPC amﬁimg wips when MWPC m‘r%ﬁﬁzi were Tod and, inat
least e case, housed at our New York home, In any case, had these trips been properly
aceounted for as originating in New York City, no such per diems would have boeen bifled at all,
as these conld bave beea a day trip from 'ii:m, %:na%

The per diems charged for MWPC siaff on-site i{}r the event weekend are also surprising since
food was available to all the MW{"{E staffon wah day they spent on site.

Service Issues

The following represents several but not necessarily all our concerns with MWPC™s cvent
planning and coordination services. The f‘aﬁmmg hwwf of failurcs, nonctheless, represents a
serious indictment of the quality of those services.

General Lack of Financial Discipline

As outlined above, although its contract certainly implics that MWPC had undertaken a fiduciary
duty with regard to controlling the costs of the cvent, my repeated requests for any evidence of
the excrcise of such financial discipline bave gone unanswered. Rather, the ancedotal evidence T
Bbave seen indicates that issucs of cost and value were all bul ignored by MWPC.

Let me give you one minoe but ypical example. Among the items in (he wedding woekend guost
bags werc artisanal soups. The bride identified a local vendor for MWPC and MWPC was
charged with ordering 2 Targe quantity of these soaps. MWPC initially placed the order at the
individual unit prices listed on the vendor™s retail website. With one call by the bride, those costs
were reduced by nearly hali because of the volume of ﬁw t}féesr invalved. However, MWPC had
never bothered to make such a call to the vendor.

i”{w lack of financial discipline also applied to farger vendors. The tenting proposal offered by
MW wa&wemgmﬁg in seope and cost that cven its mmgnawd%ﬁdﬁr expressed a degree
f:x%‘f émzmay A complicated and costly outdoor air conditioning system was specified. However,
the tent vendor correctly advised me against such a systeny bevause, in his expedence, such a
gystem wias unnecessary in our: climate and its only contribution to the event would have been
unnceessary and disquicting noise. The local sanitation vontractor has also told us that the
specifications given by MWPC for its services were also massively out of proportion to the scale

of theovent.




Budget Overruns

MWPC’s budgets also seem to have, whether intentionally or negligently, undesstated various
clements of the cost of the event by considerable margins. For example, 2 cost ¢stimate for
moving furnishings from California to New York and back was provided by a vendor with whom
MWPC had a longstandiag r;:iaﬁatz&{zapa hence %ncw well. We substantially reduced the amount
of goods 1o be transporied in an effort to reduce ceata& {angﬁwbiy, however, the amount
invoiced {and now part of MWPC’s clm} forn rting this reduced volume of goods
substantially increased. This anomaly repeatc ‘, r&ﬁif over and over with other vendors.

Another arca where MWPC failed to npose any financial discipline on vendors was with regard
1o local transportation costs. Despite our identifying vendors and securing bids for MWPC to
consider well ahead of time, local transportation arangements were tot made until the last
minute. And ﬁmﬁ one of the wndatm billed (aﬂd was apparently paid by MWPC) an invoice
wharg nﬁg most &3{3{3 an hour for its van mther than the $1 85 1o $195 it had ym&@mﬁy bid. It
would r, however, that no one at MWPC botheted to comparc the vendor's original bids
and i ns fimal i invoices to resolve this UWHNECESSATY Cost overran.

Revelry

One unexplainod f;imge in MWPC’s claim: m%;a:“ﬁefzfe ifts for fthef Tent® iiwwa the et
rental pmle say they had no use for such machines because they supplied their own such
equipment (and a&ﬁg@& us for them). Thus, 1 can only conclude this must have been related o
the furniture rental group {&w&y}, but I cannot be sure. bevause my question to MWPC on this
issue has never been answered,

The Revelry-related expenses are a ac}méﬁmiﬁe issue in their own right. Despite repeated
TOQUESES, W were &m&i& foget mmpleic maais for the ﬁe:ma bemg grogweé by Revelry on g
{imely basis. When we were finally W{W%dﬁfi w&hphﬁm or links to photos, we found that many
of the Revelry products were cither generic or inappropriate and should and could have been
easily acquired iwmmam local vendors. However, by ﬁmﬁ, it was too late to rely on such
alternative sources.

In addition 1o the Genie fifts, we appear to have been scparately charged for Revelry’s extra
fabor, travel and accommodation costs. Me&yix&é submitied a proposal that purported 1o list
 the complete costs of its services, mﬁ}ﬁdmg m&m}, per diems and travel days, but that
proposal seems to have failed to make any mentionor estimate of these other not inconsiderable

cOsis.




We were also charged for transporting Revelry's gméé. across the country and back, an expense
that could have been entirely avoided hiad we been afforded an opportunity to find an East Coast
vendor or been presented with any less distant vendor aiwmgﬁ«%, I addition, and as previously
cxplained, the actual transport costs were a&m&é&m&}gy higher than budgeted, despite the amount
of goods being transported having been mﬂm& %&sﬁmﬁaﬁy from what was anticipated at the
time the budget was prepared. :

MWPC had promoted Revelry’s proposal for decorative trellises. Revelry had proposed our
spending nearly a guarter of a million dollars on these temporary trellises. We found our own
less custom but similar siced trellises ata local vendor and bought them., But they were never
used. Having not bought the hyper-costly Revelry product that MWPC had recommended, the
tens (instead of hundreds) of thousands of dollars in trellises that we purchased were never used.
Apparcatly, such trellises were only m&faé i ﬂwg WETC heagﬁat from one of MWPC's favored
vendors.

Further, it appears that it may well bave been the Revelry “designer™ who ordered the
construction of the temporary plastic rin shelter that caused our paests so rauch discomfort and
damage as well as causing us emburrassment and potential liabilitics. However, MWPC hay
refused to confirm whether, as suggested by other &méem a Revelry executive was the source of
- this problem. o o ’

Questionable Charges

Some of the other iters on the MWPC Ledger that appear to form the basis for i1s current claim
also require explanation. Thave asked for these explanations but have never golien them. One of
the biggest such categories is labor u{mfgm As mentioned carlier. repeatedly asked for o
stalfing chart s&wng who was on sile, wm and for-what purpose. | asked for this chart both
before and after the event, but it was never ;:aww;i&& sor I still do not know what all the people 1
saw at the site were. ézng or why I was bousing so many of them at my cx};cme »

There are other questionable charges xhow;:x on the W“{; Ledger that also appear to be part of
jits current claim: For example, &ﬁmwa charge fora ogruphy room,” when (i) the still
photographer was housed at. the event site m&dm amd @;} ti;e %ﬁﬂugx%igsiwf billed scparately
for all fts staff accommodations. As previously explained, there were also separate room charges
for MWPC staff at the Southampton Inn-despite the fact that MWPC stafl was holding spare
rooms that I paid for and were unused at that very same hotel.

MWPC also billed for walkic-talkies even though the MWPC staff knew that we had at leasta
half dozen Motorola walkie-talkie units, all tuncd o the same a%mnmiﬁﬁﬁqmw that were
sitting ready on our kitchen counter, but that romained unused throughout the weekend.




Mismanagement

MWPC mismanaged other aspeets of the event. As noted carlier, MWPC personncl requested
that prepaid hotel rooms be retained for theuse af vendor personnel, but never made these rooms
available to such vendor persorncl (with the cm&;}‘cwﬁ of the florist). The result was that the
prepaid rooms went unused and | was billed fm additional rooms for vendor personnel (including
for the wﬂmgmgﬁer, furniture rental group a&é ’égh%mfs contractor), MW”?C personnct also
advised vendors of some of our decisions Tong after the fact, resulting in significant cancellation
fees for services we had never agreed to accept in the first place, such as certain tent rental
{?;:!ﬁi}i%, wém services (an overnight odit) and beautician appointments. Tn some cases, we wore
churged ‘mmﬂmm fees for appointments we never authorized anyvone 1o set up in the first
place.

While MWPC took it upon itsclf to “produce” and coordinate the event, the caterer got little or
no dircetion gs to the timing of the wedding day event, with 5o “cues”™ from MWPC as to when
the various courscs should be served. The band got no “phay list” or direction s to what music
should be played when. The band did a great jobof improvising but their improvisation was not
what the bride and groom had planned for, The groom’s parents were never told when they had
to be wherever their presence was roquired.

There werc other less severe but still notable problems. Heel protectors, known as solemates,
were provided for the ladies. As we previously reported, most of them failed and, in at least 2
couple of cases, nearly caused cmbarrassing if not injurious falls. The bill for these defective

ftems also appears 1o be a part of the MWPC claim. Under (he circumstances, one would not

have expected MWPC 1o pursue this charge.

Pre-Wedding Day Coordination

MWPC provided little help to the bridesmuids in getting their dresses fitted. The bride had asked,
several months abead of time, to reserve a local salon she frequented for manicure/pedicure
treatments for all the women in the wedding party. Instead, MWPC arranged scrial appointments.
However, when the bride and her mother arrived at the salon, they were told the bride’s original
plan could have wzmg@ﬁ had the request been &xpéazmd

Wedding Day Arrangements

The “dressers” sclected by MWPC were entirely incompetent and the bustling of the bride’s
dress was left to het ﬁn&aw;és Asaresult, ﬁwemi of the bridesmaids missed the entine




cocktail reception. . The dressers failed ta;mtﬂ;e "‘mkm supplied with the bride’s wedding
dress into that outfit when bustling the dress, so it did not fit properly.

And, the wedding day schedule was thrown o fact that the dressers seemed (o have
forgotten 1o have the bride’s ciam@: of é:z%:s& ar 1 jewelry ready %:fewﬁm dinner and the aftcr-

paty

MWPEs claim also mcm mwm ﬁx;mmng its, which never happened, and for belping
hy g , wh was add since none of them wore tuxedos.
I fwtg the only person assigned to hﬁl;: 33;@ men in wz,démg party did not even kaow how to
tie 4 e, One would have cxpected an issue kkﬁ: iﬁz& 1o be picked up by the event coordinator if it
were really working to protect the interests of the client rather than of the vendors. Instead, these

invoices have just become another part of MWPC's mﬁszé claim.

During the wedding day itself, MWPC’s carc for the bride and her party was haphazard at best.
As pmvsws%y mmﬁ:wm& no funch was prepared for the bride or her attendants. They were left
to serounge for th in the residence kitchen — without &nﬁmg wouch. When hors
d"oeuvros were: gwﬁ very fow mm‘!ﬁ it up to where the bride’s party was preparing. Despite the
hours she spent in mi&cmag the hors d'oenvres, the i}ﬁ#ﬁ‘& barely got to taste them.

The gxwm s party was not treated much better. They also got no food brought to them in their
pmpwmmn area or during ﬂze pOSt-Ceremony photo session.

Once the groom wci his attendants had left the spaee s where they were prepariog for the
ceremony, that room was 1o ‘be used for the small children in attendance, but they 100 were
forgotten, The imde and groom bad selecied a range of snacks, toys and DVDs to entertain the
children, most if not all of whom had a close relationship with the bridal mugﬁ& No one ever
brought the children the toys, DVDs or *;gw,ml food bought by the bride and groom for the
om%&zzm s use and wwxmmmm. Aﬁw the event. the bride { ound all of these itens still in the
same bags where 5316 had lefi g fer M‘%’ PCs staffto givelo the chitdren and their
babysitters.

‘There had been considerable éiwmqm of baving a guest book at the evenl, a custom the bride’s
family maintains at each of their homes. While t}m book was available and shown to Ms. Weiss,
it was never put out for anyone to sigt.

Food Issues

The presentation of an anniversary cake o my wifc andme at the reception was lovingly plenned
as a surprise for us by the bride and groom. The m&@w&s prepared and available but the
g;wscﬁai:aﬁaﬁ did not occur. %mwm had aw;wsly dropped the ball on this clement of the event.

10




Inany case, the design ol the eaim was wrong, an issue acknowledged by the cake designer but
blamed on poor or no communication from the W{“ staff charged with directing her,

Although the MWPC staff repeatedly promised they would preserve and frecec the top lovel off
the wedding cake (as is customary), that was never done either. The remains of the wedding cake
ware simply left on a Kitchen table to be picked over by whomever might be there.

As noted sarlicr, the hors d’oenvres were notscrved in the rooms where the bridal party was
preparing for the ceremony or the photo shoot aﬁe:rmr&s, meaning that the bridal party mostly
missed this very special clement of their event. Ms. Weisy had told the wedding couple that, in
her experience, one of the most common wev:iémg: wwsagim is that the bride and groom forget
to cat on their wedding ﬁay Ms. Weiss promised to save them from this commen error and 10
make sure they gﬂi 1o atleast try matyitmg bmug served to their guests. Yet, the MWPC stalf
did wﬁmg 10 ﬁsiim up c:m this commiteent,

The bride *mé groom had developed a set of special cocktails, including a drink served in an
ostrich egg (the groom is from South Af:{m} and 2 special mint julep. No onc on the MWPC
staff even thonght to bring either of these special drinks to the bride, groom or their attendants.

No one bad passed on 1o the caterers a list - carefully prepared by the brdal couple — —of the
known vegetarians, so the caterer. had no idea to whom special meals shonld he served nor st
which tables the waiters should ask whether anyone might want that alternative.

The groom bad purchascd a quantity of spevial w%m!wys to be brought to the under-tree bar after
the reception for toasts with his special friends. These whiskeys were never brought to the bar. A
tot of aticntion had also been paxd to-creating a Calvados & Cigar bar m‘;{i an after-dinner Hot
Chocolate and Beownic station. However, no one was éﬂwﬁé 1o these spaces. They were poordy
lightod, hard to locate and very t,pamez;gs meﬁcieé. '

Paper Goods
Ms. Weiss had tried 1o get us 1o use a panticular printing service that she favored. After my wile
* chose another vendor for the wedding invitations, MWPC all but ignored the issuc of the

imvitation text or insertions, resulting in the need for 4 camtiy second mailing detailing the
wedding weckends activities.

‘The invitations for the rebearsal dinner were never done at all, Teaving mamy guests unclear as to
whether they were even invited.

Oiber printed items were iamdlcé:wm%ﬁ@y;‘%‘fa found inmunerable mistakes in the program that
were corrected at the fast minute, but some items were stilf left off the menu cards. Place cards
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were set for guests who had RSVP"ed “no.” cver
available in real time to MWPC, That resulted
scating changes. T

The MWPC claim includes various artwork chiarges. Several of the key designs {including the
tree design on the program and the castom linen design) were created by my wile's assistants or
the bridal couple themselves. However, ﬁiasz: éesig% were not broadly utifized. We were not
given any artwork or drafls of much of the paper goods for the wedding (such as the programs)
until the weck of the wedding, There scemed ave been tittlc coordination and fess follow up
by MWPC with the printing vendors until the Tast minute. One result was a costly charge for
expedited service that is also part of MWPC’s claim. -

igh the Rsvp wpxe&éxizw was always
pty fﬁ%ﬂ and unnecessary last minute

The bride and groom bad wanted most of the design work done by their respective sisters, both
of whom bave mmﬁ&mﬁkz talent in this area, but they were. prevented from doing so by the lack
of earlier attention to ax:zy of ﬁze demg.a issues,

Photographs

The bridal pwtg im& W MWPC with their “shot list” for the wedding photographer. The
list sgemﬁwiiy swla&ed photos with their two puppics (who had been in the bridal parly) afier
the wmmﬁy; That was not pre-arranged and the imgtsi:% became all but impossible. The list
also invluded photos 1o be taken under a romantic wecping beech tree on the property that had
heen v wxy meaxmgﬁll to the bride when she was growing np. In the éxcitement of the moment,
the bride forgot her request und no one reminded the couple or the photographer of this element
{or any other) on the bridal mu;itc s *shot list.”

‘The wedding plan incleded a video booth where guests could tape messages for the bride and
groom. The MWPC staff was told to announce wherc it was and guide people there. That never
happened. &ﬁh&ugia several Wiﬁ agkeé no one was told where the booth was located. It
appeared that most of the MWPC mmw staﬁ” did not even know. As aresult, very fow guests
(and 0o ong in the wedding party) were a@ic: to f%nd it on their own and this costly resource went

sucdly and irretricvably uﬁétzmﬁhxed
Guest Bags

The bride had a timeline for doing the guest bags and taken great care in the design and
preparation of the guest hagw 1t would appear that MWPC took somewhat less care, The bags
were assembled o fate that the bride was virtually. ‘excluded from the process, despite her
repeatedly expressed intention to be a part of this  process. A number of the bags provided wene
defective, a fact gol wmﬁmwé tous ma}m@m And, several of the guest bags were not
delivered to ﬁmx intended recipiests - during the eve jwaeit%:&}&r We only discovered these
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undelivered guest bags after most isf’tim gzm left. As a result, these guest bags had (o be
seat to their intended recipients by Fed Ex after m

%*m:}z, of the guests was supposed 1o have gotten j&téf applesauce from the bride’s orchard
when they left the reception. Instead, t&e«wﬁy imew gotas many as they wanted and the peaple
who left late got none at all.

MWPC’s selected vendor tried o do a design for tee-shirts going into the guest bags but she
could not duplicate two simple national fl mmﬁm ok it upon himiself to do the
design. Nonetheless, MWPC's clam sf es un “art” charge for the teceshirts, The MWPC
¢luim also includes the charges for tﬁetw««siam ﬁzermiv&s This is another example of where,
rather than consulting with us as to. the choice of vendor or using a local vendor we have relied
on for years, MWPC used: & ﬁﬁ%lfﬂmm w&éﬁz that charged a fifty percent higher unit price than
the i@‘m} mﬁar amﬁ mw«ﬁa{e& si init mmsgaeri dz% ifm t:imf of the w;as, for tﬁa

Wedding Night Arrang

ments

No arrangements were made 1. get the bride and groom to their hotel after the reception, teading
oz last minue call by the groom to a local cab service. Because the i only took cash for its
‘,imwas o prior arxm&,mmw had been made {he couple had to borrow money from the hotel
desk w my for their ride,

MWPC made the reservations for the bridal couple’s wedding night stay at a well-known local
inn mit in a&v mw ﬁﬁ%the%&% the hotel w&wm ihc m&p&e was ﬁ&&ym@ s for i}:mr wedﬁmg mgi‘ﬁ

usually mkf: some s;xsmmi accomma "6;3& Nar d&d M’WE’C mm any ﬁﬂozﬁi 0 mnsk e rocin
special, with a?mpagfm, flowers or any of the other accouterments usually accompanying such
an occasion. On the m%émg mgm the mugi& hadto step out of a taxi and walk through the rain
into 2 hotel obviously unpreparcd for thieir arrival. ’

Lost ltemy

MWPC staff tzaé promised to collect the unigue and costly table name cards once cveryone was
scated and then forpot about that task, as a resalt of which most were lost.

MWPC had assured us that, once people bad finished dinner and gone to the dance floor, the
iamdm%m&é&m’i xzag:kmg onthe m’blw Wmﬁé bc scted. That never happened, so many of
these napkins went homc wtrtia the guests ot staff The same happened with regard to some of the

special paper goods the bride wantod to kw As axesui:, a szgmﬁc&m number of these items
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were irretrievably lost. The specially printed
out to the guests as they feft to assure m o gat one rgxi%nw* That did not happen cither,
5o muny guests took multiple pillows, : some appear to have been taken by stall and several guests
were left without this intended keepsake from the cvent. The groom’s family™s entire package of
event souvenirs, left in the MWPC m—s&a aﬁm waa im s well.

s were-also (o be collected and then given

Music

While the band was quite capable, we had M' zsieé as to the band contract by MWPCs stafl.
We had been led to belicve that we would ha certain mumber of hours of musicians” time to
allocate - only to find owt that we did swt ”?’i‘am mw@%ﬁﬁff caused last minute vonfusion,
stress, and an unmmcqaawd budget 0%3‘:‘&&

When the bridal couple came to the reception tent to practice their first dance, Revelry was still
setting up and did not want them 1o use the space. The groom had repeatedly asked MWPC staft’
1o tell bim when the b@aﬂ% oing their sound check for the reception so he muki walk
ihrough, with them,, the entrance and first |

result, this eritical element

afﬁw music was not getfarmeé as planned méwfexi i

Despite very specific instructions from my wife, the musicians set up a brightly colored canopy
atthe ceremony. This bright blue canopy was completely-out of keeping with the event’s design
criteria. That problem was only solved at the last rinute by the fortuitous fact that 1 happened to
k&w&z asparg canopy of the proper-color iy gatage: (wi:ick 1 use at car shows). My wife
instructed this canopy be used as the only available and acceptable substitute.

bvious Contingency Planning

In tﬁ'xi:i. the overall contingency ;}immmw for & rain day event was completely inadequate and
ultimately became dangerous. "‘%fy fiew umbrellas were on hand. f\ prasm‘: sheet was placed
amateurishly ever two open porch areas being used for drinks {écsmt@ awarning from the tent
professionals on site that this construct could be dangmasj We believe this dungerous
installation was ordcred by one of ’MW?C‘ California-based vméem, who must not have known
much about rainwater and how it c&im Not surprisingly, these temporary covers collapsed,
soaking scveral guests, destroying some very expensive suits and dresses and causing at least
two guests who had travelled ﬁa{mmés of m}% 1o aﬁm@ the wedding to have to leave even
before the reception.

On a less dangerous front, the weéﬁmg party {especially the groom’s party) was not kept advised
as to the weather defays for the. ceremony and how the inclement weather was being handled.
While MWPC repeatedly assurcd me ﬁ%}ﬁi, with all ﬁ&rs&%ﬁ’ ‘on-hand, there would be no weather
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damage to any of the rental furnishings, MWPC 1OW Proposes charge vs a rather exorbitant
$1.200 for just such damage to two chudes,

The Rehearsal Disner

There also scemed to have been no advance planning for the possibility of inclement weather at
the Friday evening rehearsal dinner. The MWPC staff appeared to be standing by helplessly as
guests scrambled up from the beach without umkafe%ém as it began to rain. There scemed to be no
plan Tor moving the party indoors, although the m& of rain was obvious. And, the MWPC staff
stood idly by as the fow secarity peopleand 1 mﬁé to find & way tocovera numbe:r of open cars
parked on the forecourt. And, the lack ofa pﬁw mmiwd inmuch of the food on-site being ruined
halfway through the event, with the éxﬁaﬁm results condemned 1o a hiding p?a«:w inthe
basement.

The bride was also badly scrved at this event. No one from WMPC’s team was available to get
her a drink or any of the desserts being wfvad after ﬁmmhﬁfm&l dinner while she was being
surrounded by guests. And, no one was available with an vmbrellato help her from the beach
back upto the house when the ruin began, resuliing in serious damage 1o the fragile material of
her very costly Oscarde fa Reme dress,

After-Party

Although MWPC woald not tell us, we did learn that Stamford Tent installed the dance ficor in
the alter-party teot. As noted, that floor resulted in 2 number of falls. scrapes, bruises and
damaged outfits. Sadly, it also resulted in a real injuty 1o one of the bridesmaids that may
witimately involbve %gmf‘wzi tinbility. We aévzsmi the vendor of this ;zcﬁmaai claim. We got two
respunses. First, we were tokd that Stamford tent had been fully indemnified by MWPC. That
would seem to mean that MWPC will be Jiable forany ﬁm%w the victines may parsoe aganst
us or Stamford Tent.

Stamford Tent also explained why the probloms with the dance floor in the after-party tent arosc.
The vendor explained that it was asked for the first time, on the morning of the wedding, to
install the dance floor. The vendor was told that a prior vendor had backed out at the last minute
and that the floor had to be buik from immediately available materials before the wedding
ceremony began 4l 4pm the same aliernoon. The vendor was also told that the ground where the
dance floor was o be installed was ﬁat and stable. Both statements proved to be inavcurate.
Given the time frame, the vendor was unable to do its own usual fevel of diligence onthe site
conditions or to bring in the optimal material. The vendor installed a temporary wood floor but
{he ground was not flat and, a5 rain made the ground soggy. it also became less stable. The tent
vendor also got this order too late to armange for adequate additional maintenance resonrces. No
one from MWPC seemed to be monitoring the deteriorating condition of the flooror trying to
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mitigate the increasingly dangerous conditions it presented, other than by suggesting that it was
tire for guests to go home, : 2 :

The floor buckied as more people came to dance and environmental conditions deteriorated. The
problem was exacerbated by the fact that, being in an open-sided tent, the floor became
increasingly dirty, wet and therefore slippery. It ended up justan accident waiting to happen,

In retrospect, it seems clear that had the arrangements for the tent floor been myade on less than a
fow hours notice, each of the problems that arose in the installation, including providing a more
stable base and arranging for better weather protection, could have been more eusily
accomplished. i '

Sunday Brunch

The MPWC contract (112) called for there to be “three experienced and qualified representatives
from MWPC from the commencerment of the event to the completion™ and specifically identified
one of those representatives as Ms. Weiss. The event cleady included the Sunday brunch, which
had been planned to be part of the festivities from the inception, Nonetheless, come Sunday
morning, Ms. Weiss was nowhere 1o be found, |

No MWPC staff was present fo assist the bridal couple or to get them any food us they tried to
visit with cach of their guesis-at the brunch. Helping the bridal couple should have been a key
function of the event planners but no effort was made in that regard by whatever junior staff
MWPC had left in place.

The food vendurs, so carcfully selected by the groom, were told to pack up and leave hefore
anyone in the wedding party was wamed: Asaresult, many guests and several members of the
wedding party, including the bride and her mother, never even got to sample many of these
vendors” offerings, MWPC bad told the food trucks to leave the property at 3 pm on Sunday
withowt vonsulting us, despite the fact that some of the tracks were more than willing to stay on
and we would have liked them 10 do so.

Broken Promises

MWPCs contract (3} called for it to plan and coordimate 2 "weloome party,” which never
‘happened. The bride’s and bridesmaids’ lunch on the schedul for the wedding day was
forgotien, The only help MWPC gave on the prior Thursday’s bridesmaids” funcheon was to help
vt some place cards. Thousands of dollars of fine linens created for the wedding by my wifc's
company werc nearly. lost when MWPC wrongly insisted they had been lefl o site. Forwunately.
my wifc finally found these iteras with the catercr. A while runner that was to be installed on the
ceremony sisal carpet never appeared.
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artie 5 last ali might and could accommodate
re many of the guests on the evening of
: after- ~party carlier than they clearly
i«:%i M bride and groom that they should
:‘i’i&iﬁ% 33 bedtime™

While MWPC said they were accustomed to &
that schedule, the entire staff left the proper
the reception. MWPC was gmuﬁng Suests ¢
wanted. One MWPC staffer even imﬁﬁ%ﬁ and
leave their own party becanse “it was past

The MWPC staff also disappearcd well before the breakdown of the site was completed, with
MWPC unilaterally amending my contract m&tﬁe local seeurity vendor by instructing that
vendor that his staff had to take over a@m*azsmg ﬁm breakdown of the site.

After the Event

Despite my wifc having been assured that 2 wooden bar in place under a specimen troe would be
kept in place for the Sunday brunch, xﬁwas broken down and removed on Sunday morming. And,
when 1 tried to stop the removal - mc?udmg by offering to buy the piece — I was mfmaé that
{hie cawc w&i was am&y on.a truck on. its way back o Caﬁ;fema

The bride asked MWFC’ staff to give her the Tist zsf where cach guest was scated. The objective
was to confirm who actually attended and to assist guests in f{sﬁowmg up with people they mel at
the event. She is still waiting for that list

1n addition o not giving the bride information she had retgwated MWPC received many of the
files i%w bride ﬁﬂé,mbied in planning her wedding. However, MWPC has never returned

Misrepresentations

On a more conceptual basis, in hiving MWPC., we were assured that Ms. Weiss would be
devoting her attention to this project because it was the only event MW&’C would be staging in
the month of Junc. That representation turned oul to be mri) i‘m as we learned later from
MWPCs own social medin, As a result, our project did not get the attention it deserved, And, the
heavy schedule that MWPC actually had for Jane may well have ammi%ﬁteé to the late
deliveries of documents, budgets and information as well as to the lack of aticntion to detail I

Bave noted.

Perhaps MWPC’s busy schedule also had an effect on Ms. Weiss's promise to have weekly
conferences with the bride during the year-long run-up to the wedding. That turnod out to be just
another sales pitch and one more unmet MWPC promise. MWPC’s commitment to have woekly
phone valls and monthly (and bi-weekly us the date got closer) meetings in New York with the
bride or her mother turned out ko be an cqually empty promise.
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The last minute afler-party dance ﬁw the lack- maxxgmey planning for rain, the lack of
coordination with the caterer and band, the lach planning for the wedding night
accommodations and any number of sinilar st a serions lack of advance planning.
We had not expected such last minute sohutic well-known event plarnmer that had more
than a year to prepare for the event. It may b that MWPC had simply over committed
and their need 1o solve problems on the rum was ﬁw z‘eszz%t, But, whatever the reason, the result
was seriously disappointing. A weddmg s sﬁ‘izss,iﬁl cnough without having the feeling that
critical decisions are being mude on the i"éy and af: ikfz Tast minute,

Also troubling were the MWPC team’s constant &ﬁ“i}ffs 10 {1t our event into a generic model that

suited their favored long-term wnﬁam and their timeline. zﬁﬁtmgiz assured that our event would
be customized 1o our mote: conscrvative @ati Jocal ’msze, we ended up with an event that was a far
more costly West Coast style “corporate” product than we had wanted.

Threats 1o Vendors

’lwmgée to qm any gﬁtﬁnﬁm{ wmpimnw it ﬁfm& w %xiecés: tim imt mﬁaﬁ vmém“ fr@m paymg us
anagreed mﬁm& Other vendors have reported that ﬁwy could not cooperate with our attempts to
au&rt or mwz«;ﬁ:g.xta the management of the event becuitse MWPC provided them with a lot of
work and had mggeawd that such wo;:emma could. endanger that flow of busincss.

MWPC’s most blatant abuse was more current. I recently discovered that a mmher of MWPC™s
st has tried 1o convince the videographer to refund our payment and, instead, 1o sell MWPC
the raw footage he took atour evenl. Ttis hard 1o wéermd this gambit cxcept: ﬁ‘ it were an
attempt to ransom this unigue and highly personal property. it $0, this plan would represent a
really cruel and unethical way a!‘dwmg with this commercial dispute that was bound to escalate
it into something fm' WOrse, mﬁzz an mnw:m wndar caught in the middie.

MWPC’s contract does include various. provisions mm&mmg #ts potential Hability, For example,
the contract (15) recites that “MWPC ASSURICS 10 t&«zp‘mmbﬁﬁy in any way for any negligence,
non-performance of other misconduct by hired vendors.™ However, that cxculpatory language
assumes such vendors dre hired in the Wmdmm in ﬁ_mt very same 45, meaning that the
vendors wouald have (o be hired by the client a:ssﬁwr thas MWPC. And, any indemnities or
limitations of liability offered to the contractor wmié have to have been reviewed and approved
by the client. So, at least with regard to vendors not centracted by me or with regard to any
indemnities or limitations of lability avﬁ“ﬁcdby%é’@”fﬁ without my approval, it would scem that
this limitation on Hability would notapply.
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s that “MWPC assumes wo responsibility for

;s; g%m or attendees at the event,” However,

1o the chwi, MWPC had no capacity to
%’G‘& a zxg}zt mﬁmﬁéﬁm}’y {o enter indo

 of other vendors without my “review and

Another section of the MWPC contract {96«
damages and Tosses incureed by the Client
since hiring vendors is a task commirted speci
extend this protection to any othier vendors, N
contracts incorporating such limilations for th

approval.” Accordingly, this language woudd al: i protect MWEC from Tiability to guests
injured or damaged by problems such as the o ng temporary plastic porch covering,

defective dance floor or inadeguate event Ii ghting caused by any of the vendors with whom it
had contracted and to which it had{%ﬁfwaﬂfi' mnities or limitations of liability, in actions that
exceeded its authority under its consu ing conlract.

In addition, to the extent that MWPC fook it upon itself o extend indem nifications to contractors
working on the site, without my approval, MWPC would have effectively substituted itself for
those contraciors in terms of liability by exceeding the scope of the authority it had under its
wnszx%swg Wﬁu@% Its agreement to indemnify its vendors was a separate agreement with
them, mnm‘Sy 5% & from its consalting agreement with mg, hence not subject to the

limitafions of liubility in that agreement with me.

- Thas, for cxample, if the guest who was mjured in  the afler-party tont were to pursue her claim, I
wm.alé ordinarily turn o Stamford Tent to resolve that matter since Stamford Tent installed the
floor that appears to have caused her i injury. Accordingly, we have notified Stamford Tent of the
: ;mmamai claien, However, Stamford tent insists that they have been fully indemnified by MWPC
i suggesicd that, as g remﬁn we should lovk to MWPC instead. Since MWPC ﬁkﬁ{m‘:d this
'mdwmarty wtaz&: the scope of its mrzsaifmg contract and without my review or approval, fhe
Emmxm:a on its lw%:; ity contained in that contract would not apply. ’f‘k@ﬁa it would be MWPC
that would be ligble without limitations to the xrzgm guest.

As iy consultant, MWPC also had an obligation to-assist rather than frustrate me in pursuing
any ciaims I might have had against any of the vendors. It has refissed to do so, vitiating
wimmea* fimitations %6 of the MWPC agreement xmght atﬁerwm have provided.

The same section Y6 also warns that “Client [shall] pay for any and all damages arising out of the
event, except to the extent of any negh@@mx or misconduct by MWPC, s employees or agents.”
[ would submit, however, that é&mgm arising. ﬁﬁm the work of vendors hired by MWPC ina
manner blatantly inconsistent with its ﬁgaﬁzms cr 45 of its contract would certainly
constitute: dzﬁmgc msmg, from “‘nggem or misconduct.” Cem&xiv‘ a}ﬁhﬁﬂg indemnities or
limitations of liability to vend ots not reviewed or approved by MWPC’s client would be such
misconduct. Hence, it would seem (hat; under 6 of the MWPC agreement. damage caused by
the negligence of any veadors that MWPC Mﬁizmwé 10 be its agents on site or to-which it
extended unauthorized indemnities or Timitations of liabi Wﬁi& also be outside this
exmﬁp&mfy language. M there was damage. The property’s irrigation system suffered about
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$10,000 in damage (mostly due 1o trucks driv
site garden lighting system which was messed
lighting consultant hired by MWPC w&s a§m
negligent instaliation of the plastic wvermg
as nresult of the defective m’%:ﬂsrogmt:, dange {k

ﬁw lawn mmumseﬁi} the permancnt on-
¢ Wfﬁz %é the Californis-based temporary

, several goests were harmed by the
pi}m%m and af least one guest was injured

andate from that of a consultant to
m:m,ﬁmng, supervising and paying

> within the ambit of the portions of 995 and 6 of
tize MW’F@ mﬁrmai um’:t&dmi 1o limitits %mbﬁiﬁv‘a& aiéanmﬁmﬁt;

?gm& y. the MW?C mzz%raci (18 gmw@s a m&a&tﬁw Iﬁmt o Wﬁ%’a poftmﬁal %mbxh%y for

w&%ﬁ%sAg&c&m&“ ﬁm%}f hasa%mﬁy}mmpm v Eﬁﬁﬁzmmm}w demanding an
additional paying wf £330, 184. under its contract, it would appear that MWPC’s
potential Tinbility would be ixmt&:ﬁ to $4 2.692 46 under that clause of i its contract, to the extent

it applies atafl.

Ciwm the rs&mm of issues that have arisen and, in a good faith atiempt to find a fair resolution,
¥ had szmpesﬁé W MWPC that e enter into a process of voluntary mediation with the assistance

ofa mfm&wa% commercial mediator. MWPC’s response wis apparently your letter and the
amﬁﬁwé threat of litigation. 1f that is the course your client has chosen to pmm T am more than

walh% x to obli ige:
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