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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of New York grants Plaintiff Arch Specialty
Insurance Company’s motion to compel non-party Xiang Xing Chu to comply with a post-judgment
deposition subpoena. The Court concludes that the subpoena topics are relevant and proportional to
judgment-enforcement efforts under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 45 and 69, and directs the
deposition to occur by February 6, 2026.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff obtained a default judgment against Defendant on breach-of-
contract and accounts-stated claims and moved to compel nonparty
Xiang Xing Chu, Defendant's principal owner, to comply with a
deposition subpoena in aid of post-judgment execution.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The Court assessed whether the subpoena was valid and whether the
requested post-judgment discovery was relevant and proportional to
execution of the judgment under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 26,
45, and 69.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district-court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff's attorney-issued subpoena to nonparty Xiang Xing Chu was valid and enforceable
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 45.

2. Whether the subpoena's topics were relevant and proportional to post-judgment collection under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 69(a)(2).

3. Whether the absence of opposition or an adequate excuse warranted an order compelling Chu to comply
with the subpoena.

HOLDINGS

1. An attorney-issued subpoena signed by Plaintiff's counsel under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 45(a)
(3) was valid and enforceable against the nonparty.

2. The subpoena's requested discovery concerning the judgment debtor's insurance policies, assets,
accounts, ownership, operations, and collection of the judgment was relevant and proportional to
execution of the judgment under Rule 69(a)(2).

3. Because the subpoena was valid, the requested discovery was relevant and proportional to judgment
execution, and Chu neither complied nor opposed the motion, Plaintiff was entitled to an order
compelling compliance.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In aid of the judgment or execution, the judgment creditor or a successor in interest whose interest appears
of record may obtain discovery from any person--including the judgment debtor--as provided in these rules or
by the procedure of the state where the court is located.” (opinion text, Legal Framework)

“Valid attorney-issued subpoenas under Rule 45(a)(3) operate as enforceable mandates of the court on whose
behalf they are served.” (opinion text, Discussion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Arch Specialty Insurance Company obtained a judgment against Ding Sheng Corporation after Ding Sheng
failed to appear and defend the action. Plaintiff served Ding Sheng's principal owner, Xiang Xing Chu, with a
subpoena requiring a deposition concerning the insurance policies, additional premiums, Defendant's assets and
accounts, ownership and operations, and collection of the judgment. Chu did not appear for the scheduled
deposition and did not oppose or move to quash the subpoena.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed claims for breach of contract, unjust enrichment, and accounts stated. Defendant failed to answer
or appear, the Clerk entered default, and the Court adopted a Report and Recommendation granting Plaintiff's
motion for default judgment in part and denying it in part. After judgment was entered, Plaintiff served Chu with
a subpoena for a deposition concerning the insurance policies, Defendant's assets, ownership, operations, and



collection of the judgment. Chu did not comply, oppose, or move to quash, and the Court granted Plaintiff's
motion to compel.
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