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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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