Before the
COPYRIGHT ROYALTY JUDGES
Washington, D.C.

In the Matter of )
)
Proceedings of the ) Docket No. 17-CRB-0013 RM
Copyright Royalty Board,; )
Violation of Standards of Conduct )

)

COMMENTS OF RAUL GALAZ TO PROPOSED RULE REGARDING
VIOLATION OF STANDARDS OF CONDUCT

I, Raul Galaz, hereby submit my comments in respomshe Proposed Rule
of the Copyright Royalty Board (“CRB”) set forth&2 Fed. Reg. 18601 (April 20,

2017).

PERSONAL STATEMENT

My name is Raul Galaz. | am personally familiathvine facts stated herein
and, if called upon could competently testify there

In 2002 | was convicted of one count of mail frame@onnection with my
false application for 1996-1998 retransmission logsthat, at the time, | had no
authority to collect. | was sentenced to 18 momthesfederal prison, and three

years of supervised release. After the maximurageah allowed for good
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behavior, | satisfied my sentence. Upon releasasl provided a rarely issued
letter of recommendation from the warden of theqoni

| was incarcerated during portions of 2003-200d], since my release have
appeared and testified on many occasions befor€ERi likely more than any
other witness before the CRB. | have appearednagiass on behalf of
Worldwide Subsidy Group, LLC (“WSG”) in proceedingsating to 1998-1999
cable, 2000-2003 cable, consolidated 2004-200%caid 1999-2009 satellite
proceedings (the “Consolidated Proceedings”), aed2010-2013 cable/satellite
proceedings. | have testified orally and througltten testimony about a wealth
of matters, including as a percipient witness twras of contracts between WSG
and represented claimants, data and evidence suqpparticular variations of
cable and satellite methodologies, and as a wittrgsguing multiple other
methodologies. | have been accepted as an exfipess in the CRB proceedings
relating to the CRB procedures.

Snce my release fromincarceration in 2004, in all proceedings before the
CRB | havetestified fully, honestly, and truthfully, and have never exaggerated. |
have never known the results of a distribution methodol ogy before advocating a
particular distribution methodology. | have never crafted a distribution
methodology in a manner that | believed would be more advantageousto a

particular party. | have never asserted the entitlement of WSG to rightsthat | did
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not fully believe WSG was entitled to prosecute. | comfortably assert the
foregoing, without exception.

It would be an understatement to assert that Isugsrised at the
publication of the Proposed Rule. Based upon migveof the Proposed Rule in
the Federal Register, | believe that it was deslgoremarily to exclude myself
from the CRB proceedings, and preclude any entiijfever engaging me in
CRB proceedings. In my mind, the Proposed Ruleiisanother extension of the
demonization of me personally for acts that | tabkost two decades ago.

Obvious issues exist with the legality of the Rrsgd Rule, and | am
thoroughly familiar with those at this point. Ndheless, even aside from the
legality of its provisions, what is as interestisghe motivation that found need
for the Judges to propose such regulation. | pedgobelieve that it is a
misunderstanding about myself, my motivations, igydactions in the CRB
distribution proceedings. | believe that if thelges had a more thorough
understanding regarding such matters, they reasonalild not have submitted
the Proposed Rule aglafacto means to remove myself from the CRB
proceedings.

In my appearances before the CRB in the yeare simcrelease from
incarceration in 2004, it has been a persistenbfugar between myself and WSG

counsel as to the extent that my testimony shoddblesss the specifics of my
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crime, my incarceration, and my life since. Frdm vantage point of WSG'’s
counsel, such matters are irrelevant to the isgtieand. From my vantage point, |
believed that the Judges needed to appreciatetitext in which my testimony
was being provided, in order to fully understand/whder no circumstance |
would ever falsely testify about any matter. | ersfood that my prior criminal
conviction would reasonably give the Judges pansgiestion my credibility, but |
also believed that the significance of my life exxgaces following my conviction
would demonstrate why my testimony had to be paleity accurate and
unexaggerated.

Ultimately, at the insistence of WSG counsel, mgmpconviction was only
briefly touched upon during oral testimony in aopproceeding, sufficient only to
explain my motivation for being forthright and opemmy testimony. However,
my review of the text and motivation for the Propd&Rule make it clear to me
now that greater attention should have been giwehe subject during my
previous testimony, as | strongly believe thahd dudges were fully appreciative
of the consequences faced by me for failing taftestthfully, they would

understand why doing so would not merely be impntidewould be insane.
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Pre-Incarceration

Prior to my conviction, by all accounts | was a@ssful practicing attorney
in the entertainment industry, well-regarded bypegrs. Despite this success, |
struggled financially. When | first engaged in #wivity for which | was
convicted, it was because of this financial stregdlhad contacted the owner of
the single television program for which | ultimatekéceived royalties, solicited it
to be an agent for the collection of such royaltee®l was rejected. As much out
of irritation, | falsely submitted a claim for tipeogram, understanding that no
party was making a claim for such program, and shah program royalties would
be forfeited if not claimed.

After the filing of only a handful of forms, a atlein the sum of
approximately $80,000 was sent to me by the Mdfimture Association of
America. At such point, | was both anxious andoawned. | believed that if | did
not deposit the payment, unnecessary attentionddmeidrawn to the situation and
the crime revealed. Rationalizing the matter)d tayself that the appropriate
claimant would not receive the royalties for faduo have applied, and that such
payment would resolve all my financial concerngan§equently, | deposited the
payment.

Based on the false claims received prior to reéadighe check, | continued

to receive more payments, in varying amounts. Eadly, however, | learned that
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my misdeeds were being scrutinized by the legdiaiiies. Not wanting to
exacerbate the matter, and prior to any contath®&yegal authorities, | contacted
such authorities in 2001 and confessed everytliaglthad done. | did so without
the protection of a plea agreement, taking respdigifor all my acts and the acts
of several other persons that were involved, stlgely to the gentleman’s
agreement that no other persons would be prosetutéoe criminal acts for
which | ultimately felt responsible.

The initial response of the legal authorities weasmform me that, while they
appreciated my candor, it would be necessary fotoe convicted of a yet-to-
be-defined crime, and likely be sentenced to eigiriths probation. Following
this encounter, | merely waited, my attorney beyegodically reassured that the
matter was of such low priority to the U.S. AttoyaéOffice that they found no
reason to move it along. Unfortunately, in Octob@d1 and well after my
revelation to federal authorities, the scandal ming Enron Corporation occurred.
The fallout was an edict by the Attorney GenerainJAshcroft to declare that all
white collar criminal defendants would be treatedhie harshest of manner in

order to instill a greater sense of confidencelgyAmerican publi¢. Immediately

! The edict issued by Attorney General John Ashevas comparable to the
directive recently issued by Attorney General $&$sions, wherein U.S.
Attorneys were instructed to prosecute to thedutent possible the potential
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following the edict, | was contacted by the U.Stotteys Office and informed that
their anticipated sentence of eight months probatiould now be 18-24 months
of actual prison time. Following formal acceptanteny guilty plea, U.S. District
Court Judge Henry Kennedy sentenced me to 18 manthsceration, with three
years probation, consistent with the U.S. sentgngindelines that he was
compelled to follow.

One significant aspect of my sentencing need b#ioreed. In connection
with my sentencing, on the advice of various legpalnsel within the Copyright
Office, the U.S. Copyright Office submitted a letiie U.S. District Judge Henry
Kennedy requesting (i) that Raul Galaz “or anytgnti which he has an interest”
be forever banned from filing retransmission royalaims or otherwise
participating in any proceedings before the U.Soy@ight Office, whether for
existing or future claims, and (ii) that the Judigem all agreements between any
royalty claimant and the company founded by RalddG@Norldwide Subsidy
Group, LLC) as subject to rescission. Effectivélhe Copyright Office sought to
scuttle WSG entirely for the unrelated prior criadiactivity of one of its

principals.

charges against individuals arrested for drug edlaharges, reversing a policy
instituted by Attorney General Eric Holder.
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Notably, my criminal act did not involve WSG, pracioately preceded the
formation of WSG, and | was not even the majoritpner of WSG. Nevertheless,
the Copyright Office’s request to Judge Kennedgadly sought to punish WSG
because it was affiliated with me. In responsdgéwKennedy strongly rebuked
the request of the Register of Copyrights, notad le did not even have the
authority to issue such a determination, and (eoytto the request of the
Copyright Office)affirmatively held that | could continue to participate in the
retransmission royalty proceedings subject onlyhéocaveat that | would submit
no claims on behalf of any party without first abtag written authorization from
such claimant. Specifically, Judge Kennedy wapaeding to the fact that | was
an acknowledged expert in the field of retransroissoyalties, and wanted to
preserve my ability to continue working in suchfpesion. To avoid any
allegation that could subject me to possible violatl consciously chose to not
file any claims with the U.S. Copyright Officever, and have not filed a claim
with the Copyright Office since at least July 2000.

What appears clear is that the Proposed Rule sedsmulate criteria that
Is designed to apply only to WSG and myself, amddfor implement a sanction
against WSG and myself that was expressly rejdaydd.S. District Court Judge

Henry Kennedy in 2002 and again in 2005. As sthab,stands as the second
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occasion in which governmental authorities havenagited to circumvent the
ruling of Judge Kennedy. See infra.

Incarceration

As one might imagine, there is an extraordinagjifg of shame when one
must inform the persons in one’s life that one l@sn convicted of a crime, and
will be sent to prison. My situation was not urega that regard, and that
conversation occurred with family members, frieratg] neighbors. While
unpleasant, the worst aspect of the situation waseparation from my children.
At the time, they were 8 and 11 years old. Nottwmgnto expose them to my
circumstance, | avoided having them brought ta v for the initial six months
of my sentence. My contact was therefore limited fifteen minute phone call
that could only be partaken once on any given dffer the initial visit six
months into my sentence, | was generally able ¢onsg children once every 4-6
weeks, in the confines of the prison, of course.

Since my incarceration, | view with contempt thalc’'s general belief that
certain federal prisons are like “country clubrigf. They are not. | was
incarcerated in Three Rivers, Texas, which hou€€d3D0 inmates, and my
experience included random body cavity searchesutrdion, lacking medical
care, summarily imposed punishments, and an astogindmber of acts that are

quite evidently designed to humiliate an individual
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Despite having the highest level of education gfiadividual at the prison,
| was initially assigned what is considered the thmosnial job in the prison, a
bathroom detail. | took it in stride, and afterfpeming well for several months,
was told that | would be assigned a job as an enucautor as an appreciation for
my efforts. The job was commensurate with my cdpi&s, roughly half the
iInmates were illiterate, and | looked forward te tipportunity to help better
persons’ lives. The day before my scheduled rgas®nt, however, an individual
in the prison submitted multiple formal grievanegsinst the head of the prison
camp. Believing that the inmate must have had fielp an attorney, and me
being the only attorney in the camp, suspicionguntt was summarily placed on
me. As what was no doubt intended as a punishfoesbmething with which |
was not involved, | was assigned the next dayéamtbst physically demanding
position at the camp. The position was typicaigigned to youths that exhibit
significant disciplinary problems. At 41, | wasit& the age of any other person
assigned the position, which involved laboringieilds in the extraordinary South
Texas heat.

Because of the extreme physical requirements antdht, it was necessary
to wash my sweat-drenched clothes every day.ght bf the physical
requirements, the ability to intake calories wasoal. Nonetheless, the source of

all food at the prison was questionable, the amaast significantly restricted, and
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| particularly recall one instance in which turkegs were served from a box
labeled “not for human consumption”. | entereg@n at my natural weight of
210 pounds. When | left prison | weighed 145 pajméving lost approximately
one-third of my body mass. Residual effects froyntime in prison include

current bouts with skin cancer from my exposurt&sun.

Life after incarceration

Life after incarceration is very different for ffifent people. In my
circumstance, | was repeatedly informed by prolpatifficers that | could not
apply for or take a variety of jobs, for a variefyspecious reasofisin fact,
despite my education level, | was directed towangleyment at a car wash and
working for a telemarketer. Eventually, | obtaireegosition in construction.
After several years, and with options limited, gbe performing compensated
work for WSG again.

Notwithstanding, my work for WSG did not commersceoothly. In 2005
and while | was still subject to supervised reledggormed my probation officer
that | desired to provide uncompensated part-tieneices to WSG, assisting it

with its royalties collection business. Despite thctate of Judge Kennedy, the

2 For example, | was denied the opportunity toknatra television station in a
production capacity because my “crime involvedvisien”.
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probation officer forbid me from engaging in sualsimess. | consequently filed a
motion with the sentencing court, informing it bétrefusal of the probation
officer to allow my participation in such busineaad sought an order allowing
my further participation. The order was opposedheyUnited States (on behalf of
the Copyright Office) and the MPAA. Notwithstangjron January 27, 2006,
Judge Henry Kennedy issued an order reading asnsil
ORDERED that this court’s judgment must be interpreted and
Implemented in accordance with the plain meanintpefwords
employed to express it; and it is further
ORDERED that Mr. Galaz is able to engage in the profession
television royalty collection during his periodfpervised release,
subject only to the restriction imposed by thisrtdlat he “file no
further claims with the United States CopyrightiC#funless he
presents written authorization from the companyfyi@g his
representation.”

As is clear, the Copyright Office sought to altdgggtprohibit my
involvement in the royalties collection industrggiuding CRB proceedings), and
was rebuked, despite the relative recency of tingicbon. No differently, the
Proposed Rule currently seeks to altogether profpiinvolvement in the CRB
proceedings as a consequence of the same actstigaged in almost two
decades ago.

At every turn since my conviction, other partiesdaought to take

advantage of my prior criminal conviction for thpersonal profit, making
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significant unsupportable allegations against mel @metimes WSG and its
principals) with no threat of consequence. Inrtigest extreme circumstance, and
after nine years of litigation, | was found lialiée making a fraudulent transfer

and found liable for approximately $770,000 thaever controlled or received.

* The action was filed in 2008, and concludeddf@? The initial judgment was
for $1,770,000, however such portion of the judgh@snwas awarded to Julian
Jackson (see discussion, infra) was reversed wigeapellate court determined
that the bankruptcy court had exceeded its jurisnfidy addressing disputes
between Julian Jackson and myself.

Each and every pleading filed by my adveesastarted by reference to my
criminal conviction, which bore no relation to thmatter. Despite the action
moving back and forth between a bankruptcy coudaral district court, and a
federal appellate court on nine separate occasamusgespite the vocal protests of
my legal counsel, on none of those nine circum&smould any of those courts
address the single most significant item of evidethat exonerated me from any
liability — emails demonstrating the “nominal” valof the transferred rights at the
time of transfer (a fact attested to by the expériesses foboth the plaintiff and
defendants), and my attempts to transfer the rightseveral occasions to
unrelated third parties, which offers had beenctepk because of the immaterial
value of the rights.

A surreal experience existed by which a baptayicourt judge issued
approximately 100 rulings against me pursuant taua motionsnot once ruling
in my favor on the most trivial of matters. Onckral determination was issued
by the bankruptcy court, the burden shifted, reggime to establish that no
evidence existed to possibly support any particimaing. Despite a wealth of
unrefuted contradictory evidence, the district toefused to allow any personal
appearances before it and, as part of its finaévew efused to even allow me to
submit pleadings identifying the obvious bankruptcy court errors that were being
appealed. Ultimately, | was found to have engaged in aidréor sending a
demand letter to the co-owner of rights (Juliarkdan) at the addressquired by
the company’s Operating Agreement, i.e., a fraucébually complying with an
agreement, even after such co-owner testifieditedtad never informed me of an

alternative address. The exonerating facts, widatapelling, are not addressed in
13
COMMENTS OF RAUL GALAZ TO PROPOSED RULE
REGARDING VIOLATION OF STANDARDS OF CONDUCT



Most recently, the Settling Devotional Claimantgdnaresented this ruling to the
Judges, arguing that it bears relevance to mditfse the CRB.

More recently, in litigation to which WSG is suiagormer client for breach
of contract, the client alleged that following nmgarceration | had “continued my
thieving ways” and stolen $350,000 from such comgpaddotably, the client's own
records revealed that all royalties had been apptepy accounted for, and it was
demonstrated that | never even had access to Wi@itcial accounts from
which the monies were ostensibly placed into. gtmh evident reason, when
faced with documentation in its own possessionctieat’'s pleadings thereafter
sat silent on the accusation, and the client neven counterclaimed in the same
litigation for return of the “stolen $350,000”. @uzant that the “absolute

litigation privilege” protected it from a defamati@laim, the entity made its

any of the several opinions that were issued, lueatensively detailed in the
appellate briefs that were filed on my behalf.

Coincidentally, approximately two years inte titigation it was discovered
that the attorney for my adversary, who was my é@e;vihad been the former law
clerk of the bankruptcy judge, and his wife hadrbde administrative clerk for
such bankruptcy judge. Conveniently, such factsewever brought to my
attention by the bankruptcy judge, and were onleaded in a context that
precluded a motion for recusal.
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accusation against me with malicious knowledgéesofalsity simply to influence
the judge’

My efforts to redress my past misdeeds include grgement to garnish
25% of my income from WSG. Similar efforts inclulolenging suit to restore the
status quo. One of the individuals that assigtady crime and received a
significant portion of what was illicitly obtainedn individual named Julian
Jackson, refused to disgorge that amount and réttothe MPAA. Despite
having written records of the conveyances, thetitieof the individual, the
individual’'s bank account, and my testimony, th& lAttorneys Office made no
effort to either prosecute such individual or persis easy restitution. As such,
following my release from incarceration, | tookigon myself to compel the
individual’s restitution to the MPAA, and broughtitsagainst the individual to do
so. At the trial court level, while opining thalhdd testified openly and honestly
and that the defendant had falsely denied hisqyaation in the criminal act, the

trial court denied judgement on grounds of statditenitations. When | appealed

* While the Judge indicated that such allegatioad no influence on the matters

before him, he nonetheless refused to strike sliepations as “scandalous”,
Inaccurate, or irrelevant, on the (inaccurate) gdsuthat his ability to strike on
such grounds was limited to “pleadings”, i.e., toenplaint and answer in the
action. As such, forever appearing on the inteste accusation made by the
particular defendant that | have “stolen $350,0001fit”, while | can neither seek
the striking of such language, nor sue the entitynfaking a maliciously false
allegation against me.
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the matter, the appellate court affirmed the loearrt determination, but on the
grounds that | was attempting to “enforce an illegentract”. Amazingly, such
wasnever a position taken by me, never appeared in briefs veas simply a
creation of the California appellate court. Nelkekess, since the date of the
appellate court decision, parties regularly agbett! had the gall to sue an
individual to “enforce an illegal contract”.

In what was perhaps the most surprising of sitnatiseveral years after |
was released from incarceration | was appearirgvaisness to a matter and was
being deposed. In the course of the depositiaras asked about my “disbarment”
in California. | noted that | had never been dist@ and that the deposer was
mistaken, only then to be shown a copy of the odiyarring me on the basis of
my criminal convictionwhile | was a practicing attorney. The matter made no
sense because | had stopped practicing law yearstpmy conviction, had
moved from California three years prior to the aotion, and had gone “inactive”
with the State Bar and later resigned my licensa po my conviction. What was
subsequently revealed was remarkable. Even thaaginds reflect that the
MPAA apprised the State Bar of my criminal conmoatwithin weeks of its

occurrence, several years subsequent the MPAA exhéw efforts to enlist the

> In fact, the action was based on an equitalliencteeking tando an illegal

action, and was premised explicitly on case lawoesidg such a theory of relief.
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support of the California State Bar to seek dislenrtnof me, even though | had not
been a licensed attorney for over six years. énsthte of California, an attorney’s
resignation is not official until “accepted” by tkalifornia Supreme Court, a
process that takes several months. What was disedwas thadix years after

my conviction, the State Bar filed a motion witle tGalifornia Supreme Court
asking it to “vacate” its acceptance of my resigmat Receiving no opposition,

the Supreme Court obliged, whereupon the StatenBaediately instituted
disbarment proceedings against me based on thenfittat for the prior seven
years | had been a practicing attorney and wasiciaavof a felony during such
time. Again, receiving no opposition, the CalifieriSupreme Court obliged.

The California State Bar, however, had falselyinfed the Supreme Court
that | had been served with the several pleadeagdihg to the disbarment. No
fewer than ten pleadings were discovered that lead ent to me at an address at
which | had not lived for over five years, and néormation was brought to the
attention of the Supreme Court as to the retumnaif addressed to me at such
address. Moreover, the disbarment process hadredcyears after the limitations
period had passed for such disbarment procesarsilich grounds alone, would
have been rejected as untimely.

After discovering my “disbarment” in the depositiceferenced above, |

filed papers with the California Supreme Courtiegtforth the truth of the
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circumstances. As a result, and appropriatelynugommsideration of the foregoing,
the California Supreme Court “vacated” its prioder “vacating” acceptance of
my resignation, thereby restoring the status qdlbof the foregoing was initiated
by the hand of the MPAA prior to my significant slvement with the CRB
proceedings in the event that | did subsequentiygnaate in the CRB
proceedings, for no purpose other than to hold pnasua “disbarred attorney” and,
if the Judges recall, no denial or objection camenfMPAA counsel when certain
of these matters were testified to in prior CRBgaexdings.

In sum, post-incarceration accusations of “fraudld ather malfeasance
against me have become a frequent occurrence ipraggeding in which | am
involved, including the CRB proceedings, no mattiew attenuated my connection
to a matter. My integrity is regularly assaultedmetimes by covert means, by
parties as part of their strategy to cast me asbéulal criminal and have such
character assassinations published online. Moretv8G'’s adversaries have now
broadened the scope of their allegations, accuaynfamily members and WSG
counsel of fraudulent acts. While inaccurate, deifeg such allegations is
distressing and, | believe, a basis for adjudicabalieving that | am some sort of
habitual criminal. That isallegations of fraud in one context have been cited to
supportallegations in other contexts, then the latter are cited fgpsut the former.

Ultimately, | believe that seeing so much “smokeik®s adjudicators such as the
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CRB believe that there must be “fire”, regardlebaw compelling evidence to

the contrary may be.

The Judges’ claimed “need” for the Proposed Rule

It is in the foregoing light that | view the CRBd&etermination that | lied in
2015 CRB proceedings about the content of certé@G\Villes. That is, | view it as
a determination based on no evidence other thaduthges’ belief that | must be
presumed to be lying, and to disregard any evidence to thdrary. | did not lie,
by any stretch of the imagination, and when sud¢brd@nation was made by the
current panel of CRB judges it infuriated me. N @njoys defending themselves
from false allegations, but the zeal by which I éavaintained an honest lifestyle
was clearly unappreciated and unknown by the Jud§yeswithstanding, the
ostensible “lie”, premised solely on a policy thats demonstrated to have not
been followed by the CRB staff either with regardts intake of 2008 satellite
claims, its intake of 2008 cable claims, or anynataprocessed by the CRB over
several years, made clear to me the contempt witbhathe current panel of
Judges appear to hold me. This contempt is unni@dahas been displayed by
the current panel of Judges in a myriad of decssiand, | believe, is now the basis

offered as the “need” for the Proposed Rule.
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In my mind, there is no question that the Propd®el@ is punitive in nature.
It is not intended to address any problem withsfamdards and professionalism of
parties participating in the CRB proceedings. Batlt is solely for the purpose of
punishing me for acts taken decades ago for whidve already been extensively
punished (both formally and informally, openly asayertly), and for acts in
which | never engaged. No different than my assigmt to a manual labor detail
In a south Texas prison, the Proposed Rule hasibeduced to summarily
punish me without a fair opportunity address theas that ostensibly create a
“need” for the Proposed Rule.

As was made clear to the Judges in one of my sadgpearances providing
oral testimony, the fact that | have already bemvicted of a felony means that
any subsequent criminal act will result in an exbated sentence. What is clearly
not appreciated by the Judges is that, knowingahgtfinding of “lying” or
“perjury” will result in anexacerbated sentence against me under the federal
sentencing guidelineSyHY would | ever risk engaging in any criminal actheT
Judges concluded that | “lied” about the conteis WSG file and the source of a
particular document to avoid the consequence ofidgrcertain 2008 satellite
claims (f any program claims even existed for such claimavitech had not been
determined) for WSG claimants appearing on fourepag a claim in only one of

seventeen royalty pools being prosecuted at the tirany program claims even
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existed for such claimants, which had not beernrigiegetermined). All things
being equal, the “lie” would have been to pres&\85% of the royalties claimed
by WSG in the particular proceeding, of which W§@idally receives 25% of the
net revenues, i.e., 0.58% of the amount claimeW/BG (1/17 x 4/10 x .25 =
.0058). Common sense reveals the irrationalimpiperjuring myself, yet that is
exactly what the Judges ascribed to me as having deengaging in an unethical
criminal act to imperceptibly benefit the companywhich | worked.

No doubt, there will be those who read this statenand believe that its
primary purpose is to seek sympathy for what higsadly transpired. That would
miss the point. The true purpose is to illustthgefact that most persons, and
likely the CRB Judges, only see a small part ofsibation that drives personal
motivations, and often reach conclusions basedmisianpression. That is what |
believe has occurred here, in connection with tiigds’ promulgation of the
Proposed Rule. The Judges see an individual whnonitbed a crime and at every
turn is accused of having engaged in some othar &difraud, thereby making it
all too easy for them to presume the worst and mMiaklengs that, if honestly
considered, have no basis in reasonable fact. iJkbat | believe was the driving
force behind the Judges conclusion in 2015 thaéd™ about the contents of the
WSG file and the source of a particular documeng, af the only two

circumstances the Judges cite as a “need” for thedBed Rule. The Judges do
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not see an individual who has gone to extraorditengths to remedy a past
misdeed, avoid even the opportunity for malfeasayeeat every turn is accused
of the same. Consideration of the motivationdefdccusers comprehensively

explains why this occurs.

CONCLUSION

On a personal note, | can say that the CRB prongsdiave taken a great
toll on my life. | try to slough off the frequeahwarranted allegations of
misconduct, and tell myself that it is narcissisticare so much about what others
think. However, | cannot deny the anguish thad sebn me when unfairly
accused of acts that | did not commit, am attridutetivations that | never even
considered, and am forced to repeatedly refutéetahed accusations against
myself and associated persons that are fabricat®d3G’s adversaries for no
other reason than to increase their share of thensamission royalties being

distributed by the CRB.

® An example of this is revealed even in the Jatlgenouncement of the
Proposed Rule in tHéederal Register. Therein, at footnote 3, the Judges cite to
the transfer of representation from WSG to MultiggcClaimants for 2010 and
forward, citing to an allegation set fontia brief filed by the MPAA that the
“transfer to a family member doing business undeewaly-registered business
name, [was] perhaps with the intention of avoidimg loss of the presumption of
validity.” Literally nothing exists to validate sk accusation, which is based on

nothing more than the MPAA'’s open speculation afhi¢éomotivation for the
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My feelings regarding my post-conviction involverh@nthe CRB
proceedings range from the defiance | feel whenksaer faced with yet another
false allegation of malfeasance (whatever that trivg, regrefor how my mere
presence in such proceedings has exposed familybersrand legal counsel to
unwarranted accusations, to gaisfaction that | am complying with promises
that | made to claimants several years ago to putsdheir rights as
professionally as | am able. However, what | dbfael, under any circumstance
Is shame for how | have conducted myself post-adion.

| submit that the Proposed Rule need not be enacted

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laiihe State of California

that the foregoing is true and correct.

Respectfully submitted,
May 22, 2017

/s/
Raul Galaz

transfer. The accusation is patently false, tligyds do not have before them any
evidence to support it, yet the Judges apparentigider the possibility of the
allegation at this time, citing to it as thouglmidy be accurate or may have some
relation to the Proposed Rule.
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