
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS 

 
XPO LOGISTICS FREIGHT, INC.  ) 
f/k/a CON-WAY FREIGHT INC.,  ) 
a Delaware corporation,    ) Case No. 16-mc-222-JWL-TJJ 

)  
Movant,   ) Relating to an action pending in  
  ) the United States District Court for the 

v.  ) Eastern District of Texas 
  ) Case No. 4:16-cv-00186-ALM 

YRC, INC.,     ) 
      ) 

Respondent.  ) 
 

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER 
 

XPO Logistics Freight, Inc. (“XPO”) has filed a motion to compel non-party YRC, Inc. 

(“YRC”) to produce subpoenaed documents (the “Motion”), pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 45(d).  

The subpoena duces tecum (the “Subpoena”) was issued out of a civil case filed in the Eastern 

District of Texas (the “Texas case”)1 and required compliance in Kansas. YRC has filed a 

response and XPO has filed a reply to the Motion. The defendant in the Texas case, Scott 

Spindler (“Spindler”), has not taken a position in this case regarding the Subpoena.  

The Motion has been extensively briefed by XPO and YRC. The Court has carefully 

reviewed the briefing on the Motion, the Subpoena, YRC’s objections to the requested 

documents, and the complaint and answer filed in the Texas case. This is one of four 

miscellaneous cases filed in the District of Kansas2 in which XPO has filed a motion to compel 

compliance with a subpoena served upon YRC seeking sixteen categories of documents. The 

subpoenas served upon YRC in the other cases and its objection thereto are very similar to the 

                                                 

1 XPO Logistics Freight, Inc. v. Spindler, Case No. 4:16-cv-00186-ALM (E.D. Tex.). 

2 The other miscellaneous cases are D. Kan. Case Nos. 16-mc-220-JAR-TJJ, 16-mc-221-JWL-
TJJ, and 16-mc-224-CM-TJJ.    
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