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Melanie L. Cyganowski 
Jennifer S. Feeney 
OTTERBOURG P.C. 
230 Park Avenue 
New York, New York 10169 
Telephone: (212) 661-9100 
Facsimile: (212) 682-6104 
 
Counsel to the Plan Administrator 

 
UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

-----------------------------------------------------------X 
In re:       Chapter 11 
 
QUIRKY, INC., et al.,    Case No. 15-12596 (mg) 
 
       (Jointly Administered) 
 
    Debtors. 
-----------------------------------------------------------X 
 

DECLARATION OF TERESA HANGER IN RESPONSE TO  

LETTER SUBMITTED BY CREDITOR DENYVEAUS SELLS  

 
I, Teresa Hanger, hereby declare that the following is true and correct to the best of my 

knowledge, information, and belief. 

1. Clingman & Hanger Management Associates, LLC is the plan administrator (the 

“Plan Administrator”) in the cases of the above-captioned debtors and debtors-in-possession 

(collectively, the “Debtors”).   I am authorized to submit this Declaration on behalf of the Plan 

Administrator in response to the letter to the Court from Mr. Denyveaus Sells (“Mr. Sells”), which 

was entered on the docket in this case on July 28, 2020 (the “Letter”).    Except as otherwise set 

forth herein, all statements in this Declaration are based on my personal knowledge. 

2. The issues presented by Mr. Sells in his letter are familiar to me and to counsel to 

the Plan Administrator as we have had periodic correspondence with him since August 2019.  Most 
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From: Teresa Hanger  
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 4:29 PM 
To: Sells Construction <deeslls@aol.com> 
Cc: mcyganowski@otterbourg.com; paul.schwartzberg@usdoj.gov; Ed Clingman 
<eclingman@clingmanhanger.com> 
Subject: RE: QUIRKY, INC., and WINK, INC. n/k/a Wink Dissolution Corp., vs FACEBOOK, INC., 
 
Mr. Sells, 
 
Thanks for your inquiry.  Unfortunately, neither Quirky nor Wink spent in excess of $500,000 on 
Facebook advertising during the relevant period and will only receive a very nominal amount from the 
class action settlement.   
 
The relevant period for advertising is from February 12, 2015 to September 23, 2016.  As you may recall, 
Quirky and Wink started retracting its business in the summer of 2015 and was no longer doing business 
as of the bankruptcy petition date of September 22, 2015.   
 
The recovery to class members will be shared prorata based on the amount of advertising during the 
relevant period and claimants do not have to file claims or reply to the notice to participate.  The 
calculations you made about potentially increased recoveries for non-responding class members won’t 
apply because there will not be a reversion back to the pot for non-responding class members or for 
class members that do not use their account credits or gift cards. To the extent that there are any 
unclaimed distributions to class members, they will be donated to a charity. 
 
We are very close to filing the case closing motion in the Quirky bankruptcy case once final tax returns 
have been prepared and filed with the IRS.  As we have said all along, any remaining funds held at the 
time the case closes will go to Comerica to partially satisfy their claim and there will not be funds 
available to make a distribution to unsecured creditors.   
 
Regards, 
Teresa Hanger 
 

 
   
 Teresa Hanger   |   Principal 
 

   880 Technology Park Drive  
   Glen Allen, VA  23059 
 

   direct:     804.888.6868  
   office:     804.550.7911 ext. 105  
   mobile:   804.337.5833 
   fax:        804.550.7915 
   email:     thanger@clingmanhanger.com  
 
 
 
From: Sells Construction <deeslls@aol.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:28 AM 
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To: Teresa Hanger <thanger@clingmanhanger.com> 
Cc: mcyganowski@otterbourg.com; paul.schwartzberg@usdoj.gov; Ed Clingman 
<eclingman@clingmanhanger.com> 
Subject: Re: QUIRKY, INC., and WINK, INC. n/k/a Wink Dissolution Corp., vs FACEBOOK, INC., 
 
Note: I have attached the original Microsoft Word document, in the event this email is out of format. 
 
Hello Again, 
 
I hope that everyone is well, in these uncertain times. I am reconnecting; regarding the fairness hearing 
scheduled for June 26, 2020, at 9:00 A.M., in Courtroom 5 on the 2nd floor of the Federal Courthouse, 
1301 Clay Street, Oakland, California I have been following along and, it appears the courts are close to 
finalizing this case. 
My question is how much of the approximate $26,000,000 will Quirky, Inc. and Wink, Inc. n/k/a  (and/or) 
f/k/a Wink Dissolution Corp., receive from the settlement and when will the Honorable Judge Martin Glenn 
and Rust Omni, update the dockets about, the (new found) potential sufficient funds, for the general 
unsecured creditors’ claims., from the current Facebook settlement? In addition (more specifically), did 
Quirky, Inc. and/or Wink, Inc. (either/or) spend $500,000 or more for video advertising on a Facebook-
owned platform between February 12, 2015, and September 23, 2016? At this point, it is not a matter of 
how many class members are in the class, it is a matter of who are the top three members in the class. 
 
Settlement Distribution:                                                                                                             Class 
Counsel will ask the Court to approve payment of up to $12 million for attorneys’ fees and reimbursement 
of up to $800,000 in the litigation expenses they incurred over the past three years. The attorney’s fees 
would pay Class Counsel for investigating the facts, litigating the case, and negotiating the settlement. 
They will also request payments of up to $15,000 to Plaintiff LLE One, LLC and up to $10,000 to 
Jonathan Murdough for their services as Class Representatives. The Court may award less than these 
amounts. These amounts have already been accounted for in projecting the approximately $26 million 
available for Class Members. 
 
Class Members who spent more than $500,000 on video advertising during the Class Period will be 
mailed a check. 
 
Your share of the fund will depend on how much money you spent on video advertising on a Facebook-
owned platform between February 12, 2015, and September 23, 2016. The chart below provides an 
estimate of Class Members’ recoveries if $26,000,000 is divided among Class Members:         
        
  In short, those who bought more video advertising on a Facebook-owned platform during the Class 
Period will get more settlement money; those who spent fewer dollars on advertising during the Class 
Period will get less. All of the settlement fund that remains after attorneys’ fees, expenses, costs, service 
awards, and settlement administration expenses are paid will be distributed to Class 
Members.                            https://videoadvertisingsettlement.com/assets/docs/FB%20Video%20Long%2
0Form%20Notice%20-%2012%203%2019.pdf 
  
  
Un-named class members docket #205/1 – Facebooks data file, contained email addresses for 
1,309,347 class members, whom were (all) notified via email, (theory: 99% of claims are under 
$100.00,   I do not expect this class member fund to exceed $2,000,000) 
 
Pro Rata – settlement distribution in; LLE One, LLC v. Facebook, Case. No.: 4:16-cv-06232-
JSW  Amount spent on video advertising from 2/12/2015 to 9/23/2016 range from $100 to 
$500,000                 If you spent $100 for advertising you will be paid 0.67 
cents.                                                                First example: 1,309,347 class members X 0.67 = 
$877,262.49 (less than one million).              
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Second example: 1,309,347 class members X $3.35 = $4,386,312.45 (less than 4.5 million)           The 
first scenario gives an example if every member account identified by face book  1,309,347 total; all spent 
$100 on video advertisement, which we know all members will not reply to the notice and some members 
(very few) would have spent more than $100.                                                                     
 The second scenario is used as, a counter to the first scenario. If by chance, all 1,309,347 spent $500 in 
video advertisement; however we know this definitely did not happen (the lawyers would have never 
pursued the case), the scenario that make the most since would be the first.                                         
 If you take notice theirs, no column stating how much will be paid to the class members who spent over 
$500,000. In theory the top 1% (or bottom 1% depends on how you spin it) would split what is left over 
after everyone else has been paid.                                                                                          
 
 This pro rata set-up has similar characteristics as the general unsecured fund with a spin, here the last 
guys to get paid actually make all the money, the general unsecured fund gets paid last and makes no 
money. It just makes an unsecured creditor wonder who is really pulling the strings. Speculation is not 
admissible in the court of law this is why we need clear definitive information; this is also, why the debtors 
must be clear and transparent on their bankruptcy schedules.  
 
Named Class Members (currently-active), per docket 78 Amended Certification of Interested 
Entities or Persons: 
LLE One,LLC  a service award of $15,000 as 
Class Representatives                                                      Tyler Barnett Pr, 
LLC.,                                                                                                              
Quirky, Inc. and Wink, Inc. n/k/a  (and/or) f/k/a Wink Dissolution 
Corp.,                                                                                 
Theory: Of, all named plaintiffs previous and current “Quirky, Wink & Tyler Barnett” appear to be the only 
entities capable of spending $500,000 (+) on video advertising via the Facebook platform, If by chance 
this is correct; “Quirky, Wink & Tyler Barnett” could possibly, divide (approximately) $25,000,000. If again 
by chance the 1,309,347, class members (the class notified by email) spent under $100.00 on video 
advertising via the Facebook platform, Quirky, Inc. and Wink, Inc. n/k/a  (and/or) f/k/a Wink Dissolution 
Corp., (either/or – one/in the same) could stand to gain (approximately) 15,000,000 plus in funds. 
 
Per Federal Court Notice - Class Members who spent more than $500,000 on video advertising during 
the Class Period will be mailed a 
check.                                               https://www.videoadvertisingsettlement.com/ 
  
Private, Confidential, and Proprietary - The contents of the Settlement Class List shall not be used for 
any purpose other than for providing the Class Notice and Settlement Distribution as described in this 
Agreement, and the contents of the Settlement Class List shall be treated as private and confidential 
information and not disseminated, in any manner, to anyone other than the Settlement Administrator. The 
Parties agree to seek entry of an order by the Court mandating that the Settlement Class List be treated 
as private, confidential, and proprietary 
 
My Question – If by chance Quirky, Inc. and Wink, Inc. n/k/a  (and/or) f/k/a Wink Dissolution Corp., stand 
to gain substantial payments, due to them falling under the class actions guidelines (pro rata) as one 
and/or two, of the companies whom paid over $500,000 in video advertisement.  How will the Bankruptcy 
Court in New York know the final amount; in order to grant a recovery for the unsecured creditor claims? 
This is why the bankruptcy court needs to observe (discovery) the Quirky, Inc. and Wink, Inc. n/k/a 
(and/or) f/k/a Wink Dissolution Corp., class member distributed check and payment process, via Case. 
No.: 4:16-cv-06232-JSW, of The United States District Court, Northern District of California, Oakland 
Division. 
 
As, a reminder – many inventors in the Quirky Inc. process, were part of the process from the early days 
(myself included), we were an intricate part of Quirkys growth, which was fundamentally built on our 
ideas. The Platform was a second job; dedicated members would work tirelessly into the early mornings, 
after leaving their full time jobs and performing family duties, day in and day out, over the course of 
approximately 5 years. The Quirky platform never sleeps it runs 24/7. The platform continues to run 
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today, not inventor friendly but it does exist. The ideas that generated from community members during 
the Old Quirky/Wink days, are the ideas/products, that are in direct relation to the Quirky, Inc. and Wink, 
Inc. n/k/a (and/or) f/k/a Wink Dissolution Corp., class action law suit; further, Quirky Inc.,et al. case# 15-
12596 and Wink, Inc. case# 15-12597 (pending bankruptcy proceedings), in The United States 
Bankruptcy Court for the Southern District of New York., are all in relation, during the same era.          
  
RECITALS                                                                                                                        WHEREAS, 
Plaintiffs are named plaintiffs and proposed class representatives in the Action, which is a putative class 
action lawsuit against Facebook in the United States District Court for the Northern District of California 
captioned LLE One, LLC, et al. v. Facebook, Inc., Case No. 4:16-cv-06232-JSW (N.D. Cal.); 
  
WHEREAS, the Action is comprised of two consolidated lawsuits: Letizia, et al. v. Facebook Inc., No. 
4:16-cv-06232 (N.D. Cal.) (which was initially filed on October 27, 2016), and Quirky, Inc. v. Facebook, 
Inc., No. 3:17-cv-00233 (initially filed on January 17, 2017); 
 
 WHEREAS, the Court consolidated the two actions for all purposes on February 13, 2017, (ECF No. 32); 
  
WHEREAS, the plaintiffs in the consolidated action and their counsel have worked together cooperatively 
to prosecute the action on their own behalf and on behalf of proposed class members; 
Finally, though the class representatives will receive additional money in the form of service awards, the 
extra payments are in recognition for the service they performed on behalf of the class, and the Ninth 
Circuit has approved such awards. Harris v. Vector Mktg. Corp., No. 08-cv-5198 EMC, 2012 WL 381202, 
at *6 (N.D. Cal. Feb. 6, 2012) (“It is well-established in this circuit that named plaintiffs in a class action 
are eligible for reasonable incentive payments, also known as service awards. In fact, the Ninth Circuit 
recently noted that incentive payments to named plaintiffs have become ‘fairly typical’ in class actions.”); 
see also Boyd v. Bank of Am. Corp., No. 13-cv-0561-DOC, 2014 WL 6473804, at *7 (C.D. Cal. Nov. 18, 
2014) (citing Staton v. Boeing Co., 327 F.3d 938, 976-77 (9th Cir. 2003)). The proposed awards here are 
commensurate with the fact that the named Plaintiffs in this case were subject to an unusual amount of 
discovery, including third party discovery directed at Plaintiff LLE One, LLC’s customers. (Eglet Decl., ¶¶ 
10-
16.)                                                                                                                                                                  
                             
                                                                                                                                            
Section 727 of the Bankruptcy Code lists the various grounds for objecting to a bankruptcy discharge, 
including:—lying under oath;—destroying records or failing to keep adequate records;—no good 
explanation for a loss of assets; and—concealing or transferring property within one year before filing in 
an attempt to defraud a creditor 
Finally, if it’s found you have concealed or intentionally transferred property before your bankruptcy case, 
you can be sued. You can also lose all non-exempt assets without any debt relief. 
You must tell the court about everything you own, plain and simple. If a bankruptcy trustee expects you 
may have left out assets, they’ll schedule a 2004 exam and ask questions under oath. 
 
What Is a 2004 Examination?                                                                                                          Rule 
2004 of the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure allows any “interested person” to require someone 
else to testify and produce documents on matters related to your bankruptcy. The 2004 Exam can cover a 
broad range of issues, including: your actions, conduct or property your debts and financial condition any 
issue that relates to your bankruptcy assets or Chapter 11 plan, and any matter that affects your right to a 
discharge. 
The 2004 exam is not like a 341 meeting of creditors. It is more formal and involves a more detailed 
investigation of issues related to your bankruptcy. It is similar to a deposition, sometimes requiring the 
production of documents. However, unlike a deposition, the witness who is the subject of a 2004 exam is 
not always entitled to attorney representation or cross-examination, and the right to object to questions is 
limited. 
 
Who Uses the 2004 Exam?                                                                                                              “Any 
party in interest” can request a 2004 Exam. That can include:                                                       your 
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bankruptcy trustee                                                                                                                    you, and your 
creditors. Most commonly, the trustee or a creditor requests the 2004 Exam. 
  
Bankruptcy Fraud- When filing for bankruptcy, you’re expected to list all of the property that you 
currently own, as well as any assets that you’ve transferred to others within a particular period. If you 
knowingly omit required information when filling out your bankruptcy paperwork, or inappropriately use 
the bankruptcy process to prevent creditors from receiving money they’d otherwise be entitled to, you 
could be found guilty of fraud. 
 
What Will a Trustee Who Suspects Fraud Do? When allegations of fraud enter into a bankruptcy 
matter, the next step usually involves obtaining information through discovery. Once the trustee has 
enough evidence, the case will move into litigation (an adversary proceeding). 
 
Fact - Quirky, Inc. is the corporate parent of Wink, Inc. the other affiliate debtors in the underlying chapter 
11 cases, and directly or indirectly owns 100% interest in all of the debtors. 
  
Respectfully submitted, too all.,                                                                                                                    
Denyveaus Sells 
 
 
 
 
 
****************************************************************************************************** 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Sells Construction <deeslls@aol.com> 
To: thanger@clingmanhanger.com 
Cc: mcyganowski@otterbourg.com; paul.schwartzberg@usdoj.gov; eclingman@clingmanhanger.com 
Sent: Wed, Aug 28, 2019 9:29 pm 
Subject: Re: QUIRKY, INC., and WINK, INC. n/k/a Wink Dissolution Corp., vs FACEBOOK, INC., 

Ms Hanger, 
 
Thanks for the added detail, if I understand the named plaintiff vs the class member scenario correctly, 
the named plaintiff takes the lead in the case, hires law firm etc. and may receive more pay for their 
efforts. The class members are still plaintiffs, but not named /lead plaintiff. 
 
 I understand the FTC recently fined similar companies - 5 billion dollars, also this happens to be a small 
class compared to consumer based class action lawsuits. 
 
The issue going forward, is the debtors will have discharged their Quirky Inc. case and we (general 
unsecured creditors) will have no idea how much money was paid to (debtors) class members and thus 
will not be included/paid for our existing claims (if sufficient funds exist after the ruling). The debtors (class 
members) claim has alleged fraudulent and punitive damages, which could result in a larger settlement.  
 
“Plaintiffs have since gained access to Facebook’s internal records and discovered that Facebook’s 
inflation of average view times was far from an honest mistake. Based on what they learned, Plaintiffs 
amended their complaint to allege a claim for fraud and punitive 
damages.                                            (4thAm. Compl., ¶¶ 1-7, 57-69, 113-118.)” 
 
I further understand, why debtors are required to list all assets on their bankruptcy schedules, whether 
named plaintiffs or class members; Judge Glenn’s bankruptcy court has no way of knowing what Judge 
Whites civil court, orders will be or how they will be carried out. Apparently, the debtors neglected to 
inform the courts (on their bankruptcy schedules) of an external lawsuit for the last 31 months. 
  

15-12596-mg    Doc 594-1    Filed 07/30/20    Entered 07/30/20 16:25:01    Exhibit A. 
Pg 6 of 9

mailto:deeslls@aol.com
mailto:thanger@clingmanhanger.com
mailto:mcyganowski@otterbourg.com
mailto:paul.schwartzberg@usdoj.gov
mailto:eclingman@clingmanhanger.com


 I would like to see the case you referenced (Case 4:16-cv-06232-JSW) added to both court dockets, in 
the event more funds than expected are recovered from the settlement. 
 
“Facebook asks the Court to permanently seal these allegations, ensuring the public will never know the 
basis for Plaintiffs’ fraud claim. But transparency is an indispensable element of our judicial system, 
particularly when the matters being adjudicated are of public significance, and Facebook has not 
overcome the “strong presumption” in favor of public access. Facebook cannot identify any trade secret 
that would be disclosed, as none of Plaintiffs’ allegations reveal any highly technical or proprietary 
information.                                                                                                                                       Case 
4:16-cv-06232-JSW” 
 
Best regards, 
 
Denyveaus Sells 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Teresa Hanger <thanger@clingmanhanger.com> 
To: 'Melanie L. Cyganowski' <mcyganowski@otterbourg.com>; Sells Construction <deeslls@aol.com> 
Cc: paul.schwartzberg@usdoj.gov <paul.schwartzberg@usdoj.gov>; Ed Clingman 
<eclingman@clingmanhanger.com> 
Sent: Fri, Aug 16, 2019 8:44 am 
Subject: RE: QUIRKY, INC., and WINK, INC. n/k/a Wink Dissolution Corp., vs FACEBOOK, INC., 

Mr. Sells, 
  
To add some further detail, Quirky and Wink were initially the named plaintiffs  in the suit you referenced, 
which was a class action lawsuit alleging, among other things, that Facebook had misled advertisers in its 
reporting of analytics of length of time that Facebook users were viewing video advertisements paid for by 
the plaintiffs.  Another class action suit had also been filed alleging  similar actions.  Since the other 
lawsuit was filed by named plaintiffs that were still in business, the Quirky suit was consolidated into the 
other action (Case 4:16-cv-06232-JSW) and Quirky/Wink was dropped as a named plaintiff in 2017.  We 
have had no further involvement in the suit since that time.  If there is ultimately a recovery in that 
case,  Quirky/Wink would only stand to benefit from the settlement as a class member.  It  is not expected 
that a recovery (if any) would generate sufficient funds to enable a distribution to general  unsecured 
creditors.      
  
Best regards, 
  
Teresa Hanger 
  
  

 
   
 Teresa Hanger   |   Principal 
 
   880 Technology Park Drive  
   Glen Allen, VA  23059 
 
   direct:     804-888-6868  
   office:     804.550.7911 ext. 105  
   mobile:   804.337.5833 
   fax:        804.550.7915 
   email:     thanger@clingmanhanger.com  
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From: Melanie L. Cyganowski <mcyganowski@otterbourg.com>  
Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 8:12 PM 
To: Sells Construction <deeslls@aol.com> 
Cc: paul.schwartzberg@usdoj.gov; Teresa Hanger <thanger@clingmanhanger.com>; Ed Clingman 
<eclingman@clingmanhanger.com> 
Subject: Re: QUIRKY, INC., and WINK, INC. n/k/a Wink Dissolution Corp., vs FACEBOOK, INC., 
  
Denyveaus,  
  
We are aware of the lawsuit.  Unfortunately we learned that it will not generate any recovery for Quirky or 
Wink creditors.  I have asked the administrators to send me more specific information about the case and 
I will forward it to you. 
  
Thanks for reaching out to us.    
  
Melanie 
Sent from my iPad 
 
On Aug 15, 2019, at 6:22 PM, Sells Construction <deeslls@aol.com> wrote: 
  
Hi Ms Cyganowski, hopefully alls well, I have outlined a concern below about the Quirky Inc case, my 
biggest concern is this information was not disclosed on the debtors bankruptcy schedules. 
  
After reading the Plan Administrators, conclusion.  
"There are insufficient funds to make a distribution to 
general unsecured creditors. Accordingly, the Plan Administrator did not undertake to object to 
or otherwise resolve the filed general unsecured claims."  
  
And, after following this case: 
QUIRKY, INC., and WINK, INC. n/k/a 
Wink Dissolution Corp., on behalf of 
themselves and all others similarly situated, 
 Plaintiffs, 
 v. 
FACEBOOK, INC., 
 Defendant.  
https://digitalcommons.law.scu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?referer=https://www.google.com/&httpsredir=1&ar
ticle=2389&context=historical 
  
It leads me to wonder why the general unsecured creditors, would not be a part of any funds generated 
from this lawsuit? 
General unsecured creditors (Quirky community), had/have an interest in products that were derived from 
the Quirky and/or Wink brands and would have (also) suffered from any (same) claims being brought 
against Facebook (currently). 
  
Is the Plan Administrator aware of this lawsuit? 
Is the Honorable Judge Martin Glenn, aware of this lawsuit? 
  
My request is for the Debtors Quirky Inc, 15-12596 and/or Judge Martin Glenn, Plan Administrator, Paul 
K. Schwartzberg to offer a legal reason why the general unsecured creditors from the Quirky Inc, 15-
12596 bankruptcy are “not receiving funds” to the general unsecured creditor(s) claims, derived from the 
Facebook lawsuit, also why was this information not included in the debtors schedules and please make 
this information (Quirky/Wink vs Facebook) public/transparent. 
  
Respectfully submitted, 
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Denyveaus Sells 
  
  
  
How Does Bankruptcy Stop a Lawsuit? 
When a debtor (the person owing debt) files a case, an order called the automatic stay prevents creditors 
from continuing any collection activity, including attempting to win a money judgment in a lawsuit. The 
stay ensures that one creditor doesn’t get a disproportionate share of the debtor's available funds. 
Freezing the collection action gives the court time to sort out the available assets and divide them 
appropriately among the creditors. 
  
Lawsuit Settlements 
When you file for bankruptcy, you must list all of your legal claims and causes of action (such as personal 
injury or breach of contract claims) as assets on your bankruptcy schedules. If you receive a settlement 
from a lawsuit after filing for bankruptcy, your settlement proceeds may be considered property of the 
bankruptcy estate even if your bankruptcy case has already been closed. 
In general, whether a settlement is property of the bankruptcy estate depends on the date of injury. If your 
claim arose prior to your bankruptcy, any settlement you receive after you file your case will usually be 
property of the bankruptcy estate. Whether you can keep your settlement proceeds depends on the type 
of your claim and the exemption laws of your state. However, most states typically have exemptions 
specifically designed to protect a certain amount of personal injury recovery. 
  
  
Why it is important for you to disclose this asset 
As always, fully and accurately disclosing your interest in a lawsuit or cause of action is important for you 
because failure to do so can have serious consequences for your bankruptcy case and your ability to 
receive a discharge. 
Additionally, if you represent to the bankruptcy court that you do not have a claim against someone 
(which is what not listing it on your schedules does), that can be used against you later in the lawsuit. If 
you intentionally leave your lawsuit out of your schedules, the defendant in the lawsuit can successfully 
argue that you should not now be allowed to pursue your lawsuit. Basically, you can't say one thing to one 
court and the opposite to another court. 
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	2. The issues presented by Mr. Sells in his letter are familiar to me and to counsel to the Plan Administrator as we have had periodic correspondence with him since August 2019.  Most recently, in June of this year, we responded to e-mail inquiries fr...
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	From: Teresa Hanger  Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 4:29 PM To: Sells Construction <deeslls@aol.com> Cc: mcyganowski@otterbourg.com; paul.schwartzberg@usdoj.gov; Ed Clingman <eclingman@clingmanhanger.com> Subject: RE: QUIRKY, INC., and WINK, INC. n/k/a ...
	From: Sells Construction <deeslls@aol.com>  Sent: Tuesday, June 16, 2020 9:28 AM To: Teresa Hanger <thanger@clingmanhanger.com> Cc: mcyganowski@otterbourg.com; paul.schwartzberg@usdoj.gov; Ed Clingman <eclingman@clingmanhanger.com> Subject: Re: QUIRKY...
	-----Original Message----- From: Sells Construction <deeslls@aol.com> To: thanger@clingmanhanger.com Cc: mcyganowski@otterbourg.com; paul.schwartzberg@usdoj.gov; eclingman@clingmanhanger.com Sent: Wed, Aug 28, 2019 9:29 pm Subject: Re: QUIRKY, INC., a...
	-----Original Message----- From: Teresa Hanger <thanger@clingmanhanger.com> To: 'Melanie L. Cyganowski' <mcyganowski@otterbourg.com>; Sells Construction <deeslls@aol.com> Cc: paul.schwartzberg@usdoj.gov <paul.schwartzberg@usdoj.gov>; Ed Clingman <ecli...
	From: Melanie L. Cyganowski <mcyganowski@otterbourg.com>  Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 8:12 PM To: Sells Construction <deeslls@aol.com> Cc: paul.schwartzberg@usdoj.gov; Teresa Hanger <thanger@clingmanhanger.com>; Ed Clingman <eclingman@clingmanhang...




