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INTRODUCTION

On December 4, 2024, this Court found that Defendants had failed “to comply with the
Court’s temporary restraining order” (the “TRO”) [Adv. D.I. 14] and directed them to “SHOW
CAUSE why they should not be held in civil contempt of Court for their failure to comply with

this Court’s TRO.” [Adv. D.I. 39 (the “Show Cause Order”).] In the eight weeks between the entry

of the Show Cause Order and the upcoming Show Cause hearing, Defendants did virtually none
of the things this Court ordered them to do and instead continued to take actions that violated both
the TRO and the subsequent preliminary injunction extending the TRO. [Adv. D.I. 36, (the “PI”)].?

Instead of relinquishing control over the Debtors’ property, as commanded by paragraph 4
of the TRO (and PI), Rajendran Vellapalath and his two companies—Voizzit Technology Private

Ltd. and Voizzit Information Technology LLC (the “Voizzit Defendants’)—filed a lawsuit in India

claiming they owned the Debtors’ intellectual property, including its Google accounts, and asking
the Indian court to order the property returned to them. In their Response, the Voizzit Defendants
claim they “are working to dismiss the claims in the Indian lawsuit against the Trustee,” yet the
very day this Response was filed, the same Voizzit Defendants appeared in the Indian court and
failed to dismiss their suit. [Adv. D.I. 80 (the “Resp.”) q16.] Instead of returning the $1,063,752
they took from the Debtors’ Apple account as required by paragraph 5 of the TRO (and PI),
Defendants have kept those funds and have stated their refusal to return them. Defendants also
have kept important data on customer usage of the Debtors’ platforms in violation of paragraphs
4 and 5 of the TRO (and PI.) And while they belatedly took a stab at providing a list of property

they seized in violation of the stay, that list is incomplete, was delivered too late, and by their own

Capitalized terms not otherwise defined herein shall have the meaning ascribed to it in the Emergency Motion
Jfor Contempt to Hold the Voizzit Defendants in Contempt of Court for their Failure to Comply with the Courts
November 19 Order [Adv. D.I. 18] (the “Contempt Motion”) or the Status Report [Adv. D.I. 55], as
applicable.
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admission was not inclusive of all Debtor assets used prior to the issuance of the TRO. (Resp.
38).

Rather than comply, Defendants have thumbed their nose at this Court and the Trustee,
refusing to comply with discovery that this Court ordered on an expedited basis [Adv. D.I. 62,
3], while at the same time claiming in their Response that “[a]dditional discovery” (which they
refuse to respond to or produce) would somehow “demonstrate that there are impossibilities to the
Trustee’s claims....” [Resp. 9 38.] But all their willful evasion of the Trustee’s very narrow
discovery proves is that the Voizzit Defendants have no intention of complying with this Court’s
orders without the imposition of sanctions.

Defendants’ conduct before this Court is contemptuous. They have caused serious harm to
the Debtors through their aggressive campaign to wrongfully seize the Debtors’ assets in violation
of the automatic stay. They have delayed the administration of the estates and threatened the value
of the Debtors. This Court should grant all available relief both to compensate the estates but also
to make it clear that Defendants’ compliance with this Court’s orders is not optional.

ARGUMENT
L THE DEFENDANTS ARE IN CIVIL CONTEMPT.

Section 105(a) of the Bankruptcy Code grants a bankruptcy court the authority to hold a
litigant in contempt of court for violating a court order. In re BYJU's Alpha, Inc., 661 B.R. 109,
117 (Bankr. D. Del. 2024). “To hold a party in civil contempt, a court must find that (i) a valid
court order existed, (ii) the party charged with contempt had knowledge of the court order, and
(iii) the party charged with contempt disobeyed the court order. These elements must be proven
by ‘clear and convincing’ evidence, and ambiguities must be resolved in favor of the party charged

with contempt.” In re 40 Lake View Drive, LLC, 2018 WL 1665697, at *3 (D.N.J. Apr. 6, 2018)
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(citing John T. ex rel. Paul T. v. Delaware Cnty. Intermediate Unit, 318 F.3d 545, 552 (3d Cir.
2003)) (internal quotations omitted); accord BYJU’s Alpha, 661 B.R. at 117. As set forth below,
each of these elements is met here.

A. The TRO Is A Valid Court Order.

There is no question that the TRO is a valid court order. [Adv. D.I. 14.] No higher court
has stayed its implementation, and on December 3, 2024, the Court confirmed its terms in a PIL.
[Adv. D.I. 36.] No one appealed the PI or sought a stay from a higher court. Therefore, the TRO
is a valid order that the parties must obey.

B. Defendants Had Knowledge Of The TRO (And The Subsequent PI).
i The Voizzit Defendants’ Knowledge.

In their Response, the Voizzit Defendants do not deny that they knew about the TRO.
Instead, they side-step the issue, making three points: (1) “[i]t was impossible ... to comply with
Orders that were not served upon them in bankruptcy proceeding” [Resp. 9 14]; (2) even if their
counsel knew about the TRO that knowledge should not be imputed to them [id. 99 30-31]; and
(3) to enforce the TRO and obtain a contempt finding, the Trustee must show they knew about
“the bankruptcy, relevant Orders, and the Automatic Stay” when they committed the acts that led
to the issuance of the TRO. [/d. 9 29.] These arguments are without merit for multiple reasons.

First, the Court has already found, at a hearing at which Mr. Vellapalath was present via
Zoom, that Defendants had knowledge of the TRO when the Court issued its Show Cause Order:

But in the interim, I will be issuing an order to show cause why I
should not hold the Defendants in contempt for violating my stay

order, my TRO after it had been entered, and they were certainly
Sfully aware of it. So 1 will be issuing an order to show cause on that.

[D.I. 366 (“12/3/24 Tr.”) at 67-68 (emphasis added).] Mr. Vellapalath, who was present at the

December 3, 2024 hearing when the Show Cause Order was entered and could have challenged

3
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this finding then on his own behalf and for his two companies, is not entitled to relitigate the
question of knowledge upon which the Show Cause Order was based.

Second, the Voizzit Defendants’ barely developed service argument appears to refer to the
fact that that the Trustee’s Noticing Agent did not send them the TRO when it served the TRO on
Mr. Ravindra, who was unrepresented at the time. [Adv. D.I. 17.] This argument is beyond
specious. At the time the TRO was entered, Christopher Samis of Potter Anderson & Corroon LLP

(“Potter Anderson”) represented the Voizzit Defendants.> Rule 5(b)(1) of the Federal Rules of

Civil Procedure, made applicable here by Bankruptcy Rule 7005, states that “[i]f a party is
represented by an attorney, service under this rule must be made on the attorney unless the court
orders service on the party.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 5(b)(1) (emphasis added). The Court did not order
service on the parties here; therefore, the Trustee was required to serve the Voizzit Defendants’
then counsel of record Mr. Samis, and not the Voizzit Defendants individually. Even if Mr.
Vellapalath were not represented, there can be no suggestion that Mr. Vellapalath did not receive
such notice given his repeated attendance at and virtual participation in various hearings, as well

as separate filings in this Adversary Proceeding, attesting to his interactions with Potter Anderson

The specific parties represented by Potter Anderson changed as it suited Mr. Vellapalath’s purposes, but at
least in some instances, Potter Anderson acted as and held itself out to be the counsel for Mr. Vellapalath
personally in addition to the two Voizzit entities. For example, on November 17, 2024—only two days before
the TRO was entered—Potter Anderson signed and served Mr. Vellapalath’s responses and objections to the
Trustee’s deposition notice, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit C, in which Potterson Anderson
referred to itself as “Counsel for Voizzit Information Technology LLC, Voizzit Technology Private Ltd., and
Rajendran Vellapalath.” [Ex. C at 2.]

In any event, because Mr. Vellapalath is the self-described “founder and owner” of the two Voizzit entities
(see Adv. D.I. 59-3 at q 1), their knowledge of the TRO is imputed to him. See, e.g., ASB Allegiance Real
Est. Fund v. Scion Breckenridge M ging Member, LLC, 2012 WL 1869416, at *15 (Del. Ch. May 16, 2012)
(“knowledge of an agent acquired while acting within the scope of his or her authority is imputed to the
principal; accord Baker v. Latham Sparrowbush Assocs., 72 F.3d 246, 255 (2d Cir. 1995) (same) (collecting
cases); see also Shotwell v. Stafford, 2019 WL 1324942, at *5 (D. Del. Mar. 25, 2019) (“Notice may also be
imputed where parties share an identity of interest. In other words, the parties are so closely related in their
business operations or other activities that the institution of an action against one serves to provide notice of
the litigation to the other.” (internal quotations omitted)).

4
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and intention to comply with court orders. [See e.g., D.I. 289; Adv. D.I. 25.] Moreover, under Rule
5(d)(1)(B), “[n]o certificate of service is required when a paper is served by filing it with the court’s
electronic-filing system.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 5(d)(1)(B). Here the Court’s ECF system shows that it
served Mr. Samis (and others at Potter Anderson) with the TRO. (See Exhibit A hereto.) Therefore,
the fact that the Noticing Agent did not separately send a copy of the TRO to Mr. Vellapalath and
his two companies, or list them on its certificate of service, is of no moment as their counsel was
indisputably served in accordance with the applicable Rule.*

And even if the Voizzit Defendants had not been properly served through their counsel
(they were), for purposes of contempt, “[a]s long as the party has actual knowledge [of the
underlying order], it is not necessary for the party to have been served with or formally notified of
the order in question.” In re Ransom, 599 B.R. 791, 803 (Bankr. W.D. Pa. 2019). “[A] person is
in contempt of court if he knowingly violates a court order, whether or not he received a formal
notice.” Fid. Mortg. Invs. v. Camelia Builders, Inc., 550 F.2d 47, 52 (2d Cir. 1976). As discussed
below, Mr. Vellapalath was present at the November 21 and December 3 hearings where the TRO
was discussed and where the Court decided to issue the Show Cause Order. Mr. Vellapalath’s
attendance at and participation in hearings in this Adversary Proceeding, as well as his declarations
attesting to the Voizzit Entities’ court intention to comply with the Court’s orders [see e.g., D.I.
289; Adv. D.I. 25] demonstrate his actual knowledge, both in his individual capacity and as agent
for the Voizzit Entities.

Third, the long established rule, as the Voizzit Defendants tacitly concede, is that “notice
to counsel is imputed to a client with regards to matters in which the lawyer represents the client”

and “[t]he knowledge that is imputed to the [client] is actual knowledge, not constructive.” New

Once Mr. Samis withdrew, the Trustee served the all Voizzit Defendants directly with the PI, the Show Cause
Order, and the Noticer of Rescheduled Hearing Date. [Adv. D.1. 42, 43, 48.]

5
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Jersey Reg’l Council of Carpenters v. Chanree Const. Co., 2014 WL 980649, at *3 (D.N.J. Mar.
13, 2014) (citing In re Color Tile, Inc., 475 F.3d 508, 513 (3d Cir. 2007)). As the Supreme Court
explained, this rule is necessary for “our system of representative litigation” to function. Link v.
Wabash R. Co., 370 U.S. 626, 633-34 (1962). If represented litigants could pick and choose when
notice to their counsel counted, the courts would be clogged with unnecessary fights. Indeed
F.R.C.P. 5, discussed above, is premised on the idea that notice to counsel is notice to the client.
Accordingly, courts apply this rule even in contempt proceedings: /n re Campbell, 649 B.R. 831,
837 (Bankr. S.D. Miss. 2023) (attorney knowledge imputed in contempt proceeding); Square D
Co. v. Scott Elec. Co., 2007 WL 3488809, at *5 n.10 (W.D. Pa. Nov. 14, 2007), order clarified,
2008 WL 1932307 (W.D. Pa. Apr. 30, 2008) (same).

Here, there is no question that the Voizzit Defendants’ then counsel of record had notice
of the TRO and that he represented the Voizzit Defendants in this Adversary Proceeding. Starting
even before the complaint was filed, on November 18, 2024, the Trustee’s counsel gave Mr. Samis
advance warning that the Trustee intended to move for a temporary restraining order against his
clients that day related to their taking of the Google accounts. [Adv. D.I .77 (“Root Decl.”) 10,
Ex. L.]° Later that day, Trustee’s counsel served Mr. Samis via electronic mail with the TRO papers
[ld. 9 12.]

The next day, Mr. Samis appeared at the TRO hearing, identifying himself as “Chris Samis
from Potter Anderson for the Voizzit entities” and stating that he had “a couple of comments to

the form of Order.” [D.I. 323 (“11/19/24 Tr.”) at 19.] His co-counsel, Nicholas Mozal, argued

Even before that conversation, at the November 12 hearing involving the Voizzit entities’ theft of the
Debtors’ applications with Apple, at which Mr. Samis appeared for the Voizzit entities, the Trustee previewed
that she would likely be raising the Google-related stay violations in a separate proceeding. [D.I. 269
(“11/12/24 Tr.”) at 5-6.] And on November 15, 2024, Trustee’s counsel asked the Voizzit Defendants both
orally and in writing to return the Google accounts. [See Root Decl., § 6 and Ex. C.]

6
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against the TRO. [/d. at 23.] The Court overruled his objections and directed the parties to submit
a draft order. [/d. at 27.] Following the hearing, at 11:33 a.m. E.T., Ms. Root circulated a draft
TRO to both counsel via electronic mail. [Root Decl., 9 14.] Mr. Mozal responded with a question
at 11:58 a.m. E.T. and Ms. Root answered him at 12:09 p.m. E.T. [/d.] Neither Mr. Mozal nor Mr.
Samis provided the Trustee’s counsel with any additional comments. [/d.] The Trustee filed a
certification of counsel identifying this e-mail exchange. [Adv. D.I. 13, 4 8.]

The Court entered the TRO at 5:13 p.m. E.T. effective as of 10:34 a.m. E.T. [Adv. D.I. 14.]
At 5:19 p.m. E.T., the TRO was served on the Voizzit Defendants’ counsel by ECF Service. (See
Ex. A.) At 5:21 p.m. E.T., Ms. Root e-mailed a copy of the TRO to Mr. Samis. [Root Decl., 9 16.]
Thus, the record before this Court establishes that the Voizzit Defendants’ counsel knew about the
TRO and represented the Voizzit Defendants in connection with the entry of the TRO.

Faced with this record, the Voizzit Defendants argue that even if counsel’s knowledge is
generally imputed to the client, imputation should not apply when the client is facing contempt.
[Resp. 99 30-31.] Their primary support for this argument is a passage from an out-of-district lower
court decision that questions whether imputation applies when a client denies being made aware
of the order. [/d. at § 31 citing Ransom, 599 B.R. at 806.] That fact pattern, however, simply does
not exist here.

At the November 21 hearing, Mr. Samis specifically told the Court at the November 21
hearing that he had discussed the TRO with “his client.” He stated:

MR. SAMIS: So, according to my client, Your Honor, they say they
have. ... But they have told me, anyway, that they believe they are
compliant. We had a conversation about the order. We also had a
conversation about the TRO. They’ve also indicated to us they’re

planning to comply with the two provisions of the TRO order that
required turnover of information to Google by Friday.

[11/21/24 Tr. at 20 (emphasis supplied).] Later in the hearing, Mr. Samis again represented that he
7
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had told his clients about the TRO and its deadlines, stating:
Your Honor, the Court orders, we’ve been told by the client that
they’re planning on doing all of those things, especially with respect
to the TRO order and they’re just trying to get the analysis done on
the funds returned. I don’t know exactly where that sits. We did send

another email advising them that the deadlines were, you know,
approaching, and they are aware of them.

[/d. at 95-96.]

The November 21 hearing sheet also shows that Mr. Vellapalath attended the hearing via
Zoom and thus was present when Mr. Samis made these representations to the Court. [D.I. 332.]
Mr. Vellapalath never corrected what his counsel told the Court, either during that hearing or any
subsequent time. Given Mr. Samis’s representations as an officer of the court, there can be no
serious argument that Mr. Samis failed to tell Mr. Vellapalath about the TRO. And the Court knows
Mr. Vellapalath knew about the TRO because Mr. Vellapalath was present at this hearing and did
not tell the Court his counsel had not told him about the TRO. [11/21/24 Tr. at 19-20, 95-96.]°

Accordingly, the Voizzit Defendants’ cited case, Ransom, is inapplicable. The Voizzit
Defendants were told by counsel about the TRO and their compliance obligations thereunder.
Regardless, the statements in Ransom about imputation are dicta, as the court there found
knowledge based on other facts and stressed it was not establishing a general rule that attorney
knowledge “can never be imputed to the client for purposes of finding civil contempt.” 599 B.R.

at 806. The other two cases the Voizzit Defendants cite—In re Clayton, 2012 WL 112940, at

6 In addition to Mr. Samis’s statements about the TRO, the Court asked Mr. Samis: “Has Voizzit returned all
of the information and provided the Chapter 11 Trustee with all information and returned control to them of
all of the debtor information they took?”” [11/21/24 Tr. at 19.] Trustee’s counsel stated: “[t]he other point we
were going to make is that by tomorrow, close of business, they are supposed to do certain things under the
TRO you entered on Tuesday and there’s been no effort to do any of those things.” [/d. at 95.] And the Court
even warned Mr. Vellapalath that if the TRO is not obeyed, there would be consequences: “Okay. Well there
are consequences if they don’t comply with the order.” [/d. at 96.]
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*4 (Bankr. E.D. Tenn. Jan. 12, 2012) and In re Patterson, 111 B.R. 395, 398 (Bankr. N.D.N.Y.
1989)—for the proposition that counsel’s knowledge is not imputed in connection with contempt
hearings are also distinguishable because by the time the applicable order was entered in those
cases, counsel was no longer in communication with the clients. [Resp. 9 31.] That is not the case
here.

Fourth, the Voizzit Defendants are mixing apples and oranges when they argue that their
supposed lack of knowledge of the automatic stay when they took the Google accounts in violation
of the automatic stay excuses their failure to comply with the TRO (and PI). Whether they had
knowledge of the bankruptcy when they seized the Google accounts is an issue that goes to the
willfulness of their stay violation. The Court held a hearing on this factual issue on November 21
and the matter is under advisement. While the Trustee submits that the evidence adduced at that
hearing proves the Voizzit Defendants knew about the bankruptcy when they took the Debtors’
Google, Apple, GitHub, and Stripe accounts, whether they did or not is not relevant here. The only
relevant knowledge for purposes of this hearing is whether they had knowledge of the TRO. And
as discussed above, they did.

Finally, to the extent that there is any question about the Voizzit Defendants’ actual
knowledge of the TRO, the pro se filings that Mr. Vellapalath made in opposition to the PI
certainly end that debate. Ahead of this Court’s hearing on December 3, 2024, Mr. Vellapalath
prepared his own filings in response to the P1.” Representing himself, Mr. Vellapalath declared,
“Upon entry of the TRO, Voizzit has substantially complied with its terms....” [Adv. D.I. 25, 9
13 (emphasis added).] If neither Mr. Vellapalath nor his two companies knew of the TRO, then,

to state the obvious, they could not have done anything “upon entry of the TRO” or have “complied

7 Potter Anderson stated that it filed Mr. Vellapalath’s papers “as a courtesy.” [Adv. D.I. 26.]
9



Case 24-50233-JTD Doc 85 Filed 01/28/25 Page 11 of 18

with its terms.”® Plainly their latest claim that they did not know of the TRO is patently false. The
Court should therefore find again that the Voizzit Defendants knew about the TRO.
ii. Vinay Ravindra’s Knowledge.

Despite being served, Defendant Ravindra has never appeared to defend himself. The
record establishes that he was served with the complaint and moving papers, the TRO after it was
entered, the PI, and the Show Cause Order. [Adv. D.I. 17, 42, 43.] Accordingly, the Court should
find that he had knowledge of the TRO.

C. The Defendants Have Not Complied With The TRO.

Although the Voizzit Defendants vaguely allege that they have complied with the TRO, in
fact they plainly failed to do so. In light of this, their reliance on Taggart v. Lorenzen, 587 U.S.
554 (2019) is puzzling. In Taggart, the Supreme Court considered the “criteria for determining
when a court may hold a creditor in civil contempt for attempting to collect a debt” in violation of
a bankruptcy court’s discharge order. 587 U.S. at 556. The Court concluded that a creditor may be
held in contempt “when there is no objectively reasonable basis for concluding that the creditor’s
conduct might be lawful under the discharge order.” Id. at 560.

The Third Circuit has not determined whether Taggart extends beyond the discharge
context, but if it does, there can be no question that the Voizzit Defendants’ actions (and inactions)
since the entry of the TRO violate its terms, and that the Voizzit Defendants knew their conduct
was wrongful. Attached as Exhibit B is a chart detailing the various TRO (and PI provisions) and

the failure to comply with each. The record further establishes that the Voizzit Defendants’ former

Elsewhere in his pro se filings, Mr. Vellapalath makes additional statements evidencing that he and his
companies knew about the TRO: Adv. D.I. 24 at 2 (“On November 19, 2024, the Court held a hearing ... and
entered a temporary restraining order.”); id. (“Pursuant to the TRO, Voizzit, Voizzit India ... and Rajendran
Vellapalath ... hereby file the objection.”); id. at § 17 (“Despite Voizzit’s compliance with the Stay Order
and the TRO....”); id. at § 23 (“Since the entry of the TRO, Voizzit has been substantially harmed....”); id.
at II1.,V. (arguing they complied with the TRO).

10
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counsel discussed the need to comply with the TRO with them and that Mr. Vellapalath
participated in at least two hearings at which the TRO and the need for compliance were discussed.
On December 3, when the Show Cause Order was issued, the Court explicitly told Mr. Vellapalath:
Mr. Vellapalath, I want to make this abundantly clear: The only person who
controls these companies is the Chapter 11 Trustee. Not you, not Voizzit,
not anybody else. The Chapter 11 Trustee controls these entities and you
need to act expeditiously to unwind whatever you’ve done to take assets
from these debtors, including the million-plus dollars that was taken from
the Apple account that still hasn’t been recovered.
[12/3/24 Tr. at 68.] Given this record, there is no “fair ground of doubt” as to the “wrongfulness”
of the Voizzit Defendants’ intentional violations of the TRO. Taggart, 587 U.S. at 561.

And the fact that the Voizzit Defendants provided an incomplete list of the assets they took
from these estates at the eleventh hour does not cure their contempt. This “too little too late”
conduct is also undercut by the fact that on January 27, just two days before the contempt hearing,
they appeared in an Indian court and instead of dismissing their lawsuit, as the Google TRO
requires, they continued to prosecute it and never informed the Indian court of the Google TRO
and its requirements. Accordingly, the Court should find again, as it did when it issued its Show
Cause Order, that Defendants have not complied with the TRO and seemingly have no intention

of doing so.

II. DEFENDANTS HAVE FAILED TO ESTABLISH ANY DEFENSE TO THE
SHOW CAUSE ORDER.

A. Defendants’ Impossibility Defense Lacks Merit.
Unable to deny the validity of the TRO or that they knowingly violated it, the Voizzit
Defendants argue that it is impossible for them to comply with the TRO and it would therefore be

unfair to hold them in contempt. The Voizzit Defendants’ impossibility argument is built on a false

11
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premise: that the reason the Trustee seeks contempt sanctions is because Mr. Vellapalath will not
attend the contempt hearing in person. [Resp. 4 17, 37-38.]

Not so. The Trustee is seeking contempt because: (i) the Voizzit Defendants did not return
the Google accounts to the Trustee causing the Trustee to incur expense and delay; (ii) the Voizzit
Defendants exercised control over the Debtors’ property when they filed suit in India seeking to
unwind the TRO and PI; (iii) the Defendants have refused to return the money they took from the
Debtors’ accounts; (iv) the Defendants did not account for the property they took; and (v) the
Defendants have not turned over data about customer usage of the platforms while they controlled
the Google accounts. Correcting these actions does not require Mr. Vellapalath to travel to the
United States. Thus, even if his claim that he applied for a visa is true (and the Trustee has reason
to doubt this claim), Mr. Vellapalath would not need a visa if he would simply do what the Court
ordered.

Other than claiming Mr. Vellapalath cannot travel to the United States, the Voizzit
Defendants’ only other vaguely described impossibility claim is Mr. Vellapalath’s statements in
his Declaration that he cannot determine what he took from the Debtors because he no longer has
access to the accounts. [Adv. D.I. 59-3 at q 15.] But that is not an impossible task. Indeed, given
that Mr. Vellapalath operates a tech company one would expect that he would have the ability to
search his systems to certify that he has returned all data and applications to the Trustee. But if he
cannot do so, the Court should order the Voizzit Defendants to hire an independent company to do
this work because it is possible to be done. As to any other claim of impossibility, the Voizzit
Defendants have not specifically explained why it is impossible for them to do what the TRO
required or supported that explanation with any evidence. Because they bear the burden of

demonstrating impossibility, the Court should reject this defense. See United States v. Rylander,
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460 U.S. 752, 757 (1983); United States v. Chabot, 681 F. App’x 134, 136 (3d Cir. 2017).
B. The Voizzit Defendants Cannot Re-Litigate The Merits Of The TRO Or PI.

In their Response, the Voizzit Defendants rehash their claim that they own the Debtors—
a claim they made in opposing the TRO. [Resp. 9 2-4.] They also complain about prior testimony
that the Court found credible. [/d. at q 7; see 12/3/24 Tr. at 72 (“[m]ost of [Mr. Vellapalath’s]
declaration is simply hearsay or based on unsubstantiated allegations against witnesses who are
not here today [including Mr. Hailer], who actually came and testified before me live, and I found
to be very credible”).] To the extent that these matters are in their Response because they intend
to argue that the TRO should not have been entered, that would be improper. It is well established
that a litigant facing contempt is not allowed to relitigate the merits of the order he has violated.
“[A] contempt proceeding does not open to reconsideration the legal or factual basis of the order
alleged to have been disobeyed and thus become a retrial of the original controversy.” Maggio v.
Zeitz, 333 U.S. 56, 69 (1948). Thus, the validity of an underlying order is “not open to collateral
attack in a contempt proceeding for violating it.” Harris v. City of Phila., 47 F.3d 1333, 1337 (3d
Cir. 1995); accord In re NNN 400 Capitol Ctr. 16 LLC, 2022 WL 872643, at *10 (D. Del. Mar.
24, 2022). “In a contempt proceeding brought to punish a delinquent for his failure to obey a
turnover order the sole issue is whether the delinquent's failure to obey the order is excused by
reason of events which have occurred since the date as of which the court in the turnover
proceeding found that he had the property in his possession or under his control.” In re Amdur,
137 F.2d 708, 710 (3d Cir. 1943). Accordingly, the Court should not allow the Voizzit Defendants
to challenge the merits of the TRO or other rulings the Court has previously made.

C. [ItIs Not Unfair To Hold The Defendants In Contempt.

One of the themes of the Voizzit Defendants’ Response is that it is unfair to hold them in
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contempt because they are foreign defendants who lack an understanding of what they are required
to do and have not been given a fair opportunity to understand their obligations. But this is not
true. Experienced counsel represented the Voizzit Defendants and that counsel told the Court they
discussed the TRO and its compliance with their client. [11/21/24 Tr. at 20, 95-96.]

In addition to the fact that they previously had competent U.S. counsel to advise them
(which then withdrew when the Voizzit Defendants failed to heed counsel’s advice [12/3/24 Tr. at
74]), as explained above, this Court told Mr. Vellapalath (and thus the two Voizzit entities)
explicitly what they needed to do. At the end of the December 3 hearing, the Court emphasized
that “[t]he only person who controls these companies is the Chapter 11 Trustee” and that the
Voizzit Defendants “need[ed] to act expeditiously to unwind whatever [they’ve] done to take
assets from these debtors[.]” [12/3/24 Tr. at 68.] The fact that the Voizzit Defendants have refused
to hear to what the Court (and their counsel) told them they needed to do does not make it unfair
to hold them in contempt. The fact that they chose to ignore their prior counsel’s advice and hire
new counsel does not change this analysis. New counsel was hired on December 30, 2024, almost
a month ago, and has had ample time to explain to the Voizzit Defendants what they needed to do
under the TRO.

III. THE TRUSTEE IS ENTITLED TO CIVIL CONTEMPT SANCTIONS.

In light of the Voizzit Defendants’ blatant disregard for this Court’s orders, the Trustee is
entitled to civil contempt sanctions. As the Third Circuit has instructed, sanctions for civil
contempt serve two purposes: “to coerce the defendant into compliance with the court's order and
to compensate for losses sustained by the disobedience.” Robin Woods Inc. v. Woods, 28 F.3d 396,
400 (3d Cir. 1994); see also Roe v. Operation Rescue, 919 F.2d 857, 868 (3d Cir. 1990) (same).

Here, this Court should award sanctions both to compensate the Trustee for the expenses she has
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incurred, and continues to incur, due to the Voizzit Defendants’ defiance, and to coerce the Voizzit
Defendants into compliance. See Int’l Plastics & Equip. Corp. v. Taylor’s Indus. Servs., LLC, 2011
WL 1399081, at *5-6 (W.D. Pa. Apr. 12, 2011) (holding that incarceration, a per diem fine, and
reimbursement of attorneys’ fees incurred are permissible civil contempt sanctions).

First, the Trustee has incurred significant legal and advisory fees and costs—$392,180 as
of the filing of this Reply—as result of the Voizzit Defendants’ failure to comply with the TRO.
[Adv. D.I. 76, 9 17, Ex. E.] These fees and costs include the fees of the Trustee’s bankruptcy
counsel to prosecute the contempt motion and the subsequent rule to show cause hearing, the fees
of her India counsel to address the India Lawsuit and attend two in-person hearings, and the fees
of the Trustee’s financial advisors in working with Google to develop a work-around for the fact
that the Voizzit Defendants did not comply with the TRO and transfer the Google accounts back
to the Trustee’s control. [/d.]

The estates have also suffered harm because the Voizzit Defendants’ interference has
slowed the sale process. This Court is well aware of the analogy that a debtor’s estate is a “melting
ice cube” in bankruptcy. Here, the initial milestones for the sale of the Debtors’ businesses
anticipated the sale of the Debtors’ businesses to be complete by December 2024 (for Epic
Creations, Inc.) and January 2025 (for Tangible Play, Inc. and Neuron Fuel, Inc.). [D.1. 236.] As a
result of the Voizzit Defendants’ actions, the Trustee was forced to slow the sales process and
negotiate extensions of the milestones with the DIP lenders. While it is difficult to quantify this
harm, every day that the Debtors remain in bankruptcy comes at a significant expense, both in
terms of fees to administer the estates, but also because of the risk that an extended bankruptcy
might impair the sale price for the Debtors.

Second, the Voizzit Defendants are not motivated by this Court’s Orders. That much is
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clear. As set forth in Exhibit B, they remain in violation of the TRO, and just this week, they
decided to also violate this Court’s order requiring them to comply with discovery. Given the
Voizzit Defendants’ stated wealth (businesses worth “hundreds of millions” and a principal who
sold a business “for a few hundred million dollars” [D.I. 288, q 12.], only a significant fine is likely
to cause them to comply. The Trustee requests a fine of $25,000 per day, which is well within the
range of fines that courts approve. See, e.g., Satyam Computer Servs., Ltd. v. Venture Glob. Eng'g,
LLC, 323 F. App’x 421, 427 (6th Cir. 2009) ($10,000 per day, escalating to $25,000 per day after
one week); BOC Aviation Ltd. v. AirBridgeCargo Airlines, LLC, 2022 WL 17581775, at *17
(S.D.N.Y. Dec. 12, 2022) ($40,000 per day, escalating to $80,000 per day after two weeks, and to
$120,000 after four weeks); Byju’s Alpha, Inc. v. Camshaft Capital Fund, LP et al, Adv. Pro. 24-
50013 [Adv. D.I. 313, 4 1] (510,000 per day fine).

Finally, given the egregious nature of the Voizzit Defendants’ conduct, an order of
confinement is appropriate. See, e.g., Byju’s Alpha, 661 B.R. at 117-18; In re Tate, 521 B.R. 427,
446 (Bankr. S.D. Ga. 2014); In re Frankel, 192 B.R. 623, 632 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 1996). While the
Voizzit Defendants may be outside of the United States, if they come to this country, there should
be an order waiting for them. That signals to the market that their positions are without merit which
is important to the sale process. And if the Voizzit Defendants do not dismiss the India Lawsuit, it
signals to the court in India the seriousness of the stay violations.’

CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth herein and in the Motion, the Trustee respectfully requests that the
Court hold Defendants in contempt, enter a judgment in the amount of $392,180 and impose a

daily monetary fine and order of confinement.

Defendants style their Response as also asking for dismissal of the Trustee’s complaint, but the Response
does not comply with F.R.C.P. 12(b), including because it does not accept as true all well-pled allegations.
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Dated: January 28, 2025 PASHMAN STEIN WALDER HAYDEN, P.C.
Wilmington, Delaware

/s/ Alexis R. Gambale

Henry J. Jaffe (No. 2987)

Joseph C. Barsalona II (No. 6102)

Alexis R. Gambale (No. 7150)

824 N. Market Street, Suite 800

Wilmington, DE 07601

Telephone: (302) 592-6497

Email: hjaffe@pashmanstein.com
jbarsalona@pashmanstein.com
agambale@pashmanstein.com

-and-

JENNER & BLOCK LLP

Catherine Steege (admitted pro hac vice)

Melissa Root (admitted pro hac vice)

William A. Williams (admitted pro hac vice)

353 N. Clark Street

Chicago, Illinois 60654

Telephone: (312) 923-2952

Email: csteege(@jenner.com
mroot@jenner.com
wwilliams@jenner.com

Counsel to the Trustee
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Root, Melissa M.

From: DEBdb_ECF_Reply@deb.uscourts.gov

Sent: Tuesday, November 19, 2024 4:19 PM

To: dummail@deb.uscourts.gov

Subject: Ch-11 24-11161-JTD Epic! Creations, | Temporary Restraining Order

External Email - Do Not Click Links or Attachments Unless You Know They Are Safe

***NOTE TO PUBLIC ACCESS USERS*** Judicial Conference of the United States policy permits
attorneys of record and parties in a case (including pro se litigants) to receive one free electronic copy of
all documents filed electronically, if receipt is required by law or directed by the filer. PACER access fees
apply to all other users. To avoid later charges, download a copy of each document during this first
viewing. However, if the referenced document is a transcript, the free copy and 30-page limit do not

apply.
U.S. Bankruptcy Court
District of Delaware
Notice of Electronic Filing

The following transaction was received from LJH entered on 11/19/2024 at 5:18 PM EST and filed on
11/19/2024

Case Name: Epic! Creations, Inc.

Case Number: 24-11161-JTD

Document Number: 307

Docket Text:
Order Granting Chapter 11 Trustees Motion for a Temporary Injunction in Adversary Case #24-50233 Signed
on 11/19/2024. (LJH)

The following document(s) are associated with this transaction:

Document description:Main Document

Original filename:Springer v Google Order.pdf

Electronic document Stamp:

[STAMP bkecfStamp 1D=983460418 [Date=11/19/2024] [FileNumber=18900199-
0] [00£5fa8772c2¢c27cd882fd9bad83d3573598fd3660e63ed75d49¢c3271358ef03£5
fcf229f8a8e587b020atOb15¢8d2c92f7db725¢13d6d79a41e8c3191109b22]]

24-11161-JTD Notice will be electronically mailed to:

Levi Akkerman on behalf of Interested Party Voizzit Information Technology LLC
lakkerman@potteranderson.com, tmistretta@potteranderson.com
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Levi Akkerman on behalf of Interested Party Voizzit Technology Private Ltd.
lakkerman@potteranderson.com, tmistretta@potteranderson.com

Jason Daniel Angelo on behalf of Creditor GLAS Trust Company LLC, in its capacity as administrative agent
and collateral agent
JAngelo@reedsmith.com, glauer@reedsmith.com

Joseph Charles Barsalona II on behalf of Plaintiff Claudia Z. Springer, Chapter 11 Trustee
jbarsalona@pashmanstein.com, joseph--barsalona-5332@ecf.pacerpro.com

Joseph Charles Barsalona II on behalf of Plaintiff Claudia Z. Springer, as the Chapter 11 Trustee to Epic!
Creations, Inc., Neuron Fuel, Inc. and Tangible Play, Inc.
jbarsalona@pashmanstein.com, joseph--barsalona-5332@ecf.pacerpro.com

Joseph Charles Barsalona II on behalf of Trustee Claudia Z. Springer
jbarsalona@pashmanstein.com, joseph--barsalona-5332@ecf.pacerpro.com

Robert S. Brady on behalf of Interested Party BYJU's Alpha, Inc.
bankfilings@ycst.com

Daniel N. Brogan on behalf of Creditor Conscious Content Media, Inc. dba Begin
dbrogan@beneschlaw.com, docket2@beneschlaw.com;lmolinaro@beneschlaw.com

Linda J. Casey on behalf of U.S. Trustee U.S. Trustee
Linda.Casey@usdoj.gov

Shawn M. Christianson on behalf of Creditor Oracle America, Inc.
schristianson@buchalter.com, cmcintire@buchalter.com

Debra A Dandeneau on behalf of Interested Party Apple Inc.
debra.dandeneau@bakermckenzie.com

G. David Dean on behalf of Creditor Continental Casualty Company
ddean@coleschotz.com,
pratkowiak@coleschotz.com;bankruptcy@coleschotz.com;jford@coleschotz.com;lmorton@coleschotz.com

G. David Dean on behalf of Creditor Diameter Capital Partners LP, on behalf of the Diameter Petitioning
Creditors

ddean@coleschotz.com,
pratkowiak@coleschotz.com;bankruptcy@coleschotz.com;jford@coleschotz.com;lmorton@coleschotz.com

G. David Dean on behalf of Creditor Ellington CLO III, Ltd. and Ellington Special Relative Value Fund L.L.C.
ddean@coleschotz.com,
pratkowiak@coleschotz.com;bankruptcy@coleschotz.com;jford@coleschotz.com;lmorton@coleschotz.com

G. David Dean on behalf of Creditor Gamstar (US) V Pte Ltd and Gamstar (US) VI Pte Ltd
ddean@coleschotz.com,
pratkowiak@coleschotz.com;bankruptcy@coleschotz.com;jford@coleschotz.com;lmorton@coleschotz.com

G. David Dean on behalf of Creditor HGV BL SPV, LLC
ddean@coleschotz.com,



Case 24-50233-JTD Doc 85-1 Filed 01/28/25 Page 4 of 24

pratkowiak@coleschotz.com;bankruptcy@coleschotz.com;jford@coleschotz.com;lmorton@coleschotz.com

G. David Dean on behalf of Creditor HPS Investment Partners, LLC on behalf of HPS Petitioning Creditors
ddean@coleschotz.com,
pratkowiak@coleschotz.com;bankruptcy@coleschotz.com;jford@coleschotz.com;lmorton@coleschotz.com

G. David Dean on behalf of Creditor India Credit Solutions, L.P.
ddean@coleschotz.com,
pratkowiak@coleschotz.com;bankruptcy@coleschotz.com;jford@coleschotz.com;lmorton@coleschotz.com

G. David Dean on behalf of Creditor Midtown Acquisitions GP LLC, as general partner of Midtown
Acquisitions L.P.

ddean@coleschotz.com,
pratkowiak@coleschotz.com;bankruptcy@coleschotz.com;jford@coleschotz.com;lmorton@coleschotz.com

G. David Dean on behalf of Creditor Redwood Capital Management, LLC on behalf of the Redwood
Petitioning Creditors

ddean@coleschotz.com,
pratkowiak@coleschotz.com;bankruptcy@coleschotz.com;jford@coleschotz.com;lmorton@coleschotz.com

G. David Dean on behalf of Creditor Sentinel Dome Partners, LLC on behalf of the Sentinel Dome Petitioning
Creditors

ddean@coleschotz.com,
pratkowiak@coleschotz.com;bankruptcy@coleschotz.com;jford@coleschotz.com;lmorton@coleschotz.com

G. David Dean on behalf of Creditor Shawnee 2022-1 LLC
ddean@coleschotz.com,
pratkowiak@coleschotz.com;bankruptcy@coleschotz.com;jford@coleschotz.com;lmorton@coleschotz.com

G. David Dean on behalf of Creditor Silver Point Capital, L.P. on behalf of the Silver Point Petitioning
Creditors

ddean@coleschotz.com,
pratkowiak@coleschotz.com;bankruptcy@coleschotz.com;jford@coleschotz.com;lmorton@coleschotz.com

G. David Dean on behalf of Creditor Stonehill Capital Management LLC, on behalf of the Stonehill Petitioning
Creditors

ddean@coleschotz.com,
pratkowiak@coleschotz.com;bankruptcy@coleschotz.com;jford@coleschotz.com;lmorton@coleschotz.com

G. David Dean on behalf of Creditor TBK Bank, SSB
ddean@coleschotz.com,
pratkowiak@coleschotz.com;bankruptcy@coleschotz.com;jford@coleschotz.com;lmorton@coleschotz.com

G. David Dean on behalf of Creditor Veritas Capital Credit Opportunities Fund SPV, L.L.C. and Veritas Capital
Credit Opportunities Fund I SPV, L.L.C.

ddean@coleschotz.com,
pratkowiak@coleschotz.com;bankruptcy@coleschotz.com;jford@coleschotz.com;lmorton@coleschotz.com

Jamie Lynne Edmonson on behalf of Creditor Ad Hoc Group of Publishers
jedmonson@rc.com, Ishaw(@rc.com
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Kenneth J. Enos on behalf of Creditor BYJU's Alpha, Inc.
bankfilings@ycst.com

Kenneth J. Enos on behalf of Interested Party BYJU's Alpha, Inc.
bankfilings@ycst.com

Brett D. Fallon on behalf of Defendant Stripe, Inc.
brett.fallon@faegredrinker.com, cathy.greer@faegredrinker.com

Benjamin Finestone on behalf of Interested Party Alleged Debtors, Epic! Creations Inc., Neuron Fuel, Inc., and
Tangible Play, Inc.
benjaminfinestone@quinnemanuel.com

Benjamin Finestone on behalf of Interested Party BYJU's Alpha, Inc.
benjaminfinestone@quinnemanuel.com

Alexis R. Gambale on behalf of Plaintiff Claudia Z. Springer, Chapter 11 Trustee
agambale@pashmanstein.com, Isalcedo@pashmanstein.com

Alexis R. Gambale on behalf of Plaintiff Claudia Z. Springer, as the Chapter 11 Trustee to Epic! Creations, Inc.,
Neuron Fuel, Inc. and Tangible Play, Inc.
agambale@pashmanstein.com, Isalcedo@pashmanstein.com

Alexis R. Gambale on behalf of Trustee Claudia Z. Springer
agambale@pashmanstein.com, Isalcedo@pashmanstein.com

Paul Noble Heath on behalf of Interested Party Apple Inc.
heath@rlf.com, RBGroup@rlf.com;ann-jerominski-2390@ecf.pacerpro.com

Michael Ingrassia on behalf of Creditor Google LLC

ingrassiam@whiteandwilliams.com, michael-ingrassia-
5108@ecf.pacerpro.com;rweidman@morrisnichols.com;jlawrence@morrisnichols.com;john-lawrence-
0804(@ecft.pacerpro.com

Michael Ingrassia on behalf of Defendant Google LLC

ingrassiam@whiteandwilliams.com, michael-ingrassia-
5108@ecf.pacerpro.com;rweidman@morrisnichols.com;jlawrence@morrisnichols.com;john-lawrence-
0804 @ecf.pacerpro.com

Henry Jon Jaffe on behalf of Plaintiff Claudia Z. Springer, Chapter 11 Trustee
hjaffe@pashmanstein.com, hjaffe@pashmanstein.com

Henry Jon Jaffe on behalf of Trustee Claudia Z. Springer
hjaffe@pashmanstein.com, hjaffe@pashmanstein.com

Laura Davis Jones on behalf of Creditor GLAS Trust Company LLC, in its capacity as administrative agent and
collateral agent
ljones@pszjlaw.com, efilel @pszjlaw.com

Albert Kass on behalf of Claims Agent Kurtzman Carson Consultants, LLC dba Verita Global
ECFpleadings@kccllc.com, ecfpleadings@kccllc.com
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Peter J Keane on behalf of Creditor GLAS Trust Company LLC, in its capacity as administrative agent and
collateral agent
pkeane@pszjlaw.com

Scott J. Leonhardt on behalf of Defendant Stripe, Inc.
scott.leonhardt@esbrook.com, scott.leonhardt@esbrook.com

Scott J. Leonhardt on behalf of Interested Party Stripe, Inc.
scott.leonhardt@esbrook.com, scott.leonhardt@esbrook.com

Kenneth Listwak on behalf of Defendant Wells Fargo Bank, National Association
kenneth.listwak@troutman.com, wlbank@troutman.com;Monica.Molitor@troutman.com

R. Craig Martin on behalf of Debtor Epic! Creations, Inc.
craig.martin@dlapiper.com, carolyn.fox@dlapiper.com;DLAPiper@ecfxmail.com

R. Craig Martin on behalf of Debtor Neuron Fuel, Inc.
craig.martin@dlapiper.com, carolyn.fox@dlapiper.com;DLAPiper@ecfxmail.com

R. Craig Martin on behalf of Debtor Tangible Play, Inc.
craig.martin@dlapiper.com, carolyn.fox@dlapiper.com;DLAPiper@ecfxmail.com

R. Craig Martin on behalf of Interested Party Alleged Debtors, Epic! Creations Inc., Neuron Fuel, Inc., and
Tangible Play, Inc.
craig.martin@dlapiper.com, carolyn.fox@dlapiper.com;DLAPiper@ecfxmail.com

Hugh Robert McCullough on behalf of Interested Party Stripe, Inc.
hughmccullough@dwt.com, sherriparsons@dwt.com;seadocket@dwt.com

Lauren Friend McKelvey on behalf of Creditor Conscious Content Media, Inc. dba Begin
Imckelvey@reitlerlaw.com

Lauren Friend McKelvey on behalf of Debtor Epic! Creations, Inc.
Imckelvey@reitlerlaw.com

Patrick J. Nash on behalf of Creditor GLAS Trust Company LLC, in its capacity as administrative agent and
collateral agent
pnash@kirkland.com

Patrick J. Nash on behalf of Creditor GLAS Trust Company LLC, in its capacity as administrative agent and
collateral agent
pnash@kirkland.com

Shane G Ramsey on behalf of Creditor Geodis Hong Kong Limited
shane.ramsey@nelsonmullins.com

Shane G Ramsey on behalf of Creditor Geodis USA, LLC
shane.ramsey@nelsonmullins.com

Christopher M. Samis on behalf of Interested Party Voizzit Information Technology LLC
5
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lhuber@potteranderson.com;bankruptcy@potteranderson.com;kmccloskey@potteranderson.com;tmistretta@po
tteranderson.com

Christopher M. Samis on behalf of Interested Party Voizzit Technology Private Ltd.
lhuber@potteranderson.com;bankruptcy@potteranderson.com;kmccloskey@potteranderson.com;tmistretta@po
tteranderson.com

Brian Schartz on behalf of Creditor GLAS Trust Company LLC, in its capacity as administrative agent and
collateral agent
brian.schartz@kirkland.com, brian-schartz-0999@ecf.pacerpro.com

Brian Schartz on behalf of Creditor GLAS Trust Company LLC, in its capacity as administrative agent and
collateral agent
bschartz@kirkland.com, brian-schartz-0999@ecf.pacerpro.com

Richard A. Stieglitz Jr. on behalf of Creditor Continental Casualty Company
rstieglitz@cahill.com

Richard A. Stieglitz Jr. on behalf of Creditor Diameter Capital Partners LP, on behalf of the Diameter
Petitioning Creditors
rstieglitz@cahill.com

Richard A. Stieglitz Jr. on behalf of Creditor Ellington CLO III, Ltd. and Ellington Special Relative Value Fund
L.L.C.
rstieglitz@cahill.com

Richard A. Stieglitz Jr. on behalf of Creditor HGV BL SPV, LLC
rstieglitz@cahill.com

Richard A. Stieglitz Jr. on behalf of Creditor HPS Investment Partners, LLC on behalf of HPS Petitioning
Creditors
rstieglitz@cahill.com

Richard A. Stieglitz Jr. on behalf of Creditor India Credit Solutions, L.P.
rstieglitz@cahill.com

Richard A. Stieglitz Jr. on behalf of Creditor Midtown Acquisitions GP LLC, as general partner of Midtown
Acquisitions L.P.
rstieglitz@cahill.com

Richard A. Stieglitz Jr. on behalf of Creditor Redwood Capital Management, LLC on behalf of the Redwood
Petitioning Creditors
rstieglitz@cahill.com

Richard A. Stieglitz Jr. on behalf of Creditor Sentinel Dome Partners, LLC on behalf of the Sentinel Dome
Petitioning Creditors
rstieglitz@cahill.com

Richard A. Stieglitz Jr. on behalf of Creditor Shawnee 2022-1 LLC
rstieglitz@cahill.com
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Richard A. Stieglitz Jr. on behalf of Creditor Silver Point Capital, L.P. on behalf of the Silver Point Petitioning
Creditors
rstieglitz@cahill.com

Richard A. Stieglitz Jr. on behalf of Creditor Stonehill Capital Management LLC, on behalf of the Stonehill
Petitioning Creditors
rstieglitz@cahill.com

Richard A. Stieglitz Jr. on behalf of Creditor TBK Bank, SSB
rstieglitz@cahill.com

Richard A. Stieglitz Jr. on behalf of Creditor Veritas Capital Credit Opportunities Fund SPV, L.L.C. and Veritas
Capital Credit Opportunities Fund I SPV, L.L.C.
rstieglitz@cahill.com

U.S. Trustee
USTPRegion03.WL.ECF@USDOJ.GOV

Kimberly A. Walsh on behalf of Creditor Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts, Revenue Accounting Division
bk-kwalsh@oag.texas.gov, sherri.simpson@oag.texas.gov

24-11161-JTD Notice will not be electronically mailed to:

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor Continental Casualty Company
Cole Schotz P.C

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor Diameter Capital Partners LP, on behalf of the Diameter Petitioning
Creditors

Cole Schotz P.C

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor Ellington CLO III, Ltd. and Ellington Special Relative Value Fund
L.L.C.

Cole Schotz P.C

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor HGV BL SPV, LLC
Cole Schotz P.C

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor HPS Investment Partners, LLC on behalf of HPS Petitioning Creditors
Cole Schotz P.C
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1325 Avenue of the Americas
19th Floor
New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor India Credit Solutions, L.P.
Cole Schotz P.C

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor Midtown Acquisitions GP LLC, as general partner of Midtown
Acquisitions L.P.

Cole Schotz P.C

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor Redwood Capital Management, LLC on behalf of the Redwood
Petitioning Creditors

Cole Schotz P.C

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor Sentinel Dome Partners, LLC on behalf of the Sentinel Dome Petitioning
Creditors

Cole Schotz P.C

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor Shawnee 2022-1 LLC
Cole Schotz P.C

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor Silver Point Capital, L.P. on behalf of the Silver Point Petitioning
Creditors

Cole Schotz P.C

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor Stonehill Capital Management LLC, on behalf of the Stonehill
Petitioning Creditors

Cole Schotz P.C

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019



Case 24-50233-JTD Doc 85-1 Filed 01/28/25 Page 10 of 24

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor TBK Bank, SSB
Cole Schotz P.C

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor Veritas Capital Credit Opportunities Fund SPV, L.L.C. and Veritas
Capital Credit Opportunities Fund II SPV, L.L.C.

Cole Schotz P.C

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Sarah A. Carnes on behalf of Creditor Continental Casualty Company
Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Sarah A. Carnes on behalf of Creditor Diameter Capital Partners LP, on behalf of the Diameter Petitioning
Creditors

Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Sarah A. Carnes on behalf of Creditor Ellington CLO III, Ltd. and Ellington Special Relative Value Fund
L.L.C.

Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Sarah A. Carnes on behalf of Creditor HGV BL SPV, LLC
Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Sarah A. Carnes on behalf of Creditor HPS Investment Partners, LLC on behalf of HPS Petitioning Creditors
Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Sarah A. Carnes on behalf of Creditor India Credit Solutions, L.P.
Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019
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Sarah A. Carnes on behalf of Creditor Midtown Acquisitions GP LLC, as general partner of Midtown
Acquisitions L.P.

Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Sarah A. Carnes on behalf of Creditor Redwood Capital Management, LLC on behalf of the Redwood
Petitioning Creditors

Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Sarah A. Carnes on behalf of Creditor Sentinel Dome Partners, LLC on behalf of the Sentinel Dome Petitioning
Creditors

Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Sarah A. Carnes on behalf of Creditor Shawnee 2022-1 LLC
Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Sarah A. Carnes on behalf of Creditor Silver Point Capital, L.P. on behalf of the Silver Point Petitioning
Creditors

Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Sarah A. Carnes on behalf of Creditor Stonehill Capital Management LLC, on behalf of the Stonehill
Petitioning Creditors

Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Sarah A. Carnes on behalf of Creditor TBK Bank, SSB
Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Sarah A. Carnes on behalf of Creditor Veritas Capital Credit Opportunities Fund SPV, L.L.C. and Veritas
Capital Credit Opportunities Fund I SPV, L.L.C.

Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas
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19th Floor
New York, NY 10019

Richard A. Chesley on behalf of Debtor Epic! Creations, Inc.
DLA Piper LLP (US)

444 West Lake Street

Suite 900

Chicago, IL 60606

Richard A. Chesley on behalf of Debtor Neuron Fuel, Inc.
DLA Piper LLP (US)

444 West Lake Street

Suite 900

Chicago, IL 60606

Richard A. Chesley on behalf of Debtor Tangible Play, Inc.
DLA Piper LLP (US)

444 West Lake Street

Suite 900

Chicago, IL 60606

Richard A. Chesley on behalf of Interested Party Alleged Debtors, Epic! Creations Inc., Neuron Fuel, Inc., and
Tangible Play, Inc.

DLA Piper LLP (US)

444 West Lake Street

Suite 900

Chicago, IL 60606

Bryant A. Churbuck on behalf of Creditor Continental Casualty Company
Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Bryant P. Churbuck on behalf of Creditor Continental Casualty Company
Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Bryant P. Churbuck on behalf of Creditor Diameter Capital Partners LP, on behalf of the Diameter Petitioning
Creditors

Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Bryant P. Churbuck on behalf of Creditor Ellington CLO III, Ltd. and Ellington Special Relative Value Fund
L.L.C.

Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

11
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19th Floor
New York, NY 10019

Bryant P. Churbuck on behalf of Creditor HGV BL SPV, LLC
Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Bryant P. Churbuck on behalf of Creditor HPS Investment Partners, LLC on behalf of HPS Petitioning
Creditors

Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Bryant P. Churbuck on behalf of Creditor India Credit Solutions, L.P.
Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Bryant P. Churbuck on behalf of Creditor Midtown Acquisitions GP LLC, as general partner of Midtown
Acquisitions L.P.

Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Bryant P. Churbuck on behalf of Creditor Redwood Capital Management, LLC on behalf of the Redwood
Petitioning Creditors

Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Bryant P. Churbuck on behalf of Creditor Sentinel Dome Partners, LLC on behalf of the Sentinel Dome
Petitioning Creditors

Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Bryant P. Churbuck on behalf of Creditor Shawnee 2022-1 LLC
Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Bryant P. Churbuck on behalf of Creditor Silver Point Capital, L.P. on behalf of the Silver Point Petitioning
Creditors

12



Case 24-50233-JTD Doc 85-1 Filed 01/28/25 Page 14 of 24

Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas
19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Bryant P. Churbuck on behalf of Creditor Stonehill Capital Management LLC, on behalf of the Stonehill
Petitioning Creditors

Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Bryant P. Churbuck on behalf of Creditor TBK Bank, SSB
Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Bryant P. Churbuck on behalf of Creditor Veritas Capital Credit Opportunities Fund SPV, L.L.C. and Veritas
Capital Credit Opportunities Fund II SPV, L.L.C.

Cole Schotz P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Suzanne Daigle on behalf of Interested Party Stripe, Inc.
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP

920 5th Avenue, Suite 3300

Seattle, WA 98104

Jason D. Evans on behalf of Defendant Wells Fargo Bank, National Association
Troutman Pepper Hamilton Sanders LLP

301 S. College Street

34th Floor

Charlotte, NC 28202

Benjamin I. Finestone on behalf of Trustee Claudia Z. Springer
Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan LLP

51 Madison Avenue

22nd Floor

New York, NY 10010

Sesi Garimella on behalf of Creditor Continental Casualty Company
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Sesi Garimella on behalf of Creditor Diameter Capital Partners LP, on behalf of the Diameter Petitioning
Creditors

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

13
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New York, NY 10005

Sesi Garimella on behalf of Creditor Ellington CLO III, Ltd. and Ellington Special Relative Value Fund L.L.C.
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Sesi Garimella on behalf of Creditor HGV BL SPV, LLC
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Sesi Garimella on behalf of Creditor HPS Investment Partners, LLC on behalf of HPS Petitioning Creditors
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Sesi Garimella on behalf of Creditor India Credit Solutions, L.P.
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Sesi Garimella on behalf of Creditor Midtown Acquisitions GP LLC, as general partner of Midtown
Acquisitions L.P.

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Sesi Garimella on behalf of Creditor Redwood Capital Management, LLC on behalf of the Redwood Petitioning
Creditors

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Sesi Garimella on behalf of Creditor Sentinel Dome Partners, LLC on behalf of the Sentinel Dome Petitioning
Creditors

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Sesi Garimella on behalf of Creditor Shawnee 2022-1 LLC
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Sesi Garimella on behalf of Creditor Silver Point Capital, L.P. on behalf of the Silver Point Petitioning
Creditors

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

14
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Sesi Garimella on behalf of Creditor Stonehill Capital Management LLC, on behalf of the Stonehill Petitioning
Creditors

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Sesi Garimella on behalf of Creditor TBK Bank, SSB
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Sesi Garimella on behalf of Creditor Veritas Capital Credit Opportunities Fund SPV, L.L.C. and Veritas Capital
Credit Opportunities Fund IT SPV, L.L.C.

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Douglas D. Herrmann on behalf of Defendant Wells Fargo Bank, National Association
Troutman Pepper Hamilton Sanders LLP

Hercules Plaza, Suite 1000

1313 N. Market Street

P.O. Box 170

Wilmington, DE 19899-1709

Daniel S. Holzman on behalf of Interested Party BYJU's Alpha, Inc.
Quinn Emanuel Urquhart, & Sullivan,

51 Madison Avenue

22nd Floor

New York, NY 10010

Richard U.S. Howell on behalf of Creditor GLAS Trust Company LLC, in its capacity as administrative agent
and collateral agent

Kirkland & Ellis LLP

333 West Wolf Point Plaza

Chicago, IL 60654

Richard U.S. Howell on behalf of Creditor GLAS Trust Company LLC, in its capacity as administrative agent
and collateral agent

Kirkland & Ellis LLP

333 West Wolf Point Plaza

Chicago, IL 60654

Sarah Kimmer on behalf of Creditor GLAS Trust Company LLC, in its capacity as administrative agent and
collateral agent

Kirkland & Ellis LLP

333 West Wolf Point Plaza

Chicago, IL 60654

Susheel Kirpalani on behalf of Interested Party BYJU's Alpha, Inc.
Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan, LLP
51 Madison Avenue, 22nd Floor

15
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New York, NY 10010

Susheel Kirpalani on behalf of Trustee Claudia Z. Springer
Quinn Emanuel Urquhart Oliver Hedges LLP

51 Madison Avenue, 22nd Floor

New York, NY 10010

Joel Moss on behalf of Creditor Continental Casualty Company
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Joel Moss on behalf of Creditor Diameter Capital Partners LP, on behalf of the Diameter Petitioning Creditors
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Joel Moss on behalf of Creditor Ellington CLO III, Ltd. and Ellington Special Relative Value Fund L.L.C.
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Joel Moss on behalf of Creditor HGV BL SPV, LLC
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Joel Moss on behalf of Creditor HPS Investment Partners, LLC on behalf of HPS Petitioning Creditors
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Joel Moss on behalf of Creditor India Credit Solutions, L.P.
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Joel Moss on behalf of Creditor Midtown Acquisitions GP LLC, as general partner of Midtown Acquisitions
L.P.

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Joel Moss on behalf of Creditor Redwood Capital Management, LLC on behalf of the Redwood Petitioning
Creditors

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Joel Moss on behalf of Creditor Sentinel Dome Partners, LLC on behalf of the Sentinel Dome Petitioning
Creditors

16
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Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP
32 Old Slip
New York, NY 10005

Joel Moss on behalf of Creditor Shawnee 2022-1 LLC
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Joel Moss on behalf of Creditor Silver Point Capital, L.P. on behalf of the Silver Point Petitioning Creditors
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Joel Moss on behalf of Creditor Stonehill Capital Management LLC, on behalf of the Stonehill Petitioning
Creditors

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Joel Moss on behalf of Creditor TBK Bank, SSB
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Joel Moss on behalf of Creditor Veritas Capital Credit Opportunities Fund SPV, L.L.C. and Veritas Capital
Credit Opportunities Fund IT SPV, L.L.C.

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Patrick J. Nash, Jr. on behalf of Creditor GLAS Trust Company LLC, in its capacity as administrative agent and
collateral agent

Kirkland & Ellis LLP

333 West Wolf Point Plaz

Chicago, IL 60654

David A Pisciotta on behalf of Creditor GLAS Trust Company LLC, in its capacity as administrative agent and
collateral agent

Reed Smith LLP

599 Lexington Avenue

22nd Floor

New York, NY 10022

Colin B Rathe on behalf of Creditor GLAS Trust Company LLC, in its capacity as administrative agent and
collateral agent

Kirkland & Ellis LLP

333 West Wolf Point Plaza

Chicago, IL 60654

Colin B Rathe on behalf of Creditor GLAS Trust Company LLC, in its capacity as administrative agent and
17
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collateral agent

Kirkland & Ellis LLP

333 West Wolf Point Plaza
Chicago, IL 60654

Melissa M. Root on behalf of Plaintiff Claudia Z. Springer, Chapter 11 Trustee
Jenner & Block LLP

353 N. Clark Street

Chicago, IL 60654

Melissa M. Root on behalf of Trustee Claudia Z. Springer
Jenner & Block LLP

353 N. Clark Street

Chicago, IL 60654

Ravi Subramanian Shankar on behalf of Creditor GLAS Trust Company LLC, in its capacity as administrative
agent and collateral agent

Kirkland & Ellis LLP

333 West Wolf Point Plaza

Chicago, IL 60654

Claudia Z. Springer
Novo Advisors

401 N. Franklin St.
Suite 4 East
Chicago, IL 60654

Claudia Z. Springer on behalf of Trustee Claudia Z. Springer
Novo Advisors

401 N. Franklin St.

Suite 4 East

Chicago, IL 60654

Pakaj Srivastava

5

Catherine L. Steege on behalf of Plaintiff Claudia Z. Springer, Chapter 11 Trustee
Jenner & Block LLP

353 North Clark Street

Chicago, IL 60654-3456

Catherine L. Steege on behalf of Trustee Claudia Z. Springer
Jenner & Block LLP

353 North Clark Street

Chicago, IL 60654-3456

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor Continental Casualty Company
Cole Schotz, P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019
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Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor Diameter Capital Partners LP, on behalf of the Diameter Petitioning
Creditors

Cole Schotz, P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor Ellington CLO III, Ltd. and Ellington Special Relative Value Fund
L.L.C.

Cole Schotz, P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor HGV BL SPV, LLC
Cole Schotz, P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor HPS Investment Partners, LLC on behalf of HPS Petitioning Creditors
Cole Schotz, P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor India Credit Solutions, L.P.
Cole Schotz, P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor Midtown Acquisitions GP LLC, as general partner of Midtown
Acquisitions L.P.

Cole Schotz, P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor Redwood Capital Management, LLC on behalf of the Redwood
Petitioning Creditors

Cole Schotz, P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor Sentinel Dome Partners, LLC on behalf of the Sentinel Dome Petitioning
Creditors

Cole Schotz, P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas
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19th Floor
New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor Shawnee 2022-1 LLC
Cole Schotz, P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor Silver Point Capital, L.P. on behalf of the Silver Point Petitioning
Creditors

Cole Schotz, P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor Stonehill Capital Management LLC, on behalf of the Stonehill
Petitioning Creditors

Cole Schotz, P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor TBK Bank, SSB
Cole Schotz, P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

Seth Van Aalten on behalf of Creditor Veritas Capital Credit Opportunities Fund SPV, L.L.C. and Veritas
Capital Credit Opportunities Fund I SPV, L.L.C.

Cole Schotz, P.C.

1325 Avenue of the Americas

19th Floor

New York, NY 10019

James C. Vandermark on behalf of Creditor Google LLC
White and Williams LLP

1650 Market Street

Suite 1800

Philadelphia, PA 19103

Nicholas B Vislocky on behalf of Creditor GLAS Trust Company LLC, in its capacity as administrative agent
and collateral agent

Reed Smith LLP

599 Lexington Avenue

22nd Floor

New York, NY 10022

Nicholas B Vislocky on behalf of Debtor Epic! Creations, Inc.
Reed Smith LLP

20
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599 Lexington Avenue
22nd Floor
New York, NY 10022

Nicholas B Vislocky on behalf of Debtor Tangible Play, Inc.
Reed Smith LLP

599 Lexington Avenue

22nd Floor

New York, NY 10022

William A. Williams on behalf of Trustee Claudia Z. Springer
Jenner & Block LLP

353 N. Clark Street

Chicago, IL 60654-3456

Jordan Wishnew on behalf of Creditor Continental Casualty Company
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Jordan Wishnew on behalf of Creditor Diameter Capital Partners LP, on behalf of the Diameter Petitioning
Creditors

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Jordan Wishnew on behalf of Creditor Ellington CLO III, Ltd. and Ellington Special Relative Value Fund
L.L.C.

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Jordan Wishnew on behalf of Creditor HGV BL SPV, LLC
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Jordan Wishnew on behalf of Creditor HPS Investment Partners, LLC on behalf of HPS Petitioning Creditors
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Jordan Wishnew on behalf of Creditor India Credit Solutions, L.P.
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Jordan Wishnew on behalf of Creditor Midtown Acquisitions GP LLC, as general partner of Midtown
Acquisitions L.P.

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

21



Case 24-50233-JTD Doc 85-1 Filed 01/28/25 Page 23 of 24

New York, NY 10005

Jordan Wishnew on behalf of Creditor Redwood Capital Management, LLC on behalf of the Redwood
Petitioning Creditors

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Jordan Wishnew on behalf of Creditor Sentinel Dome Partners, LLC on behalf of the Sentinel Dome Petitioning
Creditors

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Jordan Wishnew on behalf of Creditor Shawnee 2022-1 LLC
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Jordan Wishnew on behalf of Creditor Silver Point Capital, L.P. on behalf of the Silver Point Petitioning
Creditors

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Jordan Wishnew on behalf of Creditor Stonehill Capital Management LLC, on behalf of the Stonehill
Petitioning Creditors

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Jordan Wishnew on behalf of Creditor Stonehill Capital Management LLC, on behalf of the Stonehill
Petitioning Creditors

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Jordan Wishnew on behalf of Creditor TBK Bank, SSB
Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Jordan Wishnew on behalf of Creditor Veritas Capital Credit Opportunities Fund SPV, L.L.C. and Veritas
Capital Credit Opportunities Fund II SPV, L.L.C.

Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP

32 Old Slip

New York, NY 10005

Anna C. Yarbrough on behalf of Defendant Wells Fargo Bank, National Association
Troutman Pepper Hamilton Sanders LLP
301 S. College Street
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34th Floor
Charlotte, NC 28202

Jianjian Ye on behalf of Interested Party BYJU's Alpha, Inc.
Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan, LLP

51 Madison Avenue

22nd Floor

New York, NY 10010
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The Voizzit Defendants’ Violations of the TRO

The TRO

The Voizzit Defendants’ Violations of the TRO

On or before 5:00 p.m. E.T. on November 22, 2024,
Defendants Voizzit Technology Private Ltd, Voizzit
Information Technology LLC, Vinay Ravindra, and
Rajendran Vellapalath (the “Voizzit Defendants’) shall
provide the Trustee and Google with a complete list of
all accounts, assets, email extensions, projects, entity
names, or other credentials relating in any way to the
Google Accounts that were transferred by or to one or
more of the Voizzit Defendants or individuals or
entities working in concert with them from June 4,
2024 to present, and shall facilitate the transfer of any
such email extensions, projects, entity names, or other
credentials from the Voizzit Defendants or individuals
or entities under their control and to the Trustee. ( 3.)

e The Voizzit Defendants did not provide any such list on November 22,
2024.

e The Voizzit Defendants provided an incomplete list on January 22,
2025. They failed to disclose whether any other assets “relating in any
way to the Google Accounts” (e.g., any Google Play Store revenues,
software code, electronic records, customer data, etc.) were transferred
to the Voizzit Defendants—or just as importantly, by the Voizzit
Defendants to any third party—between June 4 and November 19,
2024.

Until further order from this Court, and pursuant to
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65(b), as made
applicable herein by Bankruptcy Rule 7065, the Voizzit
Defendants, and all persons acting in concert with any
of them, are enjoined from exercising ownership over,
or transferring to any party other than the Trustee, the
Debtors’ applications, data, project, funds, or any other

e The Voizzit Defendants filed the India lawsuit on November 20, 2024
in which they exercised ownership over the Debtors’ property by
seeking a declaration that they are the rightful owners of the Debtors’
property and directing its return to them.

e Specifically, the Voizzit Defendants allege in the India complaint:
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The TRO

The Voizzit Defendants’ Violations of the TRO

information or property of the Estates, or from taking
any action to impair in any way the applications, data,
projects, funds, or any other information or property of
the Estates, including but not limited to deleting any
information or metadata. (Y 4.)

o The Trustee is “without legitimate authority over the assets and

operations” of the Debtors. (India Complaint q 1.)

“It is submitted that since [the Voizzit Defendants] has lost their
access to the domains legitimately owned by them have now
required to get a declaration, and consequential relief of permanent
and mandatory and prohibitory injunction from this Hon’ble Court
that [Voizzit UAAE] is the legal owner of the domain and
websites www.getepic.com and www.playosmos.com.” (India
Complaint § 12.)

“The above suit contemplates urgent interim relief against [the
Trustee] who is taking up coercive actions by way of selling the
assets which is the exclusive ownership of [the Voizzit
Defendants].” (India Complaint q 15.)

e The Voizzit Defendants ask the India court to:

“Declar[e] that the [Voizzit Defendants] have the absolute right,
title and ownership over (Epic Creations INC and Tangible Play
INC including but not limited to) the domains and websites
www.getepic.com and www.playosmo.com.” (India Complaint 9

i)

“Issue a Mandatory Injunction directing the [service providers] to
restore the domain www.getepic.com and www.playosmo.com”
to the Voizzit Defendants. (India Complaint 9 ii.)

“Permanent Prohibitory Injunction restraining [the Trustee and
the service providers] from interfering with the access of the
[Voizzit Defendants] while exercising lawful right on the

2
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The TRO The Voizzit Defendants’ Violations of the TRO

domains, Apps and websites www.getepic.com and
www.playosmos.com.” (India Complaint 9 iii.)

Defendant Voizzit Information Technology LLC is e The Voizzit Defendants did not return the $1,063,752 in known funds
directed to transfer to the Trustee at instructions taken from the Apple account or account for any funds taken through
provided by the Trustee the Debtors’ applications, data, the Google platform.

project, funds, or any other information or property of

the Debtors; given that any such transfer to Voizzit e The Voizzit Defendants did not return the data about usage of the
Information Technology LLC was void ab initio and a Epic! Applications for the time period they were in control of the
legal nullity, such that the technical return transfer to applications.

the Trustee maintains the status quo. (Y 5.)
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IN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE

In re: Chapter 11
EPIC! CREATIONS, INC., etal.,* Case No. 24-11161 (JTD)
Debtors. (Jointly Administered)

RAJENDRAN VELLAPALATH’S RESPONSES AND OBJECTIONS TO THE
TRUSTEE’S NOTICE OF DEPOSITION IN RELATION TO THE TRUSTEE’S
EMERGENCY MOTION FOR ENTRY OF AN ORDER (I) ENFORCING THE
AUTOMATIC STAY, (11) DECLARING VIOLATIONS OF THE AUTOMATIC STAY
TO BE VOID AB INITIO, (111) AWARDING FEES, EXPENSES, AND PUNITIVE
DAMAGES, AND (1V) GRANTING RELATED RELIEF

Pursuant to Rule 30(b)(1) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, as made applicable by
Rules 7030 and 9014 of the Federal Rules of Bankruptcy Procedure and the Local Rules of the
United States Bankruptcy Court for the District of Delaware, Rajendran Vellapalath, through his
undersigned counsel, hereby objects and responds to the Chapter 11 Trustee Claudia Z. Springer’s
(the “Trustee”) Notice Deposition of Rajendran Vellapalath served on November 12, 2024.2 Mr.
Vellapalath hereby expressly reserves the right to amend and supplement these responses and
objections in accordance with Federal Rules 26 and 30. In responding to this notice, Mr.
Vellapalath does not waive any defenses including lack of personal jurisdiction.

Mr. Vellapalath objects to this deposition as improper for failure to provide reasonable

notice pursuant to Local Rule 7030-1(b) of the Local Rules of the United States Bankruptcy Court

! The Debtors in these chapter 11 cases, along with the last four digits of each Debtor’s federal
tax identification number, are: Epic! Creations, Inc. (9113); Neuron Fuel, Inc. (8758); and
Tangible Play, Inc. (9331).

2 Subsequently, GLAS Trust Company LLC served a Joinder in the Trustee’s Notice of
Deposition. These Responses and Objections therefore also respond and object to the Joinder for
the same reasons as stated herein.
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for the District of Delaware. Local Rule 7030-1(b) requires that reasonable notice be given for the

taking of depositions and sets reasonable notice as “not less than seven (7) days.” This notice was

served 6 days before the noticed deposition date. As such, the notice is improper.

Dated: November 17, 2024
Wilmington, Delaware

Respectfully submitted,

[s/ Christopher M. Samis

Christopher M. Samis (No. 4909)

Aaron H. Stulman (No. 5807)

Levi Akkerman (No. 7015)

POTTER ANDERSON & CORROON LLP

1313 N. Market Street, 6 Floor

Wilmington, Delaware 19801-3700

Telephone: (302) 984-6000

Facsimile: (302) 658-1192

Email: csamis@potteranderson.com
astulman@potteranderson.com
lakkerman@potteranderson.com

Counsel for Voizzit Information Technology LLC,
Voizzit Technology Private Ltd., and Rajendran
Vellapalath





