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(quoting United States v. Chazen, No. 3:08-CV-2314 FLW DEA, 2019 WL 113722, at *2

(D.N.J. Jan. 4, 2019)); Hardy Indus. Techs., LLC v. BJB LLC, No. 1:12 CV 3097, 2017

WL 4408195, at *2 (N.D. Ohio Oct. 4, 2017) (“nothing in the Federal Rules . . . require[s]
the Court to reopen the case before it may address post-judgment discovery motions”);

Smith v. Mallick, No. CIV.A. 96CV2211NHJPJ, 2005 WL 3555827, at *2 (D.D.C. Dec.

29, 2005) (“There is no indication in Rule 69 that a case must be reopened before post-

judgment discovery can be sought . ...”).

However, the court does agree that because the judgment here was limited to a
payment plan, there is no basis for discovery in support of any other means of collection

unless Defendant breaches the payment plan. See generally EM Ltd. v. Republic of

Argentina, 695 F.3d 201, 207 (2d Cir. 2012), aff'd sub nom. Republic of Argentina v.

NML Cap., Ltd., 573 U.S. 134, 134 (2014) (“The scope of discovery under Rule 69[] is

constrained principally in that it must be calculated to assist in collecting on a

judgment.”); Hardy Indus. Techs., LLC v. BJB LLC, No. 1:12 CV 3097, 2017 WL

4408195, at *1 (N.D. Ohio Oct. 4, 2017) (“The same limits that apply generally to all
discovery requests apply to post-judgment requests. Thus, discovery sought must be
relevant and not cause an undue burden to the producing party.” (emphasis in original;

citation omitted).
Order
The motion to compel is denied; the motion for protective order is granted.

Electronically signed on February 8, 2023 pursuant to V.R.E.F. 9(d).
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