SEQUENCE OF EVENTS
RG – Rose Gomes (Client)

HM – Horus Music (The company)

DS – Deborah Smith (Head of Client Services and Quality Control) On HM web site it says that Deborah is responsible for maintaining relationships between current and new clients and ensuring that audio and video releases meet their standards
ND – Nick Dunn (Manager Director)

G    - Graeme 
C    - Charlotte
19/10/14 – RG contacts HM enquiring about their packages.

20/10/14 – DS answers RG explaining how packages/website worked.

21/10/14 – RG signs up with HM via the client zone and buys the single release package for £7.99 and the Vevo, Muzu & ITunes package for £99 pounds and answers DS e-mail asking for some advice and explaining that this was the first time she was doing that and would probably need help and more advice on occasions.

22/10/14 – DS answers RG questions but says that although they were always happy to help, questions should come via the general e-mail and not to her e-mail.

22/10/14 – RG uploads the single as a WAV file as required by the site and all went well. RG tries to upload her MP4 for the video submission, but couldn’t and a message come up saying that an AVI file needed to be uploaded. RG only had a MP4 file and could not upload the video on the site. RG contacted the video producer to ask for an AVI file and also for the specifications required to submit the video to ITunes but the producer was away and was going to return only on the following week. So, all RG could do was to wait.
03/11/14 - The producer returned and he said he could only provide her with a master file MXF and a MP4. The MXF file was better that the MP4 and would be good to use for a broadcast company that RG was also dealing with. He explained that he had no means of converting it to an AVI file and that was all he could provide. He added that he had always provided MP4 files to his clients and all of them used those files for VEVO without any problems, so there shouldn’t be a problem for me. The specifications for ITunes, for technical reasons (he didn’t have the equipment and only the software for that costs thousands) he was not able to provide to RG with that as well. 
04/11/14 – Being unable to upload the MP4 file, RG tries to upload the MXF file to the site and it goes through well. No messages came up asking for an AVI file or anything else. She contacts G from HM and asks if the video had been received and if it was OK for VEVO, MUZU and ITunes. RG received an e-mail from G saying that at the moment HM only distributed videos to VEVO and MUZU not ITunes. (But there is this package option on their site and that was what RG bought ??) He also asks if a channel was required, some information needed to be provided, so they could ask VEVO to open a channel. RG thought that this could have been asked on the day she had signed up and by now she would have a channel. By asking for it only now delayed things even more, but RG didn’t say anything and provided all the information required to open the channel. G answered her e-mail by saying that VEVO would create the channel later that day or the next day and as soon as it was ready he would let me know.
06/11/14 – RG received an e-mail from C asking for the information to open a VEVO account. RG answers it saying that all the information had already been provided two days ago to G and he said that the channel would be created by VEVO on the same day or next day, so by now she was expecting she would have a channel. C answered saying she was sorry for the confusion, and she could confirm that a channel request had been sent to VEVO by her colleague G, but it takes up to 7 days for VEVO to open a channel. RG was disappointed with the misleading information, but there was nothing she could do.
11/11/14 – RG contacts C to ask if there was any news from VEVO and if a channel had already been given. She also enquires when the video would be uploaded to MUZU. C answers that they were still waiting for a channel from VEVO, but she was going to upload to MUZU now and later give the link. When C sent the link,  RG looked at the link provided and could see that the video had been uploaded with the name and numbers in the beginning and end of the video as this MXF file was originally made like that for a broadcast company. This should have been removed before being uploaded either by HM or they should have asked RG to remove it as it was not the format MUZU and VEVO videos are. RG had never been contacted about it or was asked to remove the numbers, so assumed it was like the broadcast company, they would remove it themselves.  RG asks C to remove the video from MUZU immediately and not to put that version on VEVO when the channel was ready as that was not right. RG said she was going to try to remove the name and numbers herself. C removes the video from MUZU. RG looks into how to remove the numbers and name from the video, but finds it over her knowledge and does not know how to edit it by herself. To ask for a company to do that would cost more money and she didn’t feel she should spend any more money on it. RG decides to convert the MP4 file that did not have any numbers or name on it into an AVI file as HM site only accepted AVI files. RG converts the file via an on line video convertor and finally uploads it to the site.

12/11/14 – RG sends an e-mail to C and asks her if the video had been received and if everything was OK now for it to be uploaded to VEVO and MUZU. RG also enquires about the VEVO channel again, as she had been told it was going to be done in 1 or two days and now it was 7 days and she still didn’t have a channel. C answers by saying once it was out of their hands it was up to VEVO to give a channel and all we could do was wait. But on that day they had received an e-mail from VEVO saying a channel had been created and she was ready to uploading the video now. 
13/11/14 at 10:45 – RG thanks C for the information and asks her if everything was OK with the video and if she had checked if it was OK for it to be put live now. C ignores her question again and answers saying that she was in the process of uploading the video now and would let RG know when this was ready. 
At 15:46 RG sends another e-mail to C asking if everything was OK as it was almost the end of the day and she hasn’t heard from her yet. C answers that it was still uploading and it was a very slow process. She would let RG know when it was ready.
14/11/14 – C sends an e-mail to RG saying that the video was uploaded to MUZU and VEVO with the links to them, but warned that the quality had changed since the first video sent. RG looked at the links and was horrified to see that the quality of the video had indeed deteriorated and was amazed C still uploaded it even though it was not of a good standard. RG concluded that C never checked to see if the video was of an acceptable standard. RG answers by saying that as the site did not accept a MP4 file or anything else other than a AVI file the MP4 file had been converted into an AVI one, this might have been converted again by them or VEVO/MUZU resulting in a loss of quality in the image unaware by RG when this was sent to C, that was why she asked twice if all was OK before uploading and as C never answered, RG concluded that all was OK. RG asked her why does the site do not accept MP4 files? Is there any other way she could send her the original MP4 file? RG knows that VEVO accepts MP4 files, so why can’t it be sent to HM without being converted into another format?

C answers that they have received converted AVI files before and this had never been an issue, but RG could send an MP4 file to a certain drop box if she wanted. She also said that she would have to request VEVO to remove the video again now and this could take long. She also added that as an act of good will she was not going to charge the fee of £50 for this service, as this costs them money, (there is no fee from VEVO to remove videos) but in future this fee would apply.
RG sends the MP4 file to the drop box indicated and sends an e-mail to C apologizing for the errors, but saying the information was a bit confusing with no clear guidance. RG also thought they checked videos received to make sure it was of good standards and didn’t contain any inappropriate material before uploading it and surely she would tell RG if the quality was low before uploading it and not after. RG also asked her if C could upload the MP4 file on the same day as she was waiting for it for such a long time already. RG really would like to distribute the video over the weekend. There were important people waiting to receive the links to the video and time was running fast.
At 14:43 - C answers that they have requested VEVO to take down the video, but it could take long and she didn’t think it would be possible by the end of the day.

At 22:50 -  C sends an e-mail to RG saying: Here are the links to your videos, have a great weekend. RG was very surprised to have received an e-mail from her at that time of night with the links, but was very happy to see that she had tried her best and was very grateful for that. RG clicked on the links she sent and could see that the video on MUZU was perfect, but when she clicked on VEVO she could see that the video uploaded must have been the wrong file as the image was still the horrible one from the converted AVI file. RG answered her e-mail straight away thanking her for her effort but highlighting the fact that the wrong file must have been uploaded, but RG would wait until Monday to contact her again to sort this out.
17/11/14 – RG receives an e-mail from GED (someone from HM that she never had any contact before) saying that the correct file had been sent but it must have been an error with VEVO and they had already contacted them. RG checks the VEVO web site and the video had already been removed from there.
18/11/14 – RG sends an e-mail to C asking if there was any news from VEVO about the mistake and when the correct video would be there. C says they are trying to sort this out and now they were waiting for VEVO to delete the video and that could take some time. RG calls her attention to the fact that the video had already been deleted from the VEVO site the day before and all that needed to be done now was to upload the correct file. C answers that the video had been deleted and the wrong file had been uploaded again, so VEVO needed to delete it again!
19/11/14 – RG phones HM and speaks to C directly. RG asks why this was happening and why was it taking so long if the wrong video had already been removed from VEVO on Monday and it was already Wednesday and the correct one was still not live. She bluntly answers that because the wrong video had been uploaded so many times, now it was in the end of the queue and it would be uploaded whenever possible. They had so many more videos to do and that one was not a priority. RG lost her patience at this point and said that she was very surprised that her video was put on the back of the line after all it had been gone through and only because of that she thought it deserved to be a priority. After all, this had been paid for on 21/10 and 1 month later there was no video published yet. RG also stated that there was no clear guidance on how to do it and thought that part of their role was to help the clients alongside the process in order for it to go smoothly and easily, but it looked like that RG was being punished for something that she didn’t know she was doing wrong. RG assumed some of the fault, but not all of it and didn’t think it was good customer care to be told that the video was put on the back of queue, specially C knowing how long RG had been waiting for that and how urgent the matter was. RG ended up the conversation saying that she was very unhappy with the treatment and would like to have that video uploaded and ready to go in the next 24 hours and if it was not, a refund would be asked for. RG also asked for the manager’s contact, as she would launch a complaint about the services. C told RG to write to ND.
19/11/14 – RG writes a long e-mail to Nick Dunn, Manager Director of Horus Music, explaining the situation and how the whole process had been handled. RG was expecting that the manager would have more business sense than his employees, as it was his company on the line. RG was expecting that he would say how sorry he was to hear that RG had this bad experience while dealing with their customer services, but that he would make sure that the video was going to be live and in order by the next day and that future business with them would be dealt with in a more responsible and professional way. At this point RG was not asking for a refund, only communicating the frustrating situation she found herself in and was hoping to have some support from their part.
20/11/14 – RG receives an answer from ND saying that he was sorry she felt that way, but the reality was that they had done their job. They have published the video and if the quality of the video supplied by RG was not to the standard it should be, it was up to RG not to them. He thought that they actually did deliver an excellent service as C did not charge RG for removing the video and went to the trouble of uploading the other video for RG late at night at her own time, saying this was actually an excellent service. To resume, he states that he believed that my complaint was unfounded and he was not going to take any actions regarding it, let alone to offer me any refund.  He confirms that the video was uploaded now and their job was done.
RG checks the VEVO/YOU TUBE/MUZU channel and the correct video was there this time, but they have used the wrong photo. They have used the photo supplied for the single distribution, not for the video. As this photo was too big for the purpose RG’s daughter face was cut in the middle. They have also not put the links to the ITunes store or other shops or even the links to RG’s daughter’s web site, her Facebook and Tweeter accounts even though this information had been provided on 04/11 when all the information to open the channel was asked. After ND response and the level of service received RG concluded that HM was not the type of company she wished to do any more business with anymore. This type of service needs to inspire confidence in customers, as this company was going to be handling all the money received from the digital shops all over the world. When someone buys the single on line through one of the shops, the payment goes to HM and they pay the artist afterwards. The fact that they’ve got it wrong with the video again even after the complaint and the lack of customer services received from everybody including the manager director, was more than enough to remove the rest of the confidence she had left on this company and she had no choice other than to ask them to remove the single and video from their administration for good.
21/11/14  at 14:32– After RG’s being put in this difficult situation, she had no alternative, as it would be impossible to work with them from than on. So, she sent an answer to ND saying that she had checked on the video and she was not happy with it because it was not done properly again. From his previous e-mail she understood that the services his company offered were limited to open VEVO channels and publish the videos. There was no emphasis on what was being published, if it had any quality or not or any emphasis on helping and guiding the clients. Furthermore, the quality of the services and customer services was very bad, so she felt very uneasy to carry on doing any further business with them. She felt there was no help and she was afraid that there would be more problems in future specially that money was going to be involved in the deal.  For this reason she had decided to remove the single and video from their administration and give it to another company. RG also said that as per G e-mail of 04/11/14, HM was only delivering videos to MUZU and VEVO and because of the difficult in getting the required specifications to put it to ITunes, she did not want to have that anymore, also because she was finishing her business with them. For these reasons she would like a refund for that part of the package. Which is £50.  She also asked for the video and single to be removed from the shops and MUZU/VEVO straight away.
At 14:44 ND answers saying that as per the Terms and Conditions there is a fee of £100 + VAT for an early take down fee and asking how RG would like to receive the invoice.

At 14:53 RG answers asking him to send an invoice of £50 as there was a credit of £50 for not publishing with ITunes and she would pay for it straight away.
At 14:58 ND changes his mind and says that RG had decided not to publish to ITunes anymore, she knew about the specification and it was her problem if she couldn’t provide the required specification, so they did not own her a penny. Also because it was a single and a video each one was going to incur a fee of £100 + £20 VAT making a total of £240 and until his company received this amount there would be no take down notice. He also referred RG to the Terms and Conditions and confirmed he was going to enforce the contract.
At 15:06 RG asked for the contract, as she could not remember having read any of these when she signed up on the site.

At 15:12 ND says that she should check her welcome e-mail (there was not one), he also said she had ticket a box when signing up agreeing with the terms and conditions (she can not remember seeing or doing it) he included a link to the terms and conditions.

At 15:34 RG says she would look for her customer rights and consult with her legal team. She also warned that she was going to leave negative reviews about his company services on line.

At 15:38 ND answers saying that if RG left any negative reviews anywhere he would litigate.

At 15:48 ND sends another e-mail threatening RG with legal action with all costs to RG and asking for payment of the invoice otherwise he would not remove the video or single from the shops.

24/11/14 at 07:04 – RG sends a payment of £240 via PayPal to HM in order to have the video and music removed. RG sends an e-mail to ND requesting removal of the video and single immediately. 
At 14:43 ND answers confirming receipt of payment and confirming the taking down of the material on line. This time this was done quite quickly and by the end of the day the video was not at VEVO/MUZU anymore proving that it was not VEVO delaying the process, but themselves.

25/11/14 – RG signs up with another video/music distributor company and has the video published with VEVO again with a MP4 file within 24 hours without any problem, with photos and links except links to the shops as the single could not be distributed straight away as it takes up to a week for the shops to remove it after HM instruction. ITunes had removed from their shops on 27/11, but Amazon and other shops are still selling it even though it’s more than a week now. A new single has been submitted to ITunes by the new company on Friday, so the single was on ITunes and other shops on Monday 01/12/14. The other company only charged £7.99 for the single distribution and £29.99 for publishing the video on VEVO. The other company does not charge anything for taking down the video or single for their clients at any time. 
Finally after almost 40 days and £353.99 out of her pocket + £37.89 paid to the new company RG had her daughter’s video and single published as it should have been done on the first place.
The amount of stress caused upon herself and specially her daughter during this whole month was indescribable. A 16-year-old artist dream of releasing her first single had been squashed down and all the excitement of the process had been worn out leaving a hurt and hopeless young person in disbelief. No money could pay back the harm this experience had left on RG’s daughter. For this reason RG would like to start a small claims against HM for the total sum of the moneys paid + some compensation the court thinks is most appropriate for the stress suffered by her daughter and herself. 
RG has all the e-mails exchanged between her and HM and it’s staff, the screen print of the VEVO/You Tube page showing her daughter’s face in the photo cut in the middle, with no links to any sites. RG also printed the page from HM web site where the option of packages are plus other information printed from their site and the Distribution Agreement that RG had never seen before sign up to their site. 
