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 8 

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

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

and would testify competently hereto. All text, images and exhibits herein 11 
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are true and accurate copies which I have received or have made and I am 12 

authenticating all of them under the penalty of perjury. 13 

 14 

EXHIBIT 1. Defendant says DENIED that the animation files does 15 

not contain CMI. This exhibit shows it does extensively and matches 16 

the exact requirements of the statute. This is a sole required material 17 

fact which causes three CoA’s to rise or fall. 18 

EXHIBIT 2. Defendant says DENIED that the terms were changed in 19 

2025 to allow retroactive I.P. rights. This exhibit shows their own 20 

March, 22, 2025 effective e-mail announcing the change, their own 21 

software installer from present day showing that same effective date; 22 

and the installer displaying the very retroactive rights granted. 23 

EXHIBIT 3. Defendant says DENIED that they did not refuse to 24 

provide parts to Plaintiff. This exhibit shows e-mails where they did 25 

just that for 7 months. 26 

EXHIBIT 4. Defendant says NONE LOCATED to 3rd party contracts 27 

regarding AI/ML use. This exhibit shows multiple, signed, 3rd party 28 

contracts for AI/ML use of the data. 29 

EXHIBIT 5. Defendant says DENIED except for 2% ownership 30 

overlap. This exhibit shows business records, signed agreements, 31 
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property information and IP address traces showing 78% of ownership 32 

overlap and commingled operations. 33 

EXHIBIT 6. Defendant said DENIED to overlapping board meetings. 34 

This exhibit shows Rokoko board members and owners, with Rokoko 35 

e-mail addresses, at Rokoko’s physical office conducting CoCo Care 36 

board meetings… While RFA #4 was DENIED as “only 2% overlap” 37 

EXHIBIT 7. Defendant said NONE LOCATED regarding posts or 38 

comments they; or their agents or representatives have made online 39 

about Plaintiff. This exhibit shows defamatory Wikipedia entries 40 

made by the Defendants which trace to the Defendants cell phone; at 41 

the Defendants office in Copenhagen. Another IP address trace 42 

appears similarly close to their Copenhagen office in an outside town 43 

relative to Jakob Balslev’s apartment. The exhibit also shows Rokoko 44 

admitting in this very Court that Corridor Digital is a business partner. 45 

The exhibit then shows Corridor Digital’s reddit where they posted 46 

about the Plaintiff, then a YouTube and Spotify series where they 47 

admit (and show) they are actively speaking via text/DM with Rokoko 48 

while plainly defaming the Plaintiff to their 10M followers. 49 

EXHIBIT 8. Defendant said NONE LOCATED for the definition of 50 

the word they invented “anonymized” nor any published policies on 51 
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how it is done or what it is. This exhibit shows their own privacy 52 

policy explains it, as does their own website in multiple areas and 53 

their own 2025 terms and conditions agreement. 54 

EXHIBIT 9. Defendant maintained DENIED for over six months that 55 

this handwritten signature – is a handwritten signature. 56 

EXHIBIT 10. Defendant said DENIED when asked if a personal 57 

declaration (asserting as fact all the owners and managers work day to 58 

day in Copenhagen) erroneously states it was executed in 59 

Copenhagen. This exhibit shows the DocuSign records, IP address 60 

traces, driving directions and maps showing it was executed at Mikkel 61 

Overby’s home internet account in Tranbjerg, Midtjylland; nearly 4-62 

hours two large islands away. and 300km from Copenhagen, 63 

Denmark. An impossible daily commute of ~8 hours. The exhibit 64 

further shows that very signatory Mikkel Overby’s IP address for 65 

every work related e-mail traces again back to Tranbjerg; never 66 

Copenhagen. DocuSign records confirm. 67 

EXHIBIT 11. Defendant objected to admitting to a false word count on 68 

a Motion to Dismiss (6,999 words); then painted the Plaintiff across 69 

filings as a liar while objecting to his request to exceed word counts. 70 

This exhibit shows a forensic word counting of their Motion to 71 
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Dismiss which shows it is actually 7,351 words. A difference of about 72 

an extra page. It also includes a video of Plaintiff performing page by 73 

page accurate word counts. 74 

EXHIBIT 12. Defendant opposed RFA #43 because “EULA” is vague 75 

and ambiguous. This exhibit shows they defined EULA in their own 76 

initial disclosures and said they’d rely upon it at trial. The Exhibit 77 

further shows their terms, on their website, define EULA. 78 

EXHIBIT 13. The Defendant told the Court they had never spoken with 79 

any other third parties regarding Plaintiff’s subpoenas. This exhibit 80 

shows not only did the subpoena participants object the same day they 81 

were signed, not even served yet; but Rokoko was on CC already. 82 

Further, it shows the parties coordinated with their employees and 83 

security staff to refuse access by the service processor; even the law 84 

firm of Nave-Z who went so far as to instruct security to state (a) the 85 

business moved and (b) never heard of them all while Plaintiff was on 86 

the phone with the firm and the processor. It wasn’t until sanctions 87 

were threatened against the attorneys that they accepted service. 88 

EXHIBIT 14. The Defendant told the Court the subpoenas were issued 89 

in August, ahead of discovery and that’s why they should be mooted. 90 
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This exhibit shows they were actually signed, stamped and issued 91 

after discovery opened on September 26, 2025. 92 

 93 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America 94 

that the foregoing is true and correct. 95 

 96 

Executed this March 30, 2026, in Santa Clarita, California. 97 

 98 

Matthew R. Walsh 
Plaintiff In Pro Per 

 99 

 100 

 101 

  102 
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 103 

 104 

EXHIBIT 1 105 

  106 
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RFA No. 20 Admit that your animations contain CMI including but not limited to 107 

(authors name, unique serial numbers, other unique identifiers).  108 

Response: Denied. 109 

 110 

 111 
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Here is the CMI in the animations: Full name, e-mail, userID, body measurements, 112 

device serial numbers, device name/mode, created/modified times. 113 

 114 

 115 

 116 

Other actor names / info who are in the scene 117 
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 118 

Unique serial numbers, names, etc. 119 

 120 

Defendants’ own definition of CMI which they “anonymise” 121 

 122 

 123 

 124 
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 125 

 126 

EXHIBIT 2 127 

  128 
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Defendant answered DENIED to: “Admit that after March 2025, your terms of 129 

service were changed to grant you the right to “anonymize” animations and resell 130 

them to third parties.” This is their announcement e-mail, from March, 22, 2025 131 

directly contradicting that denial: 132 

 133 
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Here is their present-day software showing March, 22, 2025 as the effective date of 134 

those terms, the date from the e-mail. 135 

 136 

  137 
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Here are the terms showing that wording: 138 

 139 

  140 
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 141 

 142 

 143 

EXHIBIT 3 144 

  145 
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Rokoko refused parts from September 2024 to present.  146 

 147 

In February, when they were aware litigation would be forthcoming, they stated 148 

they’d look into some used parts… that never materialized  149 
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 150 

 151 

 152 

  153 
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 154 

 155 

 156 

EXHIBIT 4 157 

  158 
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 159 

 160 

The evidence shows otherwise: 161 
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 162 

 163 

  164 
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Further, the Defendant’s website openly states they have commercial agreements 165 

for the animation date: 166 

 167 

  168 
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Concerning Naver-Z; they started a $100M fund in 2022, the same year the 169 

Defendant’s launched their pitch deck and plans to monetize users animation data 170 

with third parties: 171 

 172 
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Also in 2022, the Defendants openly stated in a TechCrunch interview that they 173 

precisely received investments from Naver-Z for the commercial sharing of 174 

animation data: 175 

 176 

 177 

  178 
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And here is one of the agreements signed by Naver-Z CEO Chang Kim. Precisely a 179 

document Rokoko says doesn’t exist. 180 

 181 

  182 
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Another one of the Defendant’s third parties who received animation data and used 183 

it for Artificial Intelligence training is Yellow. They received animation data 184 

(Plaintiff’s intellectual property) to train AI models to automatically make 185 

characters and animations directly into their systems including Daz Studio. 186 

 187 

 188 

 189 

 190 

 191 

Case 2:25-cv-05340-ODW-RAO     Document 161-1     Filed 03/30/26     Page 25 of 75   Page
ID #:4405



 

~ 26 ~ 

The Defendants claim no such agreements exist, however, here is such an 192 

agreement, signed by Yellow and Rokoko CEO Jakob Balslev 193 

 194 

 195 

The Defendants answer to the RFP provided is demonstrably false. 196 

 197 

  198 
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 199 

 200 

 201 

 202 

EXHIBIT 5 203 

  204 
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Defendant falsely denied RFA #4 205 

 206 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION No. 4:  207 

Admit that Rokoko Care (“CoCo”) and Rokoko Electronics share common 208 

ownership. 209 

RESPONSE TO RFA #4: 210 

Admitted insofar as the only shared owners of Rokoko Electronics and 211 

Coco Care are minority shareholders of Rokoko Electronics with less than 212 

2% ownership. Denied as to the remainder of the Request 213 

 214 

Corporation records actually show a completely different story: 215 

 216 

 217 

 218 
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 219 

Here is clear overlap with the COO Mikel Overby, co/founder Matias Sondergaard 220 

and Trifork: 221 

 222 

 223 

 224 
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Here is more overlap involving CEO Jakob Balslev and head of Rokoko board 225 

member Jess Tropp: 226 

 227 

 228 
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And again Mikkel Overby and Matias Sondergaard: 229 

 230 

  231 
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And another with Trifork, CEO Jakob Balslev, Rokoko board head Jess Tropp, 232 

Rokoko COO Mikkel Overby, Rokoko co-founder Matias Sondergaard, Head of 233 

Product/CPO & Co-Founder Jakob Fisker (who developed CoCo care, while 234 

working at Rokoko from 2020 - 2024 using Rokoko animation data (“Plaintiff’s 235 

intellectual property”). He then went to work full time on CoCo care. 236 

 237 
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 238 

 239 
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 240 

Rokoko has shown even while facing litigation that they will falsely represent the 241 

shared ownership of Rokoko Care/CoCo care. Mikkel Overby distanced himself 242 

from it stating “we therefore required that they changed the company name”. 243 

There is no they, he is an overlapping owner of  both. 244 

 245 
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Rokoko Electronics, ApS is an owner of Rokoko Care/CoCo; as are the owners of 246 

Rokoko Electronics. CoCo care, also has the same office address as Rokoko 247 

Electronics: 248 

 249 

  250 
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 251 

 252 

The Defendant’s statement is materially false. 253 

 254 

  255 
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 256 

 257 

 258 

EXHIBIT 6 259 

  260 
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Defendant falsely denied RFA #5 261 

 262 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION No. 4:  263 

Admit that Rokoko Care (“CoCo”) and Rokoko Electronics have held joint 264 

or overlapping board meetings. 265 

RESPONSE TO RFA #4: 266 

Denied 267 

 268 

Here are the overlapping board meeting minutes in which Rokoko members, using 269 

both Rokoko Care and Rokoko e-mail addresses; along with Mikkel Lucas Overby 270 

listed as the COO engaged in board meetings. This is one of several examples. 271 

 272 
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 273 

 274 

  275 
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Matias’ IP address while in this board meeting for CoCo Care traced to the Rokoko 276 

headquarters. 277 

 278 

 279 

The Defendants’ statement is demonstrably false. 280 

 281 

  282 
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 283 

 284 

 285 

EXHIBIT 7 286 

  287 
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 288 

 289 

 290 

 291 

The evidence says otherwise. Corridor is a business partner, and therefore an 292 

agent who spoke on Rokoko’s behalf. 293 

 294 
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 295 

 296 

 297 

  298 
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 299 

Further, Rokoko and their agents made comments on Wikipedia: 300 
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 301 

  302 
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The other (2A02:AA7:411B:AFD6:F406:EB5B:122D:9DDF) is both the IP 303 

address for Sharleenbrando123 and the other poster present. It traced directly back 304 

to the Defendant’s Copenhagen office, to a cell phone through Sweden’s Hi Three 305 

telecommunications company (hi3gaccess.se), indicating it is the Defendant or an 306 

agent. 307 

 308 

 309 

 310 

The Defendants answer to the RFP provided is demonstrably false. 311 

 312 

  313 
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 314 

 315 

 316 

EXHIBIT 8 317 

  318 
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 319 

 320 

 321 

 322 

The RFP asks even simply for a “definition” or “policy” concerning 323 

‘anonymization’. Rokoko says it doesn’t have it. The evidence says otherwise. 324 
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 325 

The RFP asks for any policy… This is their privacy policy: 326 

 327 
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 328 

 329 
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 330 

 331 

 332 

The Defendants answer to the RFP provided is demonstrably false. 333 
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 334 

 335 

 336 

EXHIBIT 9  337 
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Defendant DENIED that this was a handwritten signature from September 2025 to 338 

March 20, 2026; admitting it only when the second Motion to Compel was 339 

pending. 340 

 341 

  342 

Case 2:25-cv-05340-ODW-RAO     Document 161-1     Filed 03/30/26     Page 53 of 75   Page
ID #:4433



 

~ 54 ~ 

 343 

 344 

 345 

EXHIBIT 10  346 
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Defendant falsely denied RFA #9 347 

 348 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION No. 9:  349 

Admit that Mikkel Overby’s declaration in this action falsely states it was executed in 350 

Copenhagen, Denmark. 351 

 352 

RESPONSE TO RFA #4: 353 

Denied  354 

 355 

 356 

 357 
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 358 
Overby’s emails resolve to a TDC home business account in Midtjylland, within the city of 359 

Tranbjerg (tip of a peninsula, across two islands) ~300 km away—[~8-hour daily commute]— 360 

 361 

Relevance: undercutting “day-to-day” Copenhagen operations (see also 13, 15). 362 

 363 
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 364 

 365 
  366 
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Google Maps confirms ~4 hrs / 300 km (or ~3 hrs by car transport ferry) from Overby’s IP 368 

location to Copenhagen office, further contradicting his “day-to-day” claim  369 

 370 

 371 

 372 

 373 

  374 
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 376 

 377 

 378 

EXHIBIT 11  379 
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Defendant states their word count is 6,999 in the Motion to Dismiss that was 380 

granted. One less than the limit of 7,000. 381 

 382 

They then, affirmed that including footnotes the number is exactly 6,999 and used 383 

that statement to block a word limit increase so Plainitff could oppose: 384 

 385 

  386 
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Counting was performed using a copy-paste method to take only the written 387 

content, placing it into a word counter. 388 

 389 

 390 

 391 

The word count is actually 7,351 words. It’s a small issue that is so simple to just 392 

review and admit, but the Defendant says DENIED. 393 

 394 

 395 

 396 

 397 

Plaintiff has provided a video showing the counting process so it can be 398 

indisputable:  https://youtu.be/tNVr4PaipmA  399 
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 400 

 401 

 402 

 403 

 404 

EXHIBIT 12 405 

  406 
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Defendant opposed RFA #43 because “EULA” is vague and ambiguous. This 407 

exhibit shows they defined EULA in their own initial disclosures and said they’d 408 

rely upon it at trial. 409 

 410 

 411 
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Their own website and terms use and define “EULA” as “End User License 412 

Agreement”.  413 

  414 
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 415 

EXHIBIT 13 416 

  417 
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Defendant stated they’ve only communicated with one of the third parties which is 418 

DocuSign: 419 

 420 

The service processor was avoided by Naver-Z Corp’s attorneys in extreme ways. 421 

 422 

They first instructed the security company to disallow access: 423 

 424 

 425 
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Plaintiff sent them back after a phone call to the law firm showed they were there. 426 

They did not answer the door. A call again, showed they were there: 427 

 428 

 429 

After repeated attempts, they notified the security company to tell the processor 430 

that he didn’t know who they were.  431 

 432 

 433 
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Finally, I called the office and demanded they accept service and if they did not, I 434 

would seek sanctions against them and complain to the bar. They stated they would 435 

accept service and apologize. 436 

 437 

 438 

Nearly a week went by hearing nothing from them. Then an e-mail response came 439 

in. Rokoko’s attorneys were on CC. 440 
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 441 

 442 

  443 
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Precisely the same thing happened with Rokoko’s self-described Business Partner 444 

from Ex. 3… Corridor digital. They were made immediately aware of forthcoming 445 

subpoenas and refused to accept service for days. The processor marked the 446 

address invalid. 447 

 448 

 449 

 450 

Eventually, they ended up allowing a service processor in, then locking her indoors 451 

in the lobby for nearly three hours. 452 

  453 

  454 
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I requested they try again hoping it’d be different, it wasn’t. 455 

 456 

 457 

 458 

It is also clear from this e-mail, that the Defendants never spoke to DocuSign in 459 

August like they inferred to the Court, but rather… In September, the very day the 460 

subpoenas were signed and stamped; not even having been served yet; 461 

complete with objections they are not legally allowed to make on DocuSigns’ 462 

behalf. 463 

 464 

 465 

  466 
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EXHIBIT 14  469 
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Defendant told the Magistrate Judge that the subpoenas in question were issued 470 

before discovery opened in August. That’s false. She is conflating two different 471 

scenarios. 472 

 473 
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 474 

 475 

The conflation happens as Scenario 1 is: Subpoenas were issued early as a mistake, 476 

but were REFUSED because the parties noticed there was no clerk stamp.Those 477 

were mooted. Defendants never once objected to any of those subpoenas. 478 

 479 

Scenario 2 was: Plaintiff waited until after discovery opened, then issued NEW 480 

subpoenas. Those subpoenas Defendant had objected to. They were timely, they 481 

were valid and they were disrupted ex-parte. They are clearly stamped and dated 482 

September 26, 2025.  483 

 484 

Discovery opened September 9, 2025 (Dkt #71) 485 

 486 

 487 

 488 

 489 
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One of several subpoenas issued timely, stamped, signed and served which 490 

Defendant told the Court was issued in August to defeat them: 491 

 492 

 493 

 494 

 495 
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