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Effective 12/23/20 

 
 Question Answer Date 

1. EXHIBIT 3 - 4307.0050 Gatherings...is the occupant 

capacity of 25% up to 75 people correct OR is the # 

supposed to be 175..... & not up to 75?????  

(Page 63) In Minnesota 

Department of Health Rule 

4307.0050, found in Exhibit 
3, the words "up to 75 

persons" should be deleted. 

11/30/20 

2. NLC capacity contradicts MDH's guidelines. Nixon Lodge & Catering 

made the decision to make 
their capacity well below 

what MDH's guidelines (25% 

of normal capacity). 

11/30/20 

3. There seems to be a contradiction between exhibit 
number 2 and a case stipulation. On page 15 of the 

case, it stipulates that Nixon Lodge and Payton Knox 

entered into a legally valid contract. However, the 
actual contract, exhibit #2, was signed by Payton's 

parent, Jordan Knox.  

(Pages 54, 57 & 58) Payton 
Knox, not Jordan Knox, 

signed the contract. The 

initials at the end of the 
addendum should read "P.K." 

rather than "J.K." and "P.K."  

The client and contact is 
Payton Knox, not Jordan 

Knox. 

11/30/20 

4. A Counterclaim issue: There is no Response to 

Counterclaim in the pleadings. There should be.  

Regarding the reply to the 

counterclaim, we're aware 
there would be one in real 

life. We did not include one 

here for the sake of 
simplicity. 

11/30/20 

5. In the Defendant’s Answer, number 14 says that 

Defendant admits to the allegations in Plaintiff’s 

complaint number 29.   As I read the new changes, 
Plaintiff’s complaint number 29 reads as follows: The 

limitations beyond those required by the governing 

COVID-19 regulations, put in effect by NLC after the 
Contract was entered into with Plaintiff, including 

mandating indoor versus outdoor location, banquet 

services, and capacity, are unreasonable and unduly 

restrictive, and preclude Payton Knox and Parker 
Stevenson from holding the wedding they contracted 

for with NLC. I was wondering if this was error 

because this would seem dispositive of the issues of 
breach and whether force majeure would be 

applicable.  

(Page 11) Numbered 

paragraph 14 in the 

Defendant's Answer should 
read, "Denies the allegations 

in paragraph 29." 

11/30/20 

6. Stipulation Corrections (Page 17) 1. The third 

paragraph should be 
stipulation #3. The paragraph 

number was inadvertently 

omitted. | 2. The third 
paragraph should reference 

"Exhibit 2" instead of 

"Exhibit B." 

11/30/20 
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7. There is a typographical error on the first page of 

Exhibit 2. The total amount for the food and beverage 

order after the heading "Deposit:" should be $26,362, 

not $26,363. 

(Page 50) There is a 
typographical error on the 

first page of Exhibit 2. The 

total amount for the food and 

beverage order after the 
heading "Deposit:" should be 

$26,362, not $26,363. 

11/30/20 

8. There is a discrepancy in lines 24-27 because Nixon 
states he was the only person in sales but was told he 

was going to be fired for trying to take credit for more 

sales than Nixon actually made. 

(Page 38) Lines 24-28 of Kris 
Nixon's affidavit should read, 

"Unfortunately, I got a bit 

burned out at that job. I was 

the only full-time sales 
representative, though the 

event center went through a 

series of part-time sales 
representatives while I was 

there. There was also the 

sales manager, but he was 
more interested in golfing and 

snowmobiling than working. 

I was ready to leave that job 

anyway when I was told that I 
was going to be fired for 

trying to take credit for more 

sales than I actually made. I 
deny doing anything to that 

effect, but instead of fighting 

the termination, I agreed to 

resign in lieu of being fired." 

11/30/20 

9. Can the case writing committee please clarify the use 

of the term “wedding” as it is used throughout the 

case in its entirety. Does “wedding” mean both the 
wedding ceremony and wedding reception? Or just the 

wedding reception, or just the wedding ceremony? 

Witness statements and exhibits, specifically the 

exhibits 5a-5n, use the term wedding and don’t 
specify if they are referencing the ceremony, 

reception, or both. The meaning of wedding is 

important because the MN Department of Health 
guidelines for indoor/outdoor wedding ceremonies 

differs from indoor/outdoor wedding receptions.  

 

The word “Wedding”  can be 

the  ceremony and/or the  

reception. 

12/21/20 

10. Please clarify when the clarifications go into effect?  
Is it when they are posted online or when the Case is 

updated and posted online. 

 

Effective when clarification is 
posted online; NOT when the 

Case is republished. 

 
 

 

 

12/21/20 



2020-21 Mock Trial Case Clarifications – FINAL 

Effective 12/23/20 

 
11. Exhibit 2, the contract, uses the term “Fee” with a 

capitalized F in various provisions, including in "4. 

The Transfer of Service" provision. Other times the 

term fee is not capitalized. Given that there are a 

number of fees referenced in the contract, can you 
please define what specific fee or sum is being 

referenced by “Fee” (with a capitalized F). 

 
 

Capitalization of a word, or 
lack of, is not uncommon in 

real contracts.  “Fee” and 

“fee” are the same. 

12/21/20 

12. Is there going to be an entirely new case released, or 

are we just going to be using the clarifications? 

 
 

You should rely on 

clarification to add to the 

original Case. 

12/21/20 

13. When it says in Exhibit 5b that the venue is canceling 

“shared hors d'oeuvres and served dinner options,” 
what does that include? Does that include truffles? Is 

all of the food canceled? 

 

All food and beverages 

canceled. 

12/21/20 

14 Why is the without-food maximum number of 
people 125 (outlined on page 62, exhibit 3), when the 

case clarifications change the with-food maximum to 

175? Wouldn’t it make sense for the without-food 
maximum to be larger than the with-food maximum? 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

Both numbers should be 175 12/21/20 
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15. The Complaint and Answer/Counterclaim state that 

the parties contracted for an outdoor ceremony.  

“9. The Contract memorialized the desired details of a 

number of related events: the rehearsal to take place 

before the wedding, brunch served to both wedding 

parties the morning of the wedding while they were 
getting ready, welcome bubbles to be provided as 

guests arrived, a ceremony to be held outdoors (or 

indoors in the instance of rain), a cocktail hour to 
follow, an experiential dinner, dancing, and a “late 

night” buffet. One commonality in all of these events 

is that guests and participants are expected to mingle 

with one another.”  

No witness mentions whether the parties initially 
contracted for an outdoor ceremony or whether the 

reception was originally to be indoors or outdoors. 

Riley Swayne actually notes in their statement that 
part of the reason Payton Knox liked the Nixon Lodge 

and Catering as a venue was because they had a 

separate ceremony room and reception room. The use 
of the word room implies that the ceremony and 

reception were contemplated to take place inside. 

Exhibit 2, the contract, does not specify the location of 

either the ceremony or reception, but notes that the 
venue space includes the 3rd floor event pace and 

conference room—again this would imply the 

ceremony and reception would take place inside.  
 

Can you please confirm that the Complaint and 

Answer are accurate and whether or not there is 

information missing from witness statements or 
exhibits? Can you please confirm what was originally 

contracted for: an indoor or outdoor ceremony and an 

indoor or outdoor reception? 

The intent was outdoors, but 
the indoor facility was 

available, in the event of 

weather-related events.  All 

locations would have been 
reserved. 

12/21/20 

16. The numbers on the counterclaim appear to be 

incorrect beginning with #9: “Denies the allegations in 

paragraph 23.” Instead, #9 in the counterclaim should 

be what is currently #10: “Admits and denies the 
allegations in paragraph 24 as previously admitted or 

denied.” As a result, the numbers in the counterclaim 

are one number off for the rest of the counterclaim. 
 

Should be #10. 12/21/20 

17. Why does the event total on page 50 (Exhibit 2) say 

$75,000? Since the Knoxes already paid $69,478 and 

still need to pay $18,392 (remainder of catering fees) 
this would be a total of $87,870, not $75,000. 

 

Original was an estimate.  

The actual expenses, like so 

many weddings, was 
woefully underestimated! The 

amount paid to date is 

$87,870. 

12/21/20 
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18. There seems to be another discrepancy between Kris 

Nixon's affidavit and exhibit 5i with exhibit 2. In lines 

151-152 in the affidavit, Nixon explains that the 

$3,750 rescheduling fee is included in the contract and 

in exhibit 5i, Nixon again mentions in an email that 
the $3,750 rescheduling fee is in the contract. 

However, looking at the contract in exhibit 2, this 

rescheduling fee isn't actually there.    
 

 

Exhibit 2, will include 
language in #3:”…including 

cancellation fee of $3,750.00” 

12/21/20 

19. Rule 408(a), page 97, needs editing. It currently reads: 

"Evidence of the following is not admissible on behalf 
of any party, when offered to prove liability for, 

invalidity of, or amount of a claim that was disputed 

as to validity or amount, or to impeach through a prior 
consistent state or contradiction.” I underlined the 

words that need editing. They should read: 

"inconsistent statement or a contradiction.” 
 

Typo, will update the Rule 12/21/20 

20. L-83 on P-39 of Kris Nixon Statement says that 

payment was made in Mar. 2020. I believe that it was 

in 2019 as stated in the Contract and other statements.  
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 
  

Should say 2019. 12/21/20 
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21. Is the wedding planned for 200 or 250 people? This is 
changed a lot... 

 

For 250: 
Case Overview: "250 people (and 2 dogs)" 

Payton Knox Affidavit: "Here’s the details: 250 

people, 150 of whom were out of state." 
Jordan Knox: "Payton Knox recalls telling the Nixon 

Lodge manager, Tony Olivia, that they planned to 

invite 300 people and expected approximately 200 to 

attend."  (Implying they had to cut it down?) 
Bobbie Stuart: "They were expecting 250 people." 

Exhibit 2 Contract:   

 

For 200: 

Statement of Facts: "Payton Knox recalls telling the 
Nixon Lodge manager, Tony Olivia, that they planned 

to invite 300 people and expected approximately 200 

to attend." 
Jordan Knox: "Payton Knox recalls telling the Nixon 

Lodge manager, Tony Olivia, that they planned to 

invite 300 people and expected approximately 200 to 
attend." 

Exhibit 2 Banquet Event Order: 

 
Exhibit 5A: "I would also like to confirm the ability to 

hold 200 or more guests per our agreement." 
 

However, Riley Swayne says: 

"We also went over some of the rough event details. 
We were estimating a guest count of 200, 100 of 

whom are coming in from out of state. That means we 

also had to keep travel in mind and make sure there 
was lodging available out-of-towners, so I suggested 

we anticipate about 250 people total." 

 

 

Should say 250 throughout. 12/21/20 

22. I am not sure when you are still allowed to ask about 

inconsistencies in the case, but: 

 
In Exhibit 2, they reference Midnight and 2am, (I 

think) indicating them as the same time. I think this is 

a mistake. Additionally in Exhibit 2 part g, they 
mention 2am for outdoor events. Not sure if this one is 

purposefully different or not. 

Typo.  Should say 12:00 a.m. 12/21/20 
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