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A. Plaintiffs timely filed their Notice of Appeal.

Contrary to Oasis Management Resources. LLC’s (“OMR”) argument. AB

1 5-22, Plaintiffs-Appellants (“Plaintiffs”) timely filed their Notice of Appeal

because under New Mexico law “a motion to reconsider filed within the pemissible

appeal period suspends the finality of an appealable order or judgment and tolls the

time to appeal until the district court has ruled on the motion.” State v. Suskiewich,

No. 34,187, ¶ 17, 2013 WL 5025289, at *4 (N.M. Sup. Ct. Sept. 12, 2013)

(unpublished). Plainitffs’ Motion to Reconsider was filed within ten days of the

entry of the district court’s judgment, therefore the Motion to Reconsider in this case

should be considered a Rule 1-059(E) NIVIRA motion to alter or amend the

judgment.’ The New Mexico Supreme Court has explicitly held that “a motion for

reconsideration filed within ten days of judgment is a motion to alter or amend a

judgment under Rule 1-059(E).” Albuquerque Redi-Mix, Inc. v. Scottsdale Ins. Co.,

2007-NMSC-051, ¶ 7, 142 N.M. 527, 168 P.3d 99. Plaintiffs filed their motion to

reconsider within ten days of the judgment on the order granting OMR’ s motion to

dismiss on personal jurisdiction grounds, and Plaintiffs timely filed their Notice of

Appeal based on the order denying Plaintiffs’ Motion to Reconsider.2

1 See BIC 3 (citing record proper reflecting that the Order on OMR’s Motion to
Dismiss on personal jurisdiction grounds was filed on Apr. 20, 2012, and that
Plaintiffs’ Motion to Reconsider was timely filed within ten days, on Apr. 30, 2012).
Compare 6 RP 1370 with 6 RP 1380.
2 9 RP 2058 (Notice of Appeal).



OMR maintains that the language Plaintiffs rely on in Redi-Mix is dicta and

therefore not a binding rule of law, AB 18, 21, yet the opinion states: ‘[W]e hold,

like our Court of Appeals and several federal circuit courts of appeals, that a motion

challenging a judgment, filed within ten days of the judgment, should be

considered a Rule 1-059(E) motion to alter or amend a judgment

‘[N]omenclature is not controlling.” Redi-Mix, 2007-NMSC-051, ¶ 10 (second

bracket in original) (emphasis added) (quoted authority omitted). The Court in ]?edi

Mix explicitly held as Plaintiffs argue here, discussing its reasoning in an entire

section devoted to the issue. Id. ¶J 7-10. O1\’fR is wrong that this language is dicta.

See State v. Sims, 2010-NMSC-027, ¶ 20, 148 N.M. 330, 236 P.3d 642 (explaining

“dicta is language unnecessary to the decision of the issues before the court and is

not binding as a rule of law”). This language (and holding) is necessary to the

decision because the Redi-Mix Court had to decide, as a preliminary matter, whether

to characterize the motion filed as a motion for reconsideration under Rule 1-059(E)

or a motion under NMSA 1978, Section 39-1-1 (1917). Redi-Mix, 2007-NMSC-

05l,J7.

This Court has also recently noted that “the time for filing notices of appeal

runs from the entry of an order expressly disposing of the post-judgment motions.”

Litteralv. GEO Group, Inc., No. 32,718, 2013 WL 4541647, at *1 (N.M. Ct. App.

May 7, 2013) (unpublished); see Gngorwicz v. Trujillo, 2009-NMSC-009. ¶ 8, 145



N.M. 650, 203 P.3d 865 (explaining that “if a party makes a post-judgment motion

directed at the final judgment. . . the time for filing an appeal does not begin to run

until the district court enters an express disposition on that motion”); Suskiewich,

No. 34,187, ¶ 17, 2013 WL 5025289, at *4 (affirming a motion to reconsider filed

within the permissible appeal period tolls the time to appeal because this rule is

consistent with our Rules of Appellate Procedure in which post-judgment motions

suspend the time to appeal until such motions have been determined by the district

court).

Indeed, the most recent amendments to our appellate rules, as ordered by the

New Mexico Supreme Court, reflect this longstanding practice (as identified in Redi

Mix) and have been tailored to remedy any outstanding confusion for practitioners.

See Rule 12-20l(D)(l) NMRA & Committee Commentary (approved Nov. 1, 3013);

Rule 12-208(B) NMRA & Committee Commentary (approved Nov. 1, 3013). “The

2013 amendments were prepared in conjunction with amendments to the rules of

civil procedure that address motions for reconsideration specifically and [now]

provide for a uniform 30-day filing period for post-trial or post-judgment motions

brought under a procedural rule or under Section 39-1-1 NMSA 1978.” Rule i2-

201 Committee Commentary.

Because Plaintiffs’ Motion to Reconsider was a motion challenging the

judgment granting Ov1R’s Motion to Dismiss and was filed no later than ten days



after entry of judgment by the district court, the Motion to Reconsider (“MTR”) in

this case is a Rule 1-059(E) motion to alter or amend the judgment, from which

Plaintiffs timely filed their Notice of Appeal after their MTR was denied by the

district court.

B. OMR cannot overcome the evidence showing reasonable minds can believe
OMR had management responsibilities at Las Campanas.

A de novo review of the evidence demonstrates that Plaintiffs established a

prima facie case for personal jurisdiction over OMR. OMR’s Answer Brief fails to

look at the totality of the evidence, which is the standard, and instead focuses on

discrete pieces of evidence in a vacuum. AB 29-31; see Sproiti v. Rob & Charlies,

Inc., 2013-NMCA-072, ¶ 6, 304 P.3d 18. The totality of the evidence reflects that

OMR purposefully availed itself of the privilege of conducting activities in New

Mexico.

OMR incorrectly maintains that Plaintiffs’ argument is that “overlapping

directorships of OMR, LC, and every other Anderson company, subjects OMR to

suit in New Mexico.” AB 31. Plaintiffs and OMR agree that the focus must be on

whether OMR had sufficient contacts with the forum, as argued by Plaintiffs in their

briefing below and in the Brief in Chief in this Court. BIC 24-40. Plaintiffs’ focus

has never been on the overlapping directorships. In fact, only OMR has consistently

attempted to distract the court below, and now this Court, into believing that the

corporate forms (i.e., overlapping directorships) reflect that OMR had no authority

4



to manage Las Campanas and therefore no reasonable juror could possibly believe

that OMR had any management responsibilities. See BIC 14-15, 30-31.

OMR argues, as it did below, that “OMR is a separate company” from Las

Campanas and that it has no “control or right to control [Las Campanas] in any

manner.” AB 32. OMR continues to focus on corporate forms rather than confront

and explain how OMR’ s particular contacts somehow do not reflect that it had the

minimum contacts necessary to confer jurisdiction. Providing separation of formal

corporate identities does not impose a constitutional barrier to the exercise of

jurisdiction over a non-resident corporation. What is necessary to establish

jurisdiction is what is necessary in any and all cases, whether the defendant had such

“minimum contacts” with the forum state to satis due process. Alto Eldorado

F’shz v. Amrep Corp., 2005-NMCA-131, ¶J 25, 31, 138 N.M. 607, 124 P.3d 585.

As explained, OMR purposefully solicited the members of Las Campanas and

intentionally reached out to the forum as the liaison or contact point between Las

Campanas and the members in the aftermath of Lyle Anderson’s default and the

Bank stripping him of any further management responsibilities. BIC 24-40. OMR

attempts to downplay the OMR. letter to over 900 Las Campanas members, signed

by Defendant Marotta as the Chief Operating Officer (“CEO”) of OMR, on OMR

letterhead, as a letter merely “introducing [Marotta] to members of the golf

community as a director of [Las Campanas].” AB 34. OMR maintains that the



correspondence “clearly identifies LC’s new directors and their management team

from MGBD as the persons responsible for the management of LC.” AB 34-35.

OMR fails to address, however, that Defendant iViarotta, on OMR letterhead and

signed in his capacity as CEO of OMR, knowingly solicited over 900 members of

Las Campanas. Mr. Marotta did not sign the letter as a principal of MGBD, or as a

“director” of Las Campanas, or use Las Campanas or MGBD letterhead. OMR’s

CEO explained that OMR has “created a centralized communications system to

collect your questions, concerns and suggestions,” and instructed members to send

all communications to an OMR email address.3 This solicitation was for the purpose

of addressing the owners’ and members’ “most pressing issues” in light of the bank

default, Mr. Marotta stated: “In our effort to address owners’ and members’ most

pressing issues, we have also created a centralized communications system to collect

your questions, concerns and suggestions. Please address these questions to

O@LasCampanas.com.”4

The evidence reflects that OMR intended to develop a relationship with

members of Las Campanas and, at a minimum, reasonable minds could differ as to

whether QMR did exercise management responsibilities at Las Campanas. Because

a reasonable juror could believe that OMR had management responsibilities, it was

7 RP 1398, 1404.
7 RP 1398.

6



in error for the district court to rule that Plaintiffs did not establish a prima facie case

for personal jurisdiction.

OMR. also states, as it did below, that “nowhere on [its] website does it

disclose what services it has provided for [Las Campanas],” AB 33, yet Janele

Bergstrom, who is the Director of Retail Operations for OMR, explains on the OMR

website that she is one of the premier retailers in the golf and spa industry and has

“operated as the Director of Retail for the Lyle Anderson communities,” including

Las Campanas.5 The website, moreover, is but one example of many demonstrating

OMR had management responsibilities at Las Campanas beyond mere “back office

services.” “[E]ven if the defendant’s website is not sufficient in and of itself to

establish jurisdiction, it may be an additional contact that facilitates a finding that

the defendant’s cumulative contacts with the forum state are sufficiently contiiuous

and systematic to subject the defendant to the federal court’s general jurisdiction.”

4A Arthur R. Miller & Mary Kay Kane, et aL, Fed. Fract. & Proced. § 1073.1

(2013).

Contrary to OMR maintaining there was no evidence of OMR controlling

Las Campanas’ bank accounts and evidence of payments to OMR, AB 33-34, the

evidence reflects otherwise and the district court expressed concern at the Motion to

53 RP661; see BIC 31-32.
-7



Dismiss hearing on this point.6 Plaintiffs presented evidence, inter alia, showing that

OMR represented that it provided executive oversight in addition to back office

services, that Las Campanas had paid management fees to OMR, reimbursed OIVLR

officers and employees for various expenses, and that the operating account of Las

Campanas was controlled by OMR. Plaintiffs additionally provided

correspondence from OMR to a Las Campanas’ homeowner, in which OMR’ s own

logo states it was “providing community and club management services” to Las

Campanas.8

Further, O’s cursory argument regarding the evidence pertaining to

Michelle Hoeft is nothing new.9 OMR. attempts to dismiss Ms. Hoefi’s affidavit and

corresponding newspaper article as biased and merely her “belief’ that OMR was

managing Las Campanas after Lyle Anderson defaulted on his loans and lost the

right and ability to manage the property. AB 36. But OMR. ignores that Michelle

Hoefi, in her capacity as a spokesperson handling public relations and marketing for

Las Campanas, explained to the newspaper that OMR was “the company appointed

to run the [Las Campanas] development.”0The purpose of including the newspaper

6 TR 36 (4/10/12).
3 RP 629 (Plfs MTD Response Mot.); 4 RP 709 (Plfs MTD Response Brief in

Support of Mot.).
8 3 RP 700.

OMR fails to address or so much as mention Plaintiffs’ evidence pertaining to Bob
Buddendorf and Caroline Stevenson. BIC at 27-28.
‘° 7 RP 1417; AB 36.

8



article, in addition to her affidavit, was to show that when Ms. Hoeft made this

statement to the newspaper she was working for Las Campanas and therefore had no

reason to lie about who was managing the Las Campanas development.’1

While OMR. appears to take issue with Plaintiffs’ reference to other

newspaper articles indicating OMR was managing various Lyle Anderson properties

including Las Campanas, AB 36, n. 18, this Court may take judicial notice of such

information. See BIC 31. The articles are not hearsay because they are not being

considered for the truth of the matters reported in the articles, but rather as evidence

that such statements were made in the public realm and that, at a minimum,

reasonable jurors could find that OMR may have had management responsibilities.

SeeRocellev. Barnard, 1963-NMSC-l01,1J2, 72 N.M. 182, 382 P.2d 180 (“[C]ourts

will take judicial notice of marters of common and general 1owledge.”); Elane

Photography, LLC v. Wi/lock, 2013-NMSC-040, ¶ 52, 309 P.3d 53 (taking judicial

notice of discrimination against gays and lesbians from newspaper articles); Rule

11-201 NMRA; Kosilek v. Spencer, 889 F.Supp.2d 190, 215 n.6 (D.Mass. 2012)

(compiling cases and stating that “[i]n this case, the quoted [news] article is not

hearsay because it is not being considered for the truth of the matters reported in the

article, but rather as evidence that such statements were made”); Benak v. Alliance

Capital Mgmt. L.P., 435 F.3d 396, 401 (3d Cir, 2006) (affirming district court’s

“7 RP 1413-14.

9



decision to allow [news] articles as they serve only to indicate what was available in

the public realm at the time, not whether the contents of those articles were in fact

true).

Finally, OMR maintains that Plaintiffs “can point to no facts that implicate

OMR in any conspiracy or interference with contract,” AB 37, yet Plaintiffs

explained below and in their Brief in Chief that OMR was aware that its own

President, Defendant Richard Altman, did not make payments on the leases at issue

in this case and that OMR. participated in this decision in choosing to breach the

leases at issue, inter alia. BIC 38-39. New Mexico is clear that a party alleging a

conspiracy “is not required to prove [the] alleged conspiracy for personaljurisdiction

purposes.” Santa Fe Techs., Inc. v. Argus Networks, Inc., 2002-NMCA-030, ¶ 46,

131 N.M. 772,42 P.3d 1221. The merits ofthe claim are for the factfinderto decide.

Ii To assert personal jurisdiction based on a conspiracy, the party asserting

jurisdiction must make a prima facie showing ofconspiracy, with all factual disputes

resolved in favor ofthe party arguing forjurisdiction. Ii ¶ 41. “‘A conspiracy may

be established by circumstantial evidence; generally, the agreement is a matter of

inference from the facts and circumstances, including the acts ofthe persons alleged

to be conspirators.” Id. ¶46 (quoting Morris v. Dodge Counay, Inc., 1973-NMCA

100, ¶5,85 N.M. 491,513 P.2d 1273, 1274).

10



The record here reflects that OMR, Altman and Moratta caused the Las

Campanas Defendants, or conspired with them, to breach the leases at issue, interfere

with contractual relations, and maliciously filed allegations against Plaintiffs

without cause)2 See BIC 37-40. OMR purposefully reached out to New Mexico

requesting that members of Las Campanas contact OIvW with any questions or

concerns, led people to believe they were managing Las Campanas, and knew or

should have known of the leases that were breached with Plaintiffs in addition to the

malicious filing of claims against Plaintiffs after Plaintiffs filed suit for breach of

contract. Id. The evidence, including all inferences drawn from the facts and

circumstances, reflect that Plaintiffs established a prima facie case for conspiracy.

The totality of the evidence supports both general and specific jurisdiction in

this matter. The evidence reflects that OMR deliberately reached out to the Las

Campanas community to establish a relationship and to solicit ongoing interactions

with owners, members and employees of Las Campanas. OMR not only told and

led people to believe it had management responsibilities at Las Campanas,’3there is

direct evidence of it having management responibilities for the property. The

evidence reflects that OMR availed itself “of the privilege of conducting activities

within the forum State, thus invoking the benefits and protections of its laws.”

12 3 RP 286-302; 2 RP 290-302’.
13 7 RP 1408-09, 14 13-15, 1464-66.

11



Hanson v. Denckla, 357 U.S. 235, 253 (1958). A de novo review of the evidence,

including all inferences therefrom, establish 0MB. had sufficient contacts with New

Mexico to confer jurisdiction.

C. The district court improperly excluded evidence for consideration under
Rule 1-060(B) NMRA.

While it is unnecessary for this Court to reach the Rule 1-060(B) issue as this

Court conducts a de novo review of the evidence when reviewing a dismissal on

personal jurisdiction grounds, Santa Fe Techs., 2002-NMCA-030, ¶ 12, relief was

proper under Rule 1-060 below because our courts are instructed to liberally interpret

the Rule “so that the ultimate result will address the true merits and substantial

justice will be done.” Phelps Dodge Corp. v. Guerra, 1978-NMSC-053, ¶ 21, 92

N.M. 47, 582 P.2d 819, 823. Because our law requires that the substance of the

relief sought is more important than the form or nomenclature of the relief requested,

id. ¶ 18, the district court abused its discretion in refusing to consider evidence

provided in Plaintiffs’ MTR. Given the low burden a plaintiff has in establishing

personal jurisdiction (only requiring a prima facie case be established), for the

district court to have omitted from its consideration the evidence included in

Plaintiffs’ MTR, resulting in the extreme sanction of dismissal of this case, is unjust

and does not reflect the true merits.

OMR fails to address the fact that the exclusion of the correspondence from

OMR to Las Campanas members, and from Anderson to the members, for

12



consideration prejudiced Plaintiffs’ case because the district court used the exclusion

of this evidence as the basis to deny personal jurisdiction. And OMR notably does

not (and cannot) state it would have suffered any prejudice if the district court had

considered the evidence and granted Plaintiffs’ MTR. Given Plaintiffs’ MTR was

timely filed within ten days of the order granting OMR’s Motion to Dismiss, there

was no prejudice to OMR in considering the evidence in Plaintiffs’ MTR and no

reason for the district court to have ruled that consideration of the evidence did an

injustice to “the principle of finality.”4

OMR’s Answer Brief merely reiterates its argument that Plaintiffs’ discovery

request was not broad enough to include the correspondence. AB 43-44. The

interrogatory at issue specifically requested all correspondence “concerning or

related to any contract or any agreement among or between” MGBD, OMR, Marotta,

Altman, the Bank of Scotland, Las Campanas, or any of the Lyle Anderson

companies.’5 To which OMR answered: “There are no documents responsive to

this request.”6 The correspondence, however, details a wealth of specifics regarding

the new business agreements established to fill the void as a result of Lyle

Anderson’s financial collapse; therefore, the discovery request is more than broad

enough to encompass the correspondence at issue.

‘4Dec. 21, 2Q12, CD, 10:13:30 to 10:13:40,
‘ 9 RP 1975.
169 NY 1975.

13



Ov’s letter was for the purpose of soothing the community’s legitimate

concerns as to unfinished work, ongoing maintenance, and future plans for the

development. Explaining the new agreements and contracts formed in order to

maintain the value and continue the stewardship of the property was an essential part

of OvIR’s campaign to calm the uncertainty then infecting the Las Campanas

community. For OvIR to have withheld the correspondence from Plaintiffs

permitted OMR to unfairly obtain a favorable judgment on its Motion to Dismiss;

the evidence indicates reasonable people could disagree as to whether OMR had

management responsibilities at Las Campanas.

OvtR relies on an unrelated motion and off-the-record discovery conference

regarding interrogatories that have nothing to do with the discovery request at issue

in this case to support its argument that Plaintiffs’ discovery request was not broad

enough to encompass the correspondence. AB 43. In a summary judgment reply

brief filed by Defendants Marotta and Altman,’7 the defense discusses several

interrogatories regarding the amount of compensation paid to Marotta and Altman.’8

None of these interrogatories, however, are related to the discovery request at issue

in this case. This unrelated argument in a summary judgment motion, which was

17 8 RP 1760.
18 8 RP 1767-69.

14



denied,’9 that pertains to different discovery requests and an off-the-record

discussion has no relevance to the discovery request here.2°

The correspondence addresses the agreements between the Bank of Scotland

and the Lyle Anderson companies, between OMR and Las Campanas, and between

MGBD and OMR, among others, OMR was created only after the Lyle Anderson

default so it was unfamiliar to the Las Campanas community. OMR. therefore

reached out to the members in its letter to explain the new management agreements

formed to preserve and protect the value of the property.2’ The letter specifically

answered “Who actually ‘owns’ the properties now,”22 and discussed the formation

of OMR and the appointment of OMR as the “new management company.”23 Lyle

Anderson’s letter to the community complemented the OMR letter in reiterating the

new agreements and contracts formed, such as the appointment of MGBD and the

formation of 0MB. as the “new management company.”24

0MB. maintains, as it did below, that “at least two of the plaintiffs were

recipients of the letters claimed to have been withheld in discovery,” AB 42, n.21,

19 8 RP 1834 (order denying summary judgment motion).
20 Weel v. USAA Ins. Co., 2002-NMCA-028, ¶ 27, 131 N.M. 630, 41 P.3d 356
(“Matters outside the record present no issue for review.”) (quoting State v.
Reynolds, 1990-NMCA-122, ¶ 16, 111 N.M. 263, 267, 804 P.2d 1082, 1086).
21 4 RP 730; TR 6 (4/10/12) (providing OMR was “created after the insolvency”).
22 7 RP 1399.
23 7 RP 1402.
24 7 RP 1405-07.



and therefore the correspondence could not be “new evidence” under Rule 1-

060(B)(2). Plaintiffs’ counsel, however, did not receive this “new evidence” from

any of the Plaintiffs, did not learn about the correspondence through any of the

Plaintiffs, did not introduce the correspondence through any of the Plaintiffs, and

does not know if any of the Plaintiffs ever received the letters, which is what

Plaintiffs’ counsel explained to the district court.25 It was and remains complete

speculation if any of the Plaintiffs ever received these letters. Plaintiffs’ counsel

below, Francis J. Mathew, only discovered the correspondence when conducting an

interview with Bob Buddendorf. Mr. Buddendorf introduced these letters as exhibits

attached to his affidavit in Plaintiffs’ Motion to Reconsider.26

OMR’s assumption appears to stem from its belief that one of the part-owners

in one of the Plaintiff-companies, Placita Dc La Tierra, f/k/a Town Center at Las

Campanas, personally owned a lot in Las Campanas and therefore may have been

among the 900 people who received the OMR correspondence.27 OMR attached an

exhibit that appears to reflect that Greg Huitfelt and his wife personally owned a lot

at Las Campanas.28 Appellate counsel does understand that Mr. Huitfelt is a part

owner in Placita De La Tierra (and Placita De La Tierra has a four-percent interest

25 9 RP 1974-75.
26 7 RP 1464-66; BIC 27-28.
279 RP 1951, 1956; Dec. 21, 2012, CD, 10:04:12 to 10:04:48.
289 RP 1956.

16



in the income-producing property that is the subject of the underlying breach of

contract claim). Mr. Huitfeit, from what appellate counsel has been told, has not

been actively involved with this litigation and counsel below had no idea if Mr.

Huitfelt ever received the OMR correspondence related to his personal ownership of

a lot in Las Campanas.

Moreover, the OMR correspondence was sent to the members approximately

four years prior to the Motion to Dismiss hearing and there is no evidence

whatsoever that Mr. Huitfelt had or did keep a copy of this record for his personally-

held lot at Las Campanas. The district court stated that the correspondence may

have been sent to one of the Plaintiffs “in the ordinary course of business,”29 yet

there was no evidence that Mr. 1-luitfelt ever received the letters, and even if he did,

it would have been sent to him personally for his personal ownership of a lot at Las

Campanas. Receipt of the correspondence could not have been “in the ordinary

course of business” because there is no suggestion that Plaintiff Placita De La Tierra

could or should have received the correspondence. OMR’s speculation that one of

the part-owners of one of the Plaintiff-companies may have received the OMR

correspondence for his personal ownership of a lot that is not a subject of this suit

was improperly adopted by the district court in denying Plaintiffs’ MTR.3°

29 Dec. 21, 2012, CD, 10:12:22 to 10:12:56.
° Dec. 21, 2012, CD, 10:12:22 to 10:12:56.

17



Finally, OMR does not address the tension under New Mexico law between

the liberality with which Rule 1-060(B) is to be applied, and cases applying this

standard, and case law suggesting the provisions of Rule 60(B)(1)-(5) and 1-

060(B)(6) are mutually exclusive. BIC 50-55. OMR did not address Plaintiffs’

lengthy discussion, citing In re Four Seasons Sec. Laws Litig., 502 F.2d 834, 841

(10th Cir. 1974), explaining that when a “motion is timely filed under any of the

60(b) clauses, the court should not be bound by a strict categorization of particular

claims.” Id. Because there is no untimeliness issue (since Plaintiffs’ MTR was filed

within 10 days of the MTD Order), no attempt to circumvent any of the time

limitations under Rule 1-059 or Rule 1-060(B), and no prejudice to OMR given only

10 days had elapsed from the district court’s Order, the district court abused its

discretion in not granting Plaintiffs’ MTR. The totality of the evidence reflects that

Plaintiffs made a prima facie case for jurisdiction, with all evidence construed in

Plaintiffs’ favor by law. Sproul, 2013-NMCA-072, ¶ 6.

Conclusion

Because the evidence collectively indicates Plaintiffs established a prima facie

case for personal jurisdiction over Defendant OMR, Plaintiffs respectfully request

this Court reverse the district court’s Order granting OMR’s Motion to Dismiss on

personal jurisdiction grounds and permit this case to proceed on the merits.
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