IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 99-20969
Summary Cal endar

VI NCENT GERMANO, SOPHI E GERMANG,
Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
ver sus

THE FI RST NATI ONAL BANK OF BETHANY,
OKLAHOVA, (FNB); its Oficers and
Directors individually and severally
PETER G PI ERCE; PETER G PIERCE, ||
CHRI S H. PI ERCE; NELSON Pl CKREL
JOEL |. CARSON;, THE LAW FI RM OF CARSON
RAYBURN, PIERCE & MUELLER, ALAN M

REAVES; ALAN C. DURBI N, THE LAW FI RM

OF ANDREW DAVIS, LEGG BIXLER, M LSTEN
& MURRAH, i ndi vidual |y and severally;
CHARLES R ROUSE; L. W HOLBROOK

M CHAEL ROLI NAI TI A; JEROVE BLUMENTAL,;

R W ABBOIT, I|l; DAVID PEPPER

THE LAW FIRM OF LYNN & HELMS,

i ndividually and severally; FLOYD TAYLOR
SUSAN MANCHESTER, THE LAW FI RM OF

M SKOVSKY, SULLI VAN, TAYLOR & MANCHESTER
i ndividually and severally; CRAI G DODD
THE LAW FI RM OF CRAI G DODD & ASSQOCI ATES,
individually and severally; J. W COYLE
JAMES B. BLEVINS, Judge; LAYN R PHI LLIPS,
Judge; RI CHARD BOHANON, Judge; al
defendants jointly, individually and
severally,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the
Sout hern District of Texas
USDC No. H 98- CV-2688



March 5, 2001
Before JOLLY, BARKSDALE, and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Vi ncent and Sophi e Germano appeal fromthe dism ssal of their
conplaint for lack of personal jurisdiction pursuant to Fed. R
Cv. P. 12(b)(2). They argue that the district court incorrectly
granted summary judgnent against them because genui ne issues of
material fact remained, that the district court disregarded the
cont i nuous due process violations visited upon themin the Gkl ahoma
courts, that jurisdiction and venue is proper in Texas, that their
clains are not tine-barred or barred by res judicata, and that the
district court’s judgnent was an abuse of judicial discretion.

This court reviews de novo a district court’s dismssal of a

case for want of personal jurisdiction. See Alpine View Co. Ltd.

v. Atlas Copco AB, 205 F.3d 208, 214 (5th Gr. 2000). To conport

wth due process, a nonresident defendant nust have “certain
m ni mum contacts with [the forum such that the nmai ntenance of the
suit does not offend ‘traditional notions of fair play and

substantial justice. International Shoe Co. v. Washington, 326

U S. 310, 316 (1945)(citation and quotation omtted).

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH CR R 47.5. 4.



The Germanos have failed to present a prinma facie case for the
exercise of either specific or general jurisdiction. The
litigation results fromalleged activities that occurred entirely
in Ol ahona. The bank’s tangential contacts wth the State of

Texas are not of such a continuous and systematic nature as to

support the exercise of personal jurisdiction. Aviles v. Kunkle,
978 F. 2d 201, 204-05 (5th G r. 1992). Accordingly, the judgnent of
the district court is

AFFI RMED



