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I. RULE 26.1 CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

 TMTV, Inc. is a private corporation wholly owned by individual 

shareholders. It has no parent corporation. No publicly held corporation owns 10% 

or more of its stock. 
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IV. REASONS WHY ORAL ARGUMENT SHOULD BE HEARD 

 Pursuant to local rule 34.0(a) F.R.A.P., plaintiff TMTV hereby requests Oral 

Arguments because the award of Pre Judgment Interests for a Copyright case and 

the application of the One Satisfaction rule to separate infringements of copyright 

have not been previously addressed fully by this Honorable Court of Appeals.  
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V. JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT 

The U.S. District Court for the District of Puerto Rico had jurisdiction over 

the underlying case, Civil No. 00-1338, pursuant to 17 U.S.C. §101 et seq. and 28 

U.S.C. §1338. 

 The U.S. Court of Appeals for the First Circuit has jurisdiction over this 

appeal pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §1291. The District Court has entered Final Judgment 

Disposing all of the parties’ claims except the dismissal of Defendants 

Counterclaim. 

 The Final Judgment in the District Court was entered on January 30, 2009 

(See Addendum 55, Docket #408). Thereafter, on February 10, 2009 and February 

18, 2009, the parties filed post-Judgment motions pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. R50 

and R59 (See Appendix 1205-1285, Docket #409 and 413). The District Court 

adjudged those motions via orders entered on March 27, 2009, resulting in an 

Amended Judgment on that same date (See Addendum 56-65, Dockets #432-434).  

 Mass Productions, Inc. (Mass Productions), Emanuel Logroño (Logroño) 

and Gilda Santini (Santini) filed a Notice of Appeal on March 3, 2009, that was 

subsequently amended, on April 27, 2009 (See Appendix 1294-1295, Docket #419 

and Appendix 1449-1450, Docket #445). On July 8, 2009, Mass filed a Second 

Amended Notice of Appeal (See, App. 1452-1454, Docket #473). 



 
 
 
The balance of the brief has been eliminated for this sample.  For a copy of 

the complete brief please call our office. Thank you. 




