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THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  

DISTRICT OF UTAH      

RUSSELL GREER, 

 

DEFENDANTS’ OPPOSITION TO 
“PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR 
LEAVE TO FILE LATE 
RESPONSE” 
 
 

 Plaintiff, 

v. 
 

Case No. 2:24-cv-00421-DBB 

 
JOSHUA MOON, et al. District Judge David Barlow 

Magistrate Judge Jared C. Bennett 
 Defendants.  

 

NOW COME Defendants, Joshua Moon and Lolcow, LLC, and file this Opposition 

to Mr. Greer’s filing at ECF No. 369. Defendants state as follows: 

1. Mr. Greer’s first sought leave to file a late response to this Court’s show 

cause order, ECF No. 362, on October 15, 2025, after the deadline had elapsed. ECF 

No. 367. Defendants timely opposed. ECF No. 368. Without withdrawing that first 

motion, Mr. Greer then filed a second (substantively identical) motion, but with a 

proposed response to the show cause order attached. ECF No. 369.  

2. Insofar as Mr. Greer’s second motion reiterates the arguments from his 

first, Defendants incorporate by reference their initial response at ECF No. 368.  

3. Insofar as Mr. Greer’s second motion attached a proposed response to the 

court’s show cause order, Defendants respectfully submit that the proposed response is 



legally futile and does not demonstrate adequate cause for Mr. Greer’s continued 

noncompliance with this Court’s order from February 10, 2025. ECF No. 227. This 

despite that the Court expressly warned Mr. Greer what the consequences of continued 

noncompliance would be at the hearing in this matter on May 6, 2025. ECF No. 300 at 

14:18-25, 15:1-2. Indeed, as of the date of this filing, Defendants have still yet to receive 

the document Mr. Greer said he would be “happy to provide” in December 2024. ECF 

No. 219-9. Mr. Greer admits he has made no attempts to provide that document since 

May, and has continually failed to respond to the defense’s inquiry as to when it will be 

forthcoming. Exhibit A. Indeed, Mr. Greer now claims simultaneously that he does not 

possess the restraining order he previously admitted was relevant and that he would be 

“happy to provide,” but also that he has somehow “reviewed” that order and come to the 

conclusion that it is not relevant to this case.1 Id.  

WHEREFORE, Defendants respectfully submit that Mr. Greer’s belated motion 

for an extension of time should be denied because Mr. Greer has failed to show 

excusable neglect which would justify a retroactive extension of the deadline to respond 

to the show cause order. Additionally and/or alternatively, this Court should find that Mr. 

 
1 This is not the only recent instance of Mr. Greer taking two contradictory factual 
positions. For example, at ECF No. 371, Mr. Greer indicates that the deceased-but-still-
eager-to-testify witness, Steve Taylor, was not on speaking terms with the Plaintiff 
because the two of them had a “falling out.” But despite Mr. Taylor’s decision not to 
communicate with Mr. Greer even in life, which apparently began at some point in 2021, 
ECF No. ECF No. 225 at 3, Mr. Greer still professes to have been intimately familiar with 
Mr. Taylor’s overall state of health, weight, and ability to travel in 2024. ECF No. 371 at 
4, cf. ECF No. 123 at 15. And Mr. Greer simultaneously concedes he did not read this 
Court’s Standard Protective Order, but was nevertheless absolutely certain (or perhaps, 
just of the very firm opinion) that defense counsel somehow violated it. ECF No. 361 at 
7-8.  



Greer’s proposed response is futile because it does not show cause why he should not 

be sanctioned.  

DATED October 29, 2025 

HARDIN LAW OFFICE 
/s/ Matthew D. Hardin                          
Matthew D. Hardin 
 
Attorney for Defendants  
Joshua Moon and Lolcow, LLC 
 



From: Matthew Hardin matthewdhardin@gmail.com A
Subject: Re: Request for Production (Case 2:24-cv-00421-DBB-JCB)

Date: October 17, 2025 at 12:29 PM

To: Russell Greer russmark@gmail.com

Bce: Joshua Moon jcmoon@pm.me

Mr. Greer,

When you say “upon review, I realized it had no material connection,” I’m a little confused. Upon review of what, specifically? My understanding of your

current position is that you do not have the order.

Best,

Matthew D. Hardin

Hardin Law Office

Direct Dial: 202-802-1948

NYC Office: 212-680-4938

Email: MatthewDHardin@protonmail.com

***The information contained in this message may be privileged. It is intended by the sender to be confidential. If you suspect you

may not be the intended recipient, please notify the sender and delete all copies.***

On Oct 17, 2025, at 11:38 AM, Russell Greer <russmark@gmail.com> wrote:

Mr. Hardin,

I misspoke in that earlier email. My December 2024 message wasn’t a sworn statement but an informal effort to cooperate with discovery. I believed at

the time that the 2018 restraining order might have been relevant. Later, upon review, I realized it had no material connection to the present copyright

issues.

I was in the process of getting the document in May until I saw the $80 fee and that’s when I filed that motion for reconsideration.

Have the day you deserve.

Sent from my iPhone

On Oct 17, 2025, at 7:28 AM, Matthew Hardin <matthewdhardin@gmail.com> wrote:

Good morning Mr. Greer,

As another day has passed without you responding to my below question, I'm following up again. Back in December, you admitted the Utah

restraining order was relevant and said you would be happy to provide it. In yesterday’s court filing you again called it irrelevant and said you had

“privacy concerns.” Can you explain what changed between December 2024 and yesterday, such that you have now decided this document is

irrelevant and implicates privacy concerns?

Also: are you ignoring my emailed questions on purpose, or just “not seeing” them?

Thanks,

Matthew D. Hardin

Hardin Law Office

Direct Dial: 202-802-1948

NYC Office: 212-680-4938

Email: MatthewDHardin@protonmail.com

***The information contained in this message may be privileged. It is intended by the sender to be confidential. If you suspect

you may not be the intended recipient, please notify the sender and delete all copies.***

On Oct 14, 2025, at 6:22 PM, Matthew Hardin <matthewdhardin@gmail.com> wrote:

I’'m confused, Mr. Greer. On December 29, 2024, you said:

| the only relevant case would be trying to seck restraining orders against Joshua moon and his users, which those orders clearly state kiwi
farms.

Now you’re saying it’s irrelevant. Why did you tell me it was relevant back in December?

Matthew D. Hardin

Hardin Law Office

Direct Dial: 202-802-1948

NYC Office: 212-680-4938
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