UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW
YORK

Heriberto Guadalupe v. Chase Auto Finance Corp. and DEZBA Asset

Recovery

Guadalupe - No. 25-CV-00718 (HG) (JMW) - Decided February 19, 2026

SUMMARY

The Eastern District of New York addresses sanctions for a nonparty's civil contempt arising from
failure to comply with a subpoena for employment and payroll records. The court grants Chase's
application, provides SET a final opportunity to comply, imposes a $500-per-day coercive sanction
upon continued noncompliance, and awards reasonable attorneys' fees and costs subject to further
submission. The court declines to address possible preclusion of lost-wage evidence as premature and

beyond the scope of the application.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Chase sought sanctions after the court previously found nonparty Sol

Enterprise Transport in civil contempt for failing to comply with
Chase's subpoena duces tecum. Following a sanctions hearing at which
SET did not appear, the magistrate judge granted Chase's application.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court exercised its discretion to select the least power adequate to
secure compliance with its orders and to compensate the victim of
contempt.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. What coercive sanction was appropriate for SET's continued civil contempt and failure to comply with

the subpoena and court orders?

2. Whether Chase was entitled to compensatory reasonable attorneys' fees and costs incurred in prosecuting

the contempt motions.

3. Whether the court should preclude Plaintiff from introducing lost-wages evidence because of SET's

noncompliance.

HOLDINGS

1. A coercive monetary sanction of $500 per day was appropriate to secure SET's compliance with the
subpoena and the court's orders, beginning after a final opportunity to purge the contempt and

continuing until full compliance.

2. Chase was entitled to reasonable attorneys' fees and costs incurred in connection with prosecuting SET's

contempt because SET's disobedience was willful.

3. The court declined to preclude Plaintiff from introducing lost-wages evidence because that request was

premature and was not properly before the court in the sanctions application against SET.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Importantly, in selecting contempt sanctions, a court is obliged to use the ‘least possible power adequate to

the end proposed.’” (Legal Context)

“Monetary sanctions imposed on SET in the amount of $500 per day which shall begin to accrue on March 2,
2026, unless SET fully produces all responsive documents pursuant to Chase’s subpoena served July 23, 2025,
on or before March 1, 2026.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Chase personally served SET's principal, Christofer Solano, with a subpoena duces tecum on July 23, 2025
requiring employment and payroll records concerning Plaintiff, a SET independent contractor. Solano
acknowledged receiving the subpoena and sought clarification, but SET never produced the records despite
repeated communications, a contempt motion, and the court's December 30, 2025 order directing production.
The records were material to Plaintiff's $39,600 lost-wages claim and SET's noncompliance hindered discovery
and contributed to an extension of the fact-discovery deadline. SET and Solano neither opposed the sanctions

request nor appeared at the sanctions hearing.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff commenced this action on February 7, 2025 concerning the repossession of his vehicle. Chase

subpoenaed SET for employment and payroll records relevant to Plaintiff's lost-wages claim. After SET failed to



respond, Chase moved to compel and for contempt; the court found a prima facie case and then held SET in civil
contempt on December 30, 2025, directing production by January 9, 2026. SET continued not to comply, did not
oppose the sanctions application, and did not appear at the February 18, 2026 sanctions hearing. The court
imposed coercive monetary sanctions and compensatory attorneys' fees and costs, subject to later fee

submissions.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. SET was given until March 1, 2026 to produce all responsive documents. If it failed, the $500-per-
day sanction would accrue beginning March 2, 2026 until SET purged its contempt. Chase was directed to
submit fee and cost materials by March 9, 2026, with any opposition due March 16, 2026. If SET remained in

contempt through March 23, 2026, the court would direct the United States Marshal to bring Solano before the
court for possible incarceration.
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