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MATTHEW R. WALSH 1 

19197 GOLDEN VALLEY RD #333 2 

SANTA CLARITA, CA 91387 3 

(661) 644-0012 4 

Plaintiff In Pro Per, 5 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 6 

 CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 7 

MATTHEW R. WALSH 

Plaintiff In Pro Per, 

vs. 

ROKOKO ELECTRONICS 

(AND DOES 1 THROUGH 50, 

INCLUSIVE) 

 

Defendant 

Case No.: 2:25-CV-05340-ODW-RAO 

 

[Assigned to Hon. Otis D. Wright, II, 

Courtroom 5D; Hon. Rozella A. Oliver, 

Courtroom 590] 

 

Hearing Date: January 26, 2025 

Hearing Time: 1:30 PM 

 

DECLARATION OF MATTHEW R. 

WALSH re: PERSONAL 

DECLARATIONS DRAFTED BY 

OTHERS 

 8 

I, Matthew R. Walsh, declare I am the Plaintiff in this matter. I have personal 9 

knowledge of the following facts and if called as a witness I could and would 10 

testify competently hereto. All text, images and exhibits herein are true and 11 

accurate copies which I have received or have made and I am authenticating all of 12 

them under the penalty of perjury. 13 

 14 

  15 
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1. Throughout this case, Defendant has supplied no counter-evidence to any 16 

claims by Plaintiff. The closest counter-evidence they have supplied and 17 

wholly rely on are personal declarations by Mikkel Overby and by lead 18 

attorney, Katherine J. Ellena. 19 

 20 

2. MIKKEL DIDN’T WRITE HIS, KATHERINE DID - The issue is – 21 

DocuSign records show that Mikkel Overby did not write those statements 22 

(Exhibit 1) or declarations (Exhibit 2) and they are filled with blatant 23 

falsities (see also “Walsh Decl. re: Spoliation of Nerve-Center Evidence”, 24 

“Walsh Decl re: False Statements to the Court”) 25 

 26 

3. KATHERINE DIDN’T WRITE HERS, EMILY DID - Additionally, the 27 

Declaration of Katherine J. Ellena was not authored by her, but instead by 28 

Emily Graue which explains why it contains hearsay from Emily’s 29 

perspective. (Exhibit 3) (see also “Walsh Decl. re: Forged Signatures”). 30 

Further, this was done at a time in which Emily had no pro hac vice status 31 

and had been removed from docket. 32 

 33 

4. DEFENDANT REFUSED TO DENY IN MEET AND CONFER  34 
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5. Plaintiff indicated he would drop the issue if they removed the offending 35 

documents. Defendant declined. Plaintiff asked “are you honestly telling me 36 

that the DocuSign evidence, the IP address you issued the document from, 37 

the IP address from [Mikkel’s] signature and the fact it says ‘Executed in 38 

Copenhagen’ when all of them trace back to his house 4 hours from 39 

Copenhagen in Tranbjerg… and that it was signed in 90 seconds. Are you 40 

telling me all of that is false?”… Defendant simply replied with “as I said 41 

before, that is client-attorney privileged work product” 42 

 43 

6. DEFENDANT PERJURED THEMSELVES - When confronted with the 44 

“Executed in Copenhagen” issue in RFA’s; Defendant perjured themselves 45 

as (Exhibit 2) clearly shows it was executed over 300km (4 hours) away, as 46 

were the source of all of Overby’s e-mails. 47 

a. REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 9. Admit that Mikkel Overby s 48 

declaration in this action falsely states it was executed in Copenhagen, 49 

Denmark.  50 

i. RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 9.   In 51 

addition to the General Objections set forth above, Rokoko 52 

objects to the extent that this Request seeks information 53 

irrelevant to the claims or defenses of any party. Rokoko further 54 
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objects to the extent that this Request seeks information 55 

protected by attorney-client privilege, work product doctrine, 56 

or another applicable privilege. Subject to and without waiving 57 

any of its objections, Rokoko responds as follows: Denied.   58 

 59 

7. When confronted with the fact that the two declarations contradict each 60 

other in multiple ways (a) one says never a citizen of California (b) the other 61 

admits from 2016-2020 they were) (c) one says the office is about 88.4 62 

square meters (d) the other says the office is 884 square meters. There are 63 

additional contradiction which make it clear,  Defendant perjured themselves 64 

when denying it: 65 

a. REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 16. Admit that Mikkel Overby s 66 

declaration contains contradictions with his earlier declaration. 67 

i. RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 16.   In 68 

addition to the General Objections set forth above, Rokoko 69 

objects that this Request is vague and ambiguous insofar as it 70 

fails to identify or define Mikkel Overby s declaration or earlier 71 

declaration, such that Rokoko is unable to formulate a response 72 

or otherwise admit in good faith. Rokoko further objects to the 73 

extent that this Request is vague and ambiguous with respect to 74 
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the term contradictions. Rokoko further objects that this 75 

Request is overbroad as to scope and time. Subject to and 76 

without waiving any of its objections, Rokoko responds as 77 

follows: Denied. 78 

 79 

8. Defendant again perjured themselves due to the clear contradictions in the 80 

two declarations which are plain-text and Defendant still denied them: 81 

a. REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 17. Admit that Mikkel Overby s 82 

declaration (Dkt #1) stated the HQ is 86.4 square meters but then in a 83 

later declaration contradicted himself in Dkt #62 by stating it was 84 

886.4 square meters 85 

i. RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 17.   In 86 

addition to the General Objections set forth above, Rokoko 87 

objects to the extent that this Request is compound, vague, and 88 

ambiguous as asked, such that Rokoko is unable to formulate a 89 

response or otherwise admit in good faith. Rokoko further 90 

objects that the square footages purportedly stated are not 91 

relevant to any claim or defense of any party to this action, 92 

such that this Request is unduly burdensome and harassing. 93 

Subject to and without waiving any of its objections, Rokoko 94 
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responds as follows: Denied. 95 

 96 

b. When confronted with the other issues in RFA’s, Defendant could not 97 

deny them: 98 

i. REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 12. Admit that attorneys 99 

from Reed Smith LLP assisted in drafting Mikkel Overby s 100 

declaration in this action.  101 

1. RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 102 

12.   In addition to the General Objections set forth 103 

above, Rokoko objects to the extent that this Request 104 

seeks information protected by the attorney-client 105 

privilege, work product doctrine, and other applicable 106 

privileges. Rokoko further objects to the extent that this 107 

Request seeks information that is not relevant to any 108 

claim or defense by any party. Rokoko further objects to 109 

the extent that this Request s attempt to pry into the 110 

mental impressions or litigation strategy of Rokoko s 111 

counsel is inappropriate, irrelevant to the any claims or 112 

defenses, unduly burdensome, and harassing. Rokoko 113 
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further objects that this Request is vague and ambiguous 114 

with respect to the undefined term “assisted”. 115 

c. REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 13. Admit that attorney Emily 116 

Graue assisted in drafting Katherine J. Ellena s declaration in this 117 

action.  118 

i. RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 13.   In 119 

addition to the General Objections set forth above, Rokoko 120 

objects to the extent that this Request seeks information 121 

protected by the attorney-client privilege, work product 122 

doctrine, and other applicable privileges. Rokoko further 123 

objects to the extent that this Request seeks information that is 124 

not relevant to any claim or defense by any party. Rokoko 125 

further objects to the extent that this Request s attempt to pry 126 

into the mental impressions or litigation strategy of Rokoko s 127 

counsel is irrelevant to the any claims or defenses, unduly 128 

burdensome, and harassing. Rokoko further objects to the 129 

extent that this Request is vague and ambiguous with respect to 130 

the undefined term “assisted”. 131 

 132 
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America 133 

that the foregoing is true and correct.  134 

 135 

Executed this 10th day of December, 2025, in Santa Clarita, California. 136 

 137 

Matthew R. Walsh 

Plaintiff In Pro Per 

 138 

  139 
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 140 

 141 

 142 

 143 

EXHIBIT 1 144 

  145 
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 146 

 147 

 148 

 149 
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 151 
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 153 

 154 

 155 

 156 
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 157 

 158 

 159 

EXHIBIT 2 160 

  161 
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Defendant Overby signing a sworn declaration which states that he works “day to 162 

day” in Copenhagen and that the declaration was executed in Copenhagen, 163 

Denmark. DocuSign metadata shows the signature was executed instead from 164 

Tranbjerg, Midjylland — approximately 300 km (4 hours) away — where Overby 165 

in fact resides and works. 166 

 167 

The metadata further confirms that the declaration was transmitted to Defendant 168 

from counsel and signed within 90 seconds of receipt, demonstrating that the 169 

declaration was drafted by counsel and merely rubber-stamped by Overby, not 170 

authored by him under penalty of perjury. 171 

 172 

 173 

 174 

 175 

cont. next page. 176 
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 177 
Overby’s emails resolve to a TDC home business account in Midtjylland, within the city of 178 

Tranbjerg (tip of a peninsula, across two islands) ~300 km away—[~8-hour daily commute]— 179 

 180 

Relevance: undercutting “day-to-day” Copenhagen operations (see also 13, 15). 181 

 182 
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 183 

 184 
  185 
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 186 

Google Maps confirms ~4 hrs / 300 km (or ~3 hrs by car transport ferry) from Overby’s IP 187 

location to Copenhagen office, further contradicting his “day-to-day” claim  188 

 189 

 190 
 191 

 192 

 193 

 194 

 195 

  196 
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 197 

 198 

 199 

 200 

EXHIBIT 3  201 

  202 
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Evidence of signature forgery, ghostwriting by Emily Graue and placing the 203 

signature of Katherine J. Ellena.  204 

 205 

Step 1: extract the PDF metadata. 206 

 207 

 208 

 209 

  210 
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Step 2: analyze and notice the last edits were in -04:00 timezone (Eastern/Chicago) 211 

this was found in all documents bearing Katherine J. Ellena’s signature; which 212 

would be impossible if she was the signer as her timezone is -07:00 (Pacific/Los 213 

Angeles) 214 

 215 

 216 

 217 
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 218 

  219 
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Step 3: Analyze e-mail headers from the attorneys and see who matches that -04:00 220 

timezone. Emily Graue (Chicago based) was the only match. 221 

 222 

 223 

 224 

 225 

Truncated e-mail header: 226 

 227 

 228 
Return-Path: <egraue@reedsmith.com> 229 

Delivered-To: matthew@winteryear.com 230 
Received: from gator3161.hostgator.com 231 

 by gator3161.hostgator.com with LMTP 232 
 id IE7VG2OJUGhxJwgANiI7Wg 233 
 (envelope-from <egraue@reedsmith.com>) 234 

 for <matthew@winteryear.com>; Mon, 16 Jun 2025 16:15:15 -0500 235 
Return-path: <egraue@reedsmith.com> 236 

Envelope-to: matthew@winteryear.com 237 
Delivery-date: Mon, 16 Jun 2025 16:15:15 -0500 238 
Received: from us-smtp-delivery-164.mimecast.com ([170.10.133.164]:45523) 239 

 by gator3161.hostgator.com with esmtps  (TLS1.2) tls 240 
TLS_ECDHE_RSA_WITH_AES_256_GCM_SHA384 241 
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 (Exim 4.98.1) 242 
 (envelope-from <egraue@reedsmith.com>) 243 

 id 1uRHAh-00000002lIR-1EAK 244 
 for matthew@winteryear.com; 245 

 Mon, 16 Jun 2025 16:15:15 -0500 246 
DKIM-Signature: v=1; a=rsa-sha256; c=relaxed/relaxed; d=reedsmith.com; 247 
 s=mimecast20171211; t=1750108503; 248 

 h=from:from:reply-to:subject:subject:date:date:message-id:message-id: 249 
  to:to:cc:cc:mime-version:mime-version:content-type:content-type; 250 

 bh=F36B5ycb/3sAzfpI/Pvc5kxaG7DE7kJ06Wr0VgGt6cM=; 251 
 b=AfwCTaVCvAMqknau97sCd+4HEbptBwreQpM2SJdUz8IJN3PaMI93Xb7IJXM5pqX8bMVyv252 
k 253 

 NRFZGMIS783RbS2dAuQcCumrNaIEY2xkZj1wbC3h/pYVDfsLVOgjESASNLQV5vAuOrFpQj 254 
 win6XCE11Gtyb1kfwyqCVsz6LgPEj92MA84BWZyi2rmqKsE8RzIBONeC/gs25P6EVqiic1 255 

 GGmi7KZ3Hrlp/PDw++SZ364n+1vjpnGVAR0hEkEkT3FW2cATx/oPAB1L9HXTb73oIfpqpL 256 
 XFztuWe9K3DAy/A/FIm2aBBKzmeFP6aahokvWK8fKE3SUdCQvrfmCZhcWVY2Kw== 257 
Received: from CY3PR05CU001.outbound.protection.outlook.com 258 

 (mail-westcentralusazon11023081.outbound.protection.outlook.com 259 
 [40.93.201.81]) by relay.mimecast.com with ESMTP with STARTTLS 260 

 (version=TLSv1.3, cipher=TLS_AES_256_GCM_SHA384) id 261 
 us-mta-98-un4mOiQ5Me6DEWbYIKIqMg-2; Mon, 16 Jun 2025 17:14:59 -0400 262 
X-MC-Unique: un4mOiQ5Me6DEWbYIKIqMg-2 263 

X-Mimecast-MFC-AGG-ID: un4mOiQ5Me6DEWbYIKIqMg_1750108498 264 
Received: from DS7PR03MB5607.namprd03.prod.outlook.com (2603:10b6:5:2ce::21) 265 

 by CO1PR03MB5875.namprd03.prod.outlook.com (2603:10b6:303:90::21) with 266 
 Microsoft SMTP Server (version=TLS1_2, 267 
 cipher=TLS_ECDHE_RSA_WITH_AES_256_GCM_SHA384) id 15.20.8835.29; Mon, 16 Jun 268 

 2025 21:14:54 +0000 269 
Received: from DS7PR03MB5607.namprd03.prod.outlook.com 270 

 ([fe80::a0e4:2ab9:62a7:6eb1]) by DS7PR03MB5607.namprd03.prod.outlook.com 271 
 ([fe80::a0e4:2ab9:62a7:6eb1%5]) with mapi id 15.20.8835.025; Mon, 16 Jun 272 
2025 273 

 21:14:53 +0000 274 
From: "Graue, Emily H." <EGraue@reedsmith.com> 275 

To: "matthew@winteryear.com" <matthew@winteryear.com> 276 
CC: "Galibois, Michael B." <MGalibois@reedsmith.com>, "Ellena, Katherine J." 277 
 <KEllena@reedsmith.com> 278 

Subject: Notice - Ex Parte Application for Additional Time to Respond to the 279 
 Complaint Filing 280 

Thread-Topic: Notice - Ex Parte Application for Additional Time to Respond to 281 
 the Complaint Filing 282 
Thread-Index: AdvfA5Uklv7cx5VoQcyLq5hhadjj1w== 283 

Date: Mon, 16 Jun 2025 21:14:53 +0000 284 

 285 

 286 

 287 

 288 
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