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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE  
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE 

NASHVILLE DIVISION 
	
	

Music City Metals Co., Inc., 
 

Plaintiff, 
 

v. 
 
Jingchang Cai d/b/a Xincheng Company, et al., 
 

Defendants. 
 

 
Civil Action No. 3:17-cv-00766 
 
Judge Aleta A. Trauger 
 
Magistrate Judge Chip Frensley 
 
 

	
DEFENDANTS SHENZHEN HAI PAI INTERNATIONAL WAREHOUSING SERVICES 
LIMITED, HIPACKING, INC., JOLYN LIU, CHUGANG GUAN, JIA NING LIU, HYCO 

INTERNATIONAL TRADING COMPANY LP, BLOOM INTERNATIONAL, INC., 
FENG BAI, AND GUANGZHOU HONGSHUO TRADING CO., LTD.’S RESPONSE TO 

THE COURT’S ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE FOR PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION 
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