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MATTHEW R. WALSH 

19197 GOLDEN VALLEY RD #333 

SANTA CLARITA, CA 91387 

(661) 644-0012 

Plaintiff In Pro Per, 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

 CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

MATTHEW R. WALSH 

19197 GOLDEN VALLEY RD #333 

SANTA CLARITA, CA 91387, 

Plaintiff In Pro Per, 

vs. 

ROKOKO ELECTRONICS 

(AND DOES 1 THROUGH 50, 

INCLUSIVE) 

31416 AGOURA RD STE 118 

WESTLAKE VILLAGE, CA  

91361 

Defendant 

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

 

Before: Hon. Otis D. Wright II 

Courtroom 5D 

 

Hearing date: November 10, 2025  

Hearing time: 1:30PM 

 

DECLARATION OF MATTHEW R. 

WALSH  

ISO MOTION FOR SANCTIONS 

RE: EVIDENTIARY PACKAGE 

 

 

 

DECLARATION OF MATTHEW R. WALSH  

ISO MOTION FOR SANCTIONS RE: EVIDENTIARY PACKAGE 

 

I, Matthew R. Walsh, declare as follows: 

 I am the Plaintiff in this action. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth 

herein and, if called as a witness, could and would testify competently thereto. All 
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exhibits attached hereto are true and accurate copies of documents I have received 

or made. 

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

that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on October 10, 2025, in Santa Clarita, California. 

 

Matthew R. Walsh 

Plaintiff in pro per 

 

 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS OF EXHIBITS 

• EXHIBIT 1 – Defendant’s Counsel admits Corridor Digital is a “business 

partner” after Corridor published a defamatory podcast episode about Plaintiff 

and the case; simultaneously while admitting “we are talking to him [Rokoko] 

right now” while live on air. 

• EXHIBIT 2 – Defamatory statements about Plaintiff and the case show IP 

addresses belonging to, and tracing directly to Defendant. A third user 
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SharleenBrando123 appears to make legal conclusions and appeared making 

these statements the same day ReedSmith was hired. 

• EXHIBIT 3 – Emails with Trifork. They claim first to have had no interactions 

with Defendants. Faced with contrary evidence, they ignore e-mails. Once 

Defendant’s letter admitting their business dealings was presented, they echoed 

Defendant’s Counsels words to avoid subpoena enforcement. 

• EXHIBIT 4 – Naver-Z made service of the subpoenas impossible until a phone 

call and threats of a motion to compel / sanctions were presented to the lawfirm. 

• EXHIBIT 5 – DocuSign gave a compliance date to produce the documents. 

They indicated Counsel falsely told them a meet and confer over a motion to 

quash has occurred. They then echoed Counsel’s words to avoid subpoena 

enforcement. E-mails definitively show, no 37-1 meet and confer was 

scheduled or had occurred. 

• EXHIBIT 6 – Defendant’s demand letter, filled with AI-fabricated caselaw. 

• EXHIBIT 7 – Naver-Z USA counsel told Plaintiff nothing in possession 

concerning Rokoko, however, CC’ed their Counsel before doing so. 

• EXHIBIT 8 – DocuSign showing Naver-Z CEO engaging with Defendant in 

business contracts 

• EXHIBIT 9 – ESG report showing Naver-Z USA and Corp commingle 

disclosure and information 
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• EXHIBIT 10 – Corridor Digital certificate of non-service 

• EXHIBIT 11 -  Plaintiff’s service by e-mail/instant message as an exception 

• EXHIBIT 12– Defendant’s refusal to participate in 26(f) or 36-1 and Plaintiff’s 

good faith attempts. 

• EXHIBIT 13 – Defendant openly states they will no longer meet and confer 

with Plaintiff unless their unilateral demands are met. 

• EXHIBIT 14 – Defendant had received the clerk signed subpoenas on 

September 26, 2025 but presented unsigned subpoenas to the Court instead days 

later in order to damage Plaintiff’s credibility.  

• EXHIBIT 15– All subpoenas cured with the clerk prior to Defense 

intentionally presenting the Court with non-signed subpoenas. 

• EXHIBIT 16 - Defendant’s Rule 11 safe harbor letter 
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EXHIBIT 1 
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Upon being confronted with evidence of their long-standing relationship, ReedSmith admits 

Rokoko and Corridor Digital are business partners and the terms of which are “confidential”. 

Further, they bolster these arguments with AI-fabricated caselaw. 
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EXHIBIT 2 
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From May 7, 2025 (the day Defendant hired ReedSmtih); Defendant made 

permanent, public statements on Wikipedia which accuse Plaintiff of 

“Defamation”, “false statements”, “false information”, “false accusations” and 
further wished to cast doubt on the actual existence of the case by referring to it as 

a “supposed lawsuit”. 
 

 
 

Defendant did this while also telling the Court that Plaintiff was running a 

“harassment campaign” against them, which is clearly the opposite. (Dkt #15, p.4, 
s.II) 

 

 
 

One of the IP addresses in question (“2a02:aa7:411b:afd6:f406:eb5b:122d:9ddf”) 
resolve to their “HQ” office. 
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EXHIBIT 3 
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Trifork claimed they have had no interactions with Defendants, Plaintiff provides multiple points 

of contrary proof. They ignore it. Plaintiff then sends a letter from Defendants admitting Trifork 

is a 22.4% owner. Trifork responds with a stonewall e-mail and echoes Counsel’s words ‘your 
subpoenas are invalid as the clerk didn’t sign them’. Plaintiff provided them with the cured 
subpoenas and they further ignored them. 
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EXHIBIT 4  
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Naver-Z made service nearly impossible until a phone call was placed threatening 

a motion to compel/sanctions if they do not accept service as the registered agent 

and law firm of Naver-Z 
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EXHIBIT 5 
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DocuSign agreed to produce document(s), however, Defendant notified DocuSign 

to cease production and falsely claims “meet and confer to quash has been 

initiated” after no such conference had been scheduled. 
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EXHIBIT 6 
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Defendant’s demand letter. Almost entirely full of AI-fabricated caselaw. 
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EXHIBIT 7 
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Naver-Z USA claims no responsive records with Rokoko Electronics, however, when sending that objection – 

Counsel included Rokoko’s counsel on the e-mail demonstrating that Naver-Z’s counsel has some type of legal 

communication or relationship to Rokoko Electronics; or that Defendants are actively obstructing discovery with 

third parties. 
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EXHIBIT 8 
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Plaintiff provided Naver-Z with DocuSign evidence showing it’s own CEO signed an agreement with Rokoko 

Electronics, after Naver-Z claimed “The Subpoena appears premised on the incorrect assumption that Naver Z USA 

or its subsidiaries has had any “agreements, payments, communications, or documents” concerning Rokoko 

Electronics. That is incorrect.” 
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EXHIBIT 9 
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ESG report showing all Naver-Z subsidiaries have unified operational and 

financial reporting locus across all subsidiaries undercutting their claims of no data 

in their control.
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EXHIBIT 10 
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Corridor Digital – certificate of non-service. 
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EXHIBIT 11 
  

Case 2:25-cv-05340-ODW-RAO     Document 80-1     Filed 10/10/25     Page 38 of 70   Page
ID #:1992



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

PAGE 39  

Case 2:25-cv-05340-ODW-RAO     Document 80-1     Filed 10/10/25     Page 39 of 70   Page
ID #:1993



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

PAGE 40 

The images were sent instead a PHP script instead of just a flat image so that 

tracking data could be ascertained, indicating the file was in fact opened and 

received. 
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Multiple people opened the e-mail, multiple times. 
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Corridor uses Gmail for their e-mail back end, except two users, which also appear 

in the tracking data. 
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No bounce backs occurred indicating no bad addresses. 
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Corridor was also notified by DM on Facebook and Instagram 
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EXHIBIT 12 
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PAGE 47 

On or about September 16, 2025 both parties agreed on September 30, 2025 for a 

26(f) conference. 

 

 

Counsel began attaching conditions to the 26(f) conference date such as requiring 

the meeting to cover more topics that are not part of a 26(f) but required under LR 

7-3 and LR 31-7 
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Plaintiff objected to the unilateral conditions 
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Counsel began to paint Plaintiff as “unwilling” to meet and confer. 

 

 

Plaintiff clarified his position and that the 30th was only for a 26(f) 
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Plaintiff agreed to some of Defendant’s demands reluctantly while narrowing the 
scope of the meeting. Defendant refused to accept these terms. 

 

 

Plaintiff followed up with Defendant in good faith since no reply was received.
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PAGE 51 

After Defendant made threats of Court involvement, Plaintiff reiterated that he will 

now allow a 26(f) to turn into a free for all deposition of him. 

 

 

Counsel openly states she will no longer meet and confer with Plaintiff unless she 

can record the calls. 
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Plaintiff reiterated his position and once again, also demanded that Counsel stop 

making false statements that he “mischaracterized” the only 7-3 conference ever. 

Plaintiff further demanded that Counsel engage in 26(f), proceed through discovery 

and reach the merits. Defendant refused. 

 

 

Defendant refused and cancelled the 26(f) meet and confer, the 37-1 and the 7-3. 
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EXHIBIT 13 
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Counsel openly states she will no longer meet and confer with Plaintiff unless she 

can record the calls. 
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EXHIBIT 14 
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Plaintiff provided Defendant with the signed and stamped subpoenas on or about 

September 26th, 2025. Counsel chose to not present these to the Court but instead 

unsigned subpoenas. 
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 EXHIBIT 15 
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Reed Smith LLP

515 S. Flower Street
Suite 4300

Los Angeles, CA 90071
+1 213 457 8000

Fax +1 213 457 8080
reedsmith.com

Katherine J. Ellena 

Direct Phone:  +1 213 457 8254 
Email:  kellena@reedsmith.com 

September 30, 2025 

By Electronic Mail 

Matthew R. Walsh  

19197 Golden Valley Rd. #333 

Santa Clarita, CA 91387 

(661) 644-0012

matthew@winteryear.com

Re: Federal Rule of Civil Procedure, Rule 11 Letter Regarding Plaintiff�s September 29, 2025 

�Request for Judicial Notice Re: Defendant�s Reliance on Fabricated Caselaw�  

Dear Mr. Walsh:  

We write pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure, Rule 11 regarding your frivolous filing on 

September 29, 2025 titled �Request for Judicial Notice Re: Defendant�s Reliance on Fabricated Caselaw� 

in which you falsely accuse Rokoko of relying on authorities in its September 25, 2025 meet and confer 

letter to you that are either AI-generated or that do not contain the quoted statements for which they were 

cited by Rokoko. 

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure, Rule 11 imposes a duty on a party signing a pleading �to certify 

that they have conducted a reasonable inquiry and have determined that any papers filed with the court 

are well grounded in fact, legally tenable and �not interposed for any improper purpose.��  Cooter & Gell 

v. Hartmarx Corp., 496 U.S. 384, 393 (1990); see also Fed. R. Civ. P. 11.  The purpose of the rule is to 
deter baseless filings.  Cooter, 496 U.S. at 393; Phonometrics, Inc. v. Econ. Inns of Am., 349 F.3d 1356, 
1362 (Fed. Cir. 2003) (quoting Battles v. City of Ft. Myers, 127 F.3d 1298, 1300 (11th Cir. 1997) (the 
�1993 amendment to Rule 11 emphasizes an attorney�s continuing obligations to make inquiries, and thus 
the rule allows sanctions when an attorney continues �insisting upon a position after it is no longer 
tenable.��)).  Thus, a party is subject to Rule 11 sanctions if it continues to advocate claims after learning 
they lack merit.  See Fed. R. Civ. P. 11, advisory committee note to 1993 amendments, (Rule 11 

violations �include reaffirming to the court and advocating positions contained in those pleadings and 

motions after learning that they have ceased to have any merit.�); Fed. R. Civ. P. 11(b); Phonometrics, 

349 F.3d at 1362.

Even a cursory review of the authorities cited by Rokoko, which are enclosed herewith, 

demonstrate that your Request for Judicial Notice, which you signed under penalty of perjury, is meritless. 

We therefore demand that you withdraw your Request for Judicial Notice within twenty-one (21) days of 

the date of this letter.  See Fed. R. Civ. P. 11(c)(2).  If the Request for Judicial Notice is not withdrawn 

within the twenty-one (21) day safe harbor period, please be advised that Rokoko will apply for relief 

under the Federal Rules, including sanctions and recovery of the allowable attorneys� fees and costs.  In 

ABU DHABI ♦ ASTANA ♦ ATHENS ♦ ATLANTA ♦ AUSTIN ♦ BEIJING ♦ BRUSSELS ♦ CENTURY CITY ♦ CHICAGO ♦ DALLAS ♦ DENVER ♦ DUBAI ♦ FRANKFURT 

HONG KONG ♦ HOUSTON ♦ LONDON ♦ LOS ANGELES ♦ MIAMI ♦ MUNICH ♦ NEW YORK ♦ ORANGE COUNTY ♦ PARIS ♦ PHILADELPHIA ♦ PITTSBURGH 

PRINCETON ♦ RICHMOND ♦ SAN FRANCISCO ♦ SHANGHAI ♦ SILICON VALLEY ♦ SINGAPORE ♦ TYSONS ♦ WASHINGTON, D.C. ♦ WILMINGTON 
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Matthew R. Walsh  

September 30, 2025 

Page 2 

 

 

 

 

the interim, please be advised that Rokoko will be filing a response in opposition to your Request for 

Judicial Notice alerting the Court to your frivolous filing. 

Rokoko reserves all rights and waives none.  Please be guided accordingly.  

Best, 

 

Katherine J. Ellena 

Reed Smith LLP 

KJE:hv 

Enclosures 
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