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VIACOM INTERNATIONAL, INC., |
ot oal., |
\ a7 Civ., 2103 (LLS}
Plaintiff,
| Order Permitting Filing of,
- against - ! and Denying, Motion to
| Intervene
YOUTUB=, INC., YOUTUEBE, LLC |
and GOOGLE, INC. |
|
Defendants.
\
_______________________________ -
Ms. Sandra Ann Bradshaw Lucas-Morrow’s May 22, 2007 motion
o 1intervene z2hall be accepted for filing and docketed by the
clerk,
The motion 1is denied. The right Ms. Lucas-Morrow s=eks o
vindicate by her intervention 1is her claim that, as a chila of
the authior of one of the musical compositions listed in the
comulaint, she 1s entitled by the “principle of [per] stirpes”
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inheritance-law issues invcolved in that claim are no proper part

923

of this litigaticon. They are not copyright claims. They do not
arise under the Copyright Act, but are governed by state law,

Nor does the claim she asserts “have a question of law or
fact 1n commen” with this action, the subject of which iz
whether YouTube and Google infringed Viacom’s rights under tne
Copyrignt Act, 17 U.S.C. § 101, et seq. None of the proper
purvoses of intervention would bhe served by allowing Ms. Lucas-
Morrow’s claim that ASCAP shcould be paying her royalties to
interfere with the process of adiudicating the infringement
issues 1in this litigation. Fed. R. <Civ. P. 24(b). Te the
extent she has an interest 1n asserting that the copyright has
been infringed by the defendants, that interest 1s adequately
reoresented by existing parties. Fazd. R. Civ. P. 24{(a). che
may fear that ASCAP wi:! dissipate any funds Viacom recovers 1n
this litigation, by payments to the author’s daughter and
grandson instead c¢f to her. But her claim to such proceesds has
nothing in common with this litigation, and as held by Hon.

Kimba Wood, this Court has no jurisdiction over i1it. Sandra Ann

Bradshaw Lucas-Morrow v. ASCAF and United States, WHo. 07 Civ.

2070 (KMW) (3.D.N.¥Y. Mar. 12, 2007).
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M, Lucas-Morrow's moticn To

filing, and is denied.

So ordered.

Dated: New York, NY
June 4, 2007

Filed 06/05/2007
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