
United States Court of Appeals 

for the 

Second Circuit 

In re 

JOHN WAITE et al.,

Petitioners, 

- v. - 

UMG RECORDINGS, INC. et al.,

Respondents. 

ON APPEAL FROM THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

RESPONDENTS’ OPPOSITION TO FED. R. CIV. P. 23(f) PETITION  

Ariel Atlas 
      Sidley Austin LLP 
      New York, New York 10019 
      (212) 839-5300 

Rollin Ransom 
Lisa Gilford 

      555 West Fifth Street 
      Los Angeles, CA 90013 
      (213) 896-6047 

     Counsel for Respondents 

Case 23-194, Document 17, 02/21/2023, 3472195, Page1 of 30

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

Pursuant to Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 26.1, the undersigned 

counsel for the Respondents in the above captioned action certifies that: 

Respondents UMG Recordings, Inc. and Capitol Records, LLC, by and 

through their undersigned counsel, hereby certify that they are wholly-owned 

indirect subsidiaries of Universal Music Group, N.V., a Netherlands public limited 

company. No other publicly-held company owns 10% or more of the stock of UMG 

Recordings, Inc. or Capitol Records, LLC.  Vivendi SE and Compagnie de 

Cornouaille SAS are publicly-traded companies organized under the laws of France 

and own more than 10% of Universal Music Group N.V.’s stock.  No other publicly-

held company owns 10% or more of Universal Music Group N.V.’s stock. 
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