IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

CRISTA FOREST,
Plaintiff, Civil Action No.
V. 25-cv-1492
102RDCFG, et al.,
(Judge Wiegand)
Defendants.

DECLARATION OF STANLEY D. FERENCE III IN SUPPORT OF
PLAINTIFF’S RENEWED MOTION FOR ORDER
AUTHORIZING ALTERNATE SERVICE OF PROCESS

I, STANLEY D. FERENCE III, hereby declare as follows:

1. I am an attorney with the law firm of Ference & Associates LLC (“the Ference
Firm”), located at 409 Broad Street, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15143 and represent CRISTA
FOREST (“Plaintiff”) in the above-referenced action. I make and submit this declaration in
support of Plaintiff’s Renewed Motion for Alternative Service of Process on the Defendants, the
Individuals, Partnerships, and Unincorporated Associations identified on Schedule “A” of the
Complaint (collectively “Defendants”). I am personally knowledgeable of the matters set forth
in this Declaration and, if called upon to do so, I could and would competently testify to the

following facts set forth below.

2. When becoming a signatory to the Hague Convention, China specifically lodged
an objection to Article 10a, which permits service of process through postal channels. Plaintiff
has reviewed China’s requirements for service through the Hague Convention and in a previous

case attempted to serve a defendant (as a test case) using that defendant’s self-reported address



and translations of the Complaint, Summons, and Exhibits, uploaded to the Chinese Central
Authority, the Chinese Ministry of Justice Portal. (“The Justice Portal”). That request for service

was rejected based upon a Ministry of Justice reported error in the translation and data.

3. In an effort to determine the existence and legitimacy of each of the defendants’
addresses, I or people assisting me have input each available listed address for the defendants
into Google Maps. A true and correct copy of the screen shot of each search result is included in
attached Exhibit 1. Many of the listed addresses are incomplete. Others are for locations where
no business operates. Finally, others point to different businesses apparently unconnected with
the Defendant. None of the addresses listed by the Defendants returned a result consistent with
the defendant operating a business at that address. Indeed, for Def. Nos. 9, 11, 14-15, 21-23, 27-
28, 30, 32-33, 35-38, 41, 44-45, 48, 50, 53-55, 60-61, 63, 66-67, 69-71, 74-75, 77-78, 81-82, 84-
88,91, 93-94, 98-106, 108-109, 111, 113-116, 119, 121-122, 126-129, 132-133, 136, 138-141,
143-147, 149, 151, 154, 158-159 a seller address is not available. Without complete addresses,
Plaintiff does not believe that she will be able to satisfy the Justice Portal requirements for

service of process.

4. I have been counsel in actions in which multiple defendants that have “stolen” the
identity of another legitimate entity. In such a situation, the defendant has opened an account on
an online marketplace and provided a Seller ID and address, but the entity whose name and
address are listed has no knowledge of account on the online marketplace and did not make the
infringing sales.

5. I am aware Amazon has partnered with various brands to bring lawsuits against
counterfeiters in the Western District of Washington and other courts. In a number of these

cases, Amazon has sought leave to take early discovery because Amazon itself does not know



the identity of the sellers on Amazon’s online marketplace and cannot rely on the information

listed on the defendant’s Amazon storefront.

6. A true and correct copy of a screen shot from ip-tracker.org showing the location

of Plaintiff’s lawsuit website as being in the United States is attached hereto as Exhibit 2.
I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Dated: Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
November 5, 2025

/s/Stanley D. Ference III
Stanley D. Ference III




