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SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF

In the Petition, we argued that the California
Supreme Court’s decision created a risk to the nation’s
foreign relations, noting that other countries (the
examples given were Russia and Switzerland) that
opposed American practice under the Convention had
made diplomatic protests or, in the case of Russia, had
stopped executing requests for service under the
Convention emanating from the United States.

On September 27, 2020, the Chinese Ministry of
Justice sent a letter to the US Department of Justice,
with a copy to the California Supreme Court,
asserting, correctly, that the method of service
Rockefeller used to obtain jurisdiction over SinoType
violated the Convention and stating that China would
refuse to recognize judgments resulting from such
service. The Chinese Ministry of Justice provided
counsel for petitioner with a copy of the letter, which

1s reproduced in the appendix accompanying this
brief.

The Chinese government’s letter confirms the
importance of the issues raised in the petition for the
nation’s foreign relations, as explained in the petition
and in the Brief of Amicus Curiae Law Professors filed
in support of the petition. The Court should therefore
grant the petition, or in the alternative, the Court
should call for a response and for the views of the
Solicitor General.
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Respectfully submitted,
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ATT ACHMENT A TO PROOF OF SERVICE OF SUMMONS

Rockefeller Technology Investments (Asia) VII v. Changzhou Sinotype Technology Co., Ltd.
Case INo. BS149995

Section 5(d)

Rockefeller Technology Investments (Asia) VII served Changzhou Sinotype Technology Co.,
Ltd. with its summons and petition to confirm contractual arbitration award by federal express
and email to sinotype@yahoo.com, in accordance with the means of service set forth in the
parties’ arbitration agreement, and as authorized by Code of Civil Procedure section 1290.4.

Code of Civil Procedure Section 1290.4, subdivision (a), provides that “A copy of the petition [to
confirm contractual arbitration award] and a written notice of the time and place of the hearing
thereof and any other papers up on which the petition is based shall be served in the manner
provided in the arbitration agreement for the service of such petition and notice.”

The parties’ arbitration agreement is attached hereto. Paragraph 6 on page 4 of the arbitration
agreement states that, “The Parties shall provide notice in the English language to each other at
the addresses set forth in the Agreement via Federal Express or similar courier, with copies via
facsimile or email, and shall be deemed received 3 business days after deposit with the courier.”

Paragraph 1 on page 1 sets forth Changzhou Sinotype Technology Co., Ltd.’s address, which is
“Niutang Town, Changzhou City, Jianshu Province, China 213168.”
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