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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: DEFENDANTS RULE 

37 LETTER 

 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 
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1. DEFENDANT REFUSED TO CURE DEFECTIVE DOCUMENTS 15 

On November 10, 2025 and November 11, 2025 Defendant served 16 

noncompliant discovery documents which had numbers that overlapped and 17 

were not sequential. 18 

2. Defendant was notified four times of the defects. 19 

3. Defendant refused to cure them by the response deadline (December 3, 20 

2025). 21 

4. Plaintiff was well aware of Defendants strategy, so, he filed (Dkt #109) 22 

“NOTICE OF DEFENDANTS REFUSAL TO CURE DEFECTIVE 23 

DISCOVERY REQUESTS, PLAINTIFFS INABILITY TO RESPOND”. 24 

Defendant too ignored this filing. 25 

5. DEFENDANT REFUSED TO CURE, FORCED WAIVER -  26 

On December 10, 2025 Defendant sent a Rule 37 letter asserting: 27 

a. Rights to object have now been waived 28 

b. Even if their numbers overlapped, Plaintiff still must answer. 29 

c. Just because they didn’t produce any discovery, doesn’t mean Plaintiff 30 

can withhold. (not the issue here) 31 
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d. They will seek costs and sanctions against Plaintiff for moving him to 32 

Compel, instead of simply curing the discovery requests and re-33 

serving them.  34 

6. A copy of the letter is attached hereto (Exhibit 1) 35 

7. DEFENDANT DEMANDED PLAINTIFF ANSWER ANYWAYS 36 

Plaintiff indicated in numerous e-mails that they were defective and instead 37 

of curing them over about a month and a half, Defendant just denied that 38 

there was any issue. When finally presented with Docket #109 (which they 39 

had never even read); they admit they are defective but demand they be 40 

answered anyways as-is (Exhibit 2) 41 

8. DEFENDANT RE-SERVED DISCOVERY, STILL DID NOT CURE 42 

9. Plaintiff received re-served discovery from Defendant on Monday, 43 

December 15, 2025 and they once again refused to cure the numbering 44 

defect but demand that it be answered. (Exhibit 3)  45 

10. In a meet and confer on December 16, 2025; Defendant stated “you are 46 

really going to put this in your sanctions motion?” and then stated “We will 47 

oppose on the grounds you are intentionally moving around Rule 11 safe 48 

harbor provisions”… “The judge will not be happy you are wasting his time 49 

with this.” 50 
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11. THE RULES DISALLOW THIS 51 

It is not Plaintiff’s job to continually fact-check the Defendant, verify their 52 

caselaw, nor perform document review and fix defects in their filings. This 53 

problem could have been solved in under a minute, however, they simply 54 

refuse to act in good faith. Rule 34(b)(2)(A) - (B)  requires that a discovery 55 

request must be: clear, unambiguous, sequential, readable, capable of being 56 

answered without inference.  57 

12. Overlapping numbering violates the rules because it invites: ambiguity,   58 

uncertainty about which question is being answered, uncertainty about 59 

which request corresponds to which response,  risk of mismatch between 60 

objections and items,  risk of Defendant claiming “Plaintiff didn't answer X” 61 

when Plaintiff actually did. 62 

13. In a practical example, the issue becomes clear: 63 

a. REQUEST FOR ADMISSION 27: ADMIT you were at [location] 64 

on [Date, Time]: ANSWER: True 65 

b. Then later in the sequence, the number is duplicated 66 

c. REQUEST FOR ADMISSION 27: ADMIT you fired the gun that 67 

later cost [victim] their life. ANSWER: False 68 
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14. This creates a severe logical paradox in which one answer could be 69 

substituted for another and have major consequences and therefore 70 

Defendant is entirely at fault for any such delays with discovery. 71 

 72 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America 73 

that the foregoing is true and correct.  74 

 75 

Executed this 10th day of December, 2025, in Santa Clarita, California. 76 

 77 

Matthew R. Walsh 

Plaintiff In Pro Per 

 78 

 79 

 80 

 81 

 82 
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 83 

EXHIBIT 1 84 

  85 
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 89 

 90 

EXHIBIT 2 91 

  92 
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 93 

Defendant was made aware that their discovery requests are defective and must be 94 

corrected. 95 

 96 

  97 
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Defendant refused to look at the documents and instead declared they are not 98 

defective. 99 

 100 

  101 
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 102 

Defendant sent a Rule 37 letter (Exhibit 1) stating Plaintiff had waived his 103 

objections and must answer or be compelled. Plaintiff responded: 104 

 105 

  106 
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Plainitff then sent Dkt #109 as a Courtesy since they had not looked at it; which 107 

clearly shows the errors: 108 

 109 

  110 
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Defendant, after seeing Dkt #109 and after a month and a half of denying they 111 

were defective, finally admits they are; however, demands that they be answered 112 

as-is anyways: 113 

 114 

  115 
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 117 

 118 

 119 

EXHIBIT 3 120 

  121 
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Defendant served the same discovery sets once more after much back and forth 122 

regarding curing the numbering, however, again, refused to cure. 123 

 124 
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