UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
LOUISIANA
Monica S. Ramsey, et al. v. Independent Specialty Insurance

Company, et al.

Ramsey - No. No. 23-632 - Decided February 20, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana grants non-parties Velocity
Claims, LLC and Velocity Risk Underwriters, LL.C’s motion to quash subpoenas duces tecum. The
court finds that the subpoenas were improperly served, required production outside the geographic
limits of Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 45, and allowed less than a reasonable time for compliance.
The court notes additional concerns regarding cumulative, overbroad, confidential, and privileged

discovery but does not resolve those issues.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Non-party Velocity Claims, LLC and Velocity Risk Underwriters, LLC

moved to quash subpoenas duces tecum issued by plaintiffs in an

insurance action. The court granted the motion to quash.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 26 and 45 to
determine whether the subpoenas were timely, properly served,

geographically permissible, and subject to quashing or modification.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the motion to quash was untimely.

2. Whether service of the subpoenas on the non-parties’ Louisiana registered agent by Federal Express
satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 45(b)(1).

3. Whether the subpoenas improperly required production outside the geographic limitations of Rule 45(c)
2)(A).
4. Whether the subpoenas allowed a reasonable time for compliance under Rule 45(d)(3)(A)(i).

HOLDINGS

1. The motion to quash was timely because it was filed on the subpoenas’ compliance date and the record

showed service and reissuance defects concerning the earlier subpoenas.

2. Service was defective because the subpoenas were not personally delivered to the non-parties’ agents for

service of process.

3. The subpoenas were invalid because they required production beyond the geographic limit imposed by
Rule 45(c)(2)(A).

4. The subpoenas were invalid because they required production less than fourteen days after service and

therefore failed to allow a reasonable time to comply.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Fifth Circuit requires personal service of a subpoena or subpoena duces tecum.” (I1.B)

“Moreover, Plaintiffs’ failure to personally deliver the subpoenas to movants’ agents for service or process

renders service defective under Fifth Circuit precedent.” (111. Analysis)

“Accordingly, for the foregoing reasons, IT IS ORDERED that Velocity Claims, LLC and Velocity Risk
Underwriters, LLC’s Motion to Quash (ECF No. 75) is GRANTED.” (IV. Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs sought insurance-related damages arising from Hurricane Ida and issued subpoenas duces tecum to
non-party entities involved in administering the insurance policies and claims. The entities were Delaware
companies with principal places of business in Nashville, Tennessee, and plaintiffs served the subpoenas on their
Louisiana registered agent via Federal Express. The subpoenas required production at plaintiffs’ counsel’s office
in New Orleans, within less than fourteen days after service and more than 100 miles from the entities’ principal

offices.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs sued their insurer and claims processor for Hurricane Ida losses, extra-contractual damages, and
attorney fees. Claims against Sedgwick Claims Management Services, Inc. were dismissed, and a stay
concerning the insurer was lifted. Plaintiffs issued subpoenas to non-parties Velocity Claims, LL.C and Velocity

Risk Underwriters, LL.C, apparently reissuing subpoenas in January 2026 after service problems with September



2025 subpoenas. The non-parties moved to quash, and the court granted the motion based on defective service,

inadequate notice, and geographically improper production demands.
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