From: Kimberlee Hart
Date: Friday, November 19, 2004 3:25 PM
Subject: Response To Your Critique of Theater Works

Dear Mark,

I am writing in response to your review of Theater Works' "Company". I have to say I am very
disappointed by what you've written.

My issue is not with your critique of the show...that's your job, and I'll happily leave you to it.
What has rubbed me the wrong way is your commentary on the company itself and on the artistic
staff.

Before I begin, let me say that [ am not on the staff of Theater Works, but as an actor/director in
the northwest valley, I have become very fond of Theater Works and have a vested interest in its
success.

As I have said before, the "new" Theater Works is in its infancy. It is a theater company starting
over from scratch. It needs nurturing and care taking by a lot of dedicated and talented people.

I am happy to report that there are a lot of folks of that caliber who are currently working there.
Right now it all boils down to time and money (as with all theater companies). The will is there
and, at heart, Theater Works is still the same strong company you have fond memories of.

I believe that you've seen two shows there recently that you disliked. There have been many
other shows there - even recently - that you have enjoyed. What is needed right now are people
who believe in what the future of Theater Works holds. I would hope that someone with your
prominence in the community would use your talent and influence in a positive way on behalf of
this theater. After all, we call ourselves a theater "community", don’t we? However, if you are
not inclined to do so, your decision not to return is probably the right choice. And by that, / am
deeply saddened.

Respectfully,

Kimberlee Hart

IKim,

I thank Soor Cor Soor in’rellisen’r and professional response to mﬁ review of COmparﬂ at
Theater Works.



T see where ypo ore comina, from and I understand upor vision of SQT another renewal of
the compand, bﬁ my count the third in the last four ugars. However, I feel that each
renewal has bro«gh’r alonsa new set of problems of their own creation. I feel that their
fesponse has been fo pull away from the valleﬁ theatre wmmoni’rﬁ. B@ﬂono\ the obvious
lowerin& of their standards over the past two seasons, it is their perceived policg of
diserga&emen’r with which I have the 3rea’res’r di(-‘(-‘icol’rﬁ. Pou ask me to support the
company when ’rheﬁ have clearlﬁ shown ’rheﬁ do not want to be part of the wmmoni’rﬁ, and it
is that to which T s’rrenoooslﬁ ob\‘}ec’r. I€ and when ’rheﬁ make moves fo ’rrﬁ to raise their
stendards and not drive o€ people with their policies, then I will fﬁladlﬁ retorn with an

open mind and a clean slate to see their accomplishments.

T respect 300 S‘ea’rlﬁ as an artist, and have hopes that 300 will have a positive impact, but
my sense is that the most important ’rhins is (:ono\raisirg for the foture rather than
improving for now. It seems ’rheﬁ {eel that their core base of subscribers will accept this
ontil the new (-‘acili’rﬁ is in place. I am not one of their subscribers, and I can’t brin:s
mﬁsel(: to watch them coast. It's troe that I have enjogeo\ productions there as recenﬂﬁ
as last season, but the two recent indicate a o\is’rorbirg pattern of bottom—liners
mor’rsasirg ’roo\aﬁ 1o save for tomorrow. I€ I were to see any more productions at the
level of COmpanj, my reviews will Fall on deaf ears. I'm savins everyone time and effort bﬁ

wai’rin& ontil mﬁ criticism is considered worthwhile once more.

Cheers,
Mark. S.P. Torvin



