No.
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

October Term, 2024

CELESTE M. GONSALVES, Petitioner
V.

STUART B. GLAUBERMAN, by his Managing Agent, KFG Properties, Inc., Respondents
AND

CELESTE M. GONSALVES, Petitioner
\Z

STUART B. GLAUBERMAN and VICKY RAMIL, Respondents

MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI PURSUANT TO RULE 13 (5)

To the Honorable United States Supreme Court:

1.) Petitioner, Celeste M. Gonsalves, pursuant to Rule 13 (5), Rules of the Supreme
Court of the United States, respectfully seeks a sixty (60) day extension of time within which to
file her petition for writ of certiorari in this Court. Jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28
U.S.C. § 1257 (a). This application is submitted more than ten (10) days prior to the scheduled
filing date for the Petition. The pertinent dates are:
a.) August 29, 2022: Hawaii Supreme Court Intermediate Court of Appeals

Consolidated two appeals and ordered all future rulings and filings under CAAP-21-0000536,

as follows: 1.) STUART B. GLAUBERMAN, by his Managing Agent KFG Properties, Inc.,

Plaintiff-Appellee CAAP-21-0000536 v. CELESTE M. GONSALVES, Defends u-ﬁ é‘.g‘.ltVED

AUG 15 2024
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2.) STUART B. GLAUBERMAN and VICKY RAMIL, Plaintiff-Appellee CAAP-21-0000545
v. CELESTE M. GONSALVES, Defendant-Appellant. A copy of the Order is attached hereto
as Exhibit A.

b.) January 19, 2024: Issuance of Summary Deposition Order by the Hawaii
Supreme Court Intermediate Court of Appeals for Consolidated Appeals under CAAP-21-
0000536, affirming Honolulu District Court’s ruling Granting a Motion for Summary Judgment
in each appeal. A copy of ICA Summary Disposition Order is attached hereto as Exhibit B.

c.) January 31, 2024: Petitioner filed a Motion for Reconsideration challenging
the ICA Summary Deposition Order filed on January 19, 2024.

d.) February 5, 2024: Issuance of written order from ICA denying Petitioner’s
Motion for Reconsideration. A copy of ICA written order is attached hereto as Exhibit C.

€.) March 7, 2024: Clerk’s extension to file an Application for Certiorari in
Hawaii Supreme Court granted.

f.) April 18, 2024: Petitioner filed an Application for Certiorari in the Hawaii
Supreme Court.

g.) May 24, 2024: Issuance of written order from Hawaii Supreme Court rejecting
Petitioner’s Application for Certiorari. A copy of Hawaii Supreme Court written order is
attached hereto as Exhibit D.

h.) August 22, 2024: Expiration of time for filing a petition for writ of certiorari
in the United States Supreme Court, unless extended.

2) Petitioner requests an extension for the following reasons, as stated below:
a.) Petitioner will be requesting a fee waiver to pursue her application for a writ

of certiorari because of her poverty and permanent disability status, therefore she is not



privileged to retain counsel to pursue this arduous process. As such, Petitioner needs more time
to learn and conform to all the rules as set forth to comply with a submission of an application
for a writ of certiorari, respectively.

b.) Currently, Petitioner is under doctor’s care (as of August 1, 2024) to address
an episode of mental illness struggles to gain stability. Extra time is needed to prepare her
submission in this last opportunity to seek justice, thus her reasoning to request a maximum 60
day extension.

c.) Petitioner learned about this option to file an application for a writ of certiorari
about six weeks after the May 24, 2024 denial of her request to seek relief in the Hawaii
Supreme Court by way of her application for a writ of certiorari.

3) Petitioner was subject to being evicted twice on the same day through two,
separate Motions for Summary Judgment because her landlord was able to file two Complaints
for Summary Possession by hiring two sets of attorneys. The Honolulu District Court did not
correct these unjust sequential concurrent evictions, in which the same landlord, same tenant,
same rental property, and which were under the same Untied States HUD Federal Section 8
Rental Assistance Contract through the City & County of Honolulu Section 8 Rental Assistance
Program.

The Hawaii Supreme Court Intermediate Court of Appeals carefully crafted a
Summary Disposition Order that included irrelevant subject matters in an effort to protect the
trial judge from her biased rulings, and illegal contact that also included ex parte communication
with opposing counsel in both cases (both in courtroom and outside the scope of her duties as the
presiding judge). The ICA purposely avoided the Record Transcript that supported Petitioner’s
claims in both of her opening briefs, and refused to address all of Petitioner’s “ Points of Errors,’

although all the proof of deliberate ‘abuse of discretion,” ‘egregious and flagrant behavior,” and a
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‘manifest of procedural misconduct’ was and still is clearly available in the official transcripts.

The ICA’s Summary Deposition Order affirming the Honolulu District Court’s
rulings allowed the continuation of two unconscionable residential rental leases to be affirmed as
legal and binding, when both breach Federal HUD Section 8 Rules and Policies. Petitioner
diligently presented disputed facts and expressed and quoted all the rules that were violated in
the court hearing for each Motion for Summary Judgment on September 24, 2021, but the trial
judge refused to consider any proof she had and continuously responded to her that everything
was ‘Moot.” Yes, this is all contained in the official transcripts, along with the trial judge
providing specific instructions on how opposing counsel can move forward to evict Petitioner in
ex parte communication during a court hearing on September 10, 2021 when Petitioner was
forgotten in a witness room, complete with the order in which the trial judge planned on calling
the case and its Motions. The transcripts also depict the trial judge continuous usage of the word
“We,” which implies a unified approach and collaboration with opposing counsel and purposely
against Petitioner.

4)) Petitioner challenged the points presented above, and other relevant topics, in her
application for a writ of certiorari in the Hawaii Supreme Court, but her chances of seeking a
review from a higher state court did not materialize with their subsequent ‘Order of Rejection’
issued on May 24, 2024. Petitioner explicitly concentrated and included the facts that she was
evicted twice on the same day under two submitted rental leases that were unconscionable and
not the legal, Certified City & County of Honolulu’s Section 8 Lease, which is a direct breach of
Federal Law under the Federal HUD Section 8 Rental Assistance Program.

5) Petitioner plans on creating questions for consideration for review of the Supreme

Court of the United States relevant to Federal Law under the Federal Hud Section 8 Rental



Assistance Program’s specific Rules, Policies, and Mandatory Procedures for the eviction
process for its Section 8 Recipients in conjunction with the judicial responsibilities for
enforcement for all state courts.

6.) Petitioner believes her foreseeable submission of an application for a writ of
certiorari in the Supreme Court of the United States will be of significant public interest because
the issues that she will outline and present directly affect this nation’s underserved population
who are also unprivileged to seek relief comparable to a litigant with economic resources to
attain and retain counsel, thus placing a huge burden on any other Federal HUD Section 8 Rental
Assistance Program Recipient wishing to seek relief from a higher court. Notwithstanding, the
Section 8 Recipients will carry and suffer all the consequences and may experience irreparable
harm if these federally mandated rules are not respected, followed, and enforced in all state

courts.



For the foregoing reasons, the Petitioner, who is indigent and must pursue the
application process for a writ of certiorari in the Supreme Court of the United States in forma
paupers due to her poverty status: Federal HUD Section 8 Recipient and USDA SNAP Benefit
Recipient, respectfully prays that this Court grant an extension of sixty (60) days to file her
petition for writ of certiorari.

1, Celeste M. Gonsalves, Petitioner declares that I am submitting my Request for an
Extension to file a Writ of Certiorari in “Good Faith, ” with the sole intension of seeking justice
from the highest court of the United States in this legal case. All statements and exhibits are
presented as truthful as the signing date of August 5, 2024. I, Celeste M. Gonsalves, understand

the penalty of perjury in all United States Laws, accordingly.

Respectfully submitted, this 5% day of August 2024.

Gl Eputabhin

Celeste M. Gonslves
Representing as Pro Se

P. O. Box 620

Kailua, Hawaii 96734

Email: cmgonsal@hawaii.edu
Phone: (808) 445-5553




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Celeste M. Gonsalves, certify that I have on August 5, 2024 served the foregoing
Motion for Extension of Time to file Petition for Writ of Certiorari in the States Supreme of the
United States by first-class certified mail, postage prepaid, addressed to:

1.) Stuart B. Glauberman Pro Se Litigant in CAAP-21-0000536
530 Paulele Street
Kailua, Hawaii 96734

2.) G. Todd Withy Counsel in CAAP-21-0000545
Jean Malia Orque
810 Richard Street, Suite 960
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Signed on August 5, 2024 in Kailua, Hawaii 96734.

(Lebalern. %vmﬁw

Celeste M. Gonsdfves
Representing as Pro Se




Electronically Filed

intermediate Court of Appeals
v CAAP-21-0000536

29-AUG-2022

07:53 AM

Dkt. 3 OCON

Fs

J
NOS. CAAP-21-0000536 AND CAAP-21-0000545

IN THE INTERMEDIATE COURT OF APPEALS

OF THE STATE OF HAWATI‘I

/
~ CAAP-21-0000536 u
STUART" B. GLAUBERMAN, by his Managing Agent,
KFG PROPERTIES, INC., Plaintiff-Appellee, v.
CELESTE M. GONSALVES, Defendant-Appellant

APPEAL FROM THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST CIRCUIT
KO‘OLAUPOKO DIVISION
(CIVIL NO. 1DRC-21-2121)

and

CAAP-21-0000545
STUART B. GLAUBERMAN and VICKY RAMIL, Plaintiffs-Appellees, v.
CELESTE M. GONSALVES, Defendant-Appellant

APPEAL FROM THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST CIRCUIT
KO‘OLAUPOKO DIVISION
(CIVIL NO. 1DRC-21-1879)

ORDER CONSOLIDATING APPELLATE COURT CASE NUMBERS CAAP-21-0000536
AND CAAP-21-0000545 UNDER APPELLATE COURT CASE NUMBER
CAAP-21-0000536
(By: Chan, J.)

' Upon review of the records in Glauberman v. Gonsalves,
CAAP-21-0000536, and Glauberman v. Congalves, CAAP-21-0000545, it
appears that the appeals are sufficiently related that

consolidation is warranted.
Therefore, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that:
1. The appeals in CAAP-21-0000536 and CAAP-21-0000545
are consolidated under case number CAAP-21-0000536.
2. The appellate clerk shall file a copy of this order
in case numbers CAAP-21-0000536 and CAAP-21-0000545 but
EXHIBIT#_&



thereafter the district court clerk, court reporters, and parties
shall file any documents related to these appeals in case number
CAAP-21-0000536.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the appellate clerk shall
serve a copy of this order on the Clerk of the District Court of
the First Circuit.

DATED: Honolulu, Hawai'i, August 29, 2022.

/s/ Derrick H.M. Chan
Associate Judge
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Electronically Filed
Intermediate Court of Appeals
CAAP-21-0000536
19-JAN-2024

08:00 AM

Dkt. 101 SO

NO. CAAP-21-0000536
(Consolidated with NO. CAAP-21-0000545)

IN THE INTERMEDIATE COURT OF APPEALS
OF THE STATE OF HAWAI‘I

CAAP-21-0000536
STUART B. GLAUBERMAN, by his Managing Agent, KFG PROPERTIES,
INC., Plaintiff-Appellee,
V.
CELESTE M. GONSALVES, Defendant-Appellant

APPEAL FROM THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST CIRCUIT
KO‘OLAUPOKO DIVISION
(CIVIL NO. 1DRC-21-0002121)

and

CAAP-21-0000545
STUART B. GLAUBERMAN and VICKY RAMIL, Plaintiffs-Appellees,
V.
CELESTE M. GONSALVES, Defendant-Appellant

APPEAL FROM THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST CIRCUIT
KO‘OLAUPOKO DIVISION
(CLviL NO. 1DRC-21-0001879)

exe e
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SUMMARY DISPOSITION ORDER
(By: Leonard, Acting Chief Judge, Hiraoka and Guidry, JJ.)

In these consolidated appeals, self-represented
Defendant-Appellant Celeste M. Gonsalves (Gonsalves) appeals
from the September 29, 2021 Order Granting Plaintiff's Motion
for Summary Judgment Filed on September 7, 2021, in favor of
self-represented Plaintiff-Appellee Stuart B. Glauberman
(Glauberman), by his Managing Agent, KFG Properties, Inc. (KFG
Properties), and the October 4, 2021 Judgment for Possession in
favor of Glauberman and Plaintiff-Appellee Vicky Ramil (Ramil),
entered by the District Court of the First Circuit Ko‘olaupoko
Division (District Court),! in Civil Nos. 1DRC-21-0002121 and
1DRC-21-0001879 respectively.

Glauberman and Ramil rented an accessory dwelling unit
to Gonsalves, and self-managed the rental unit until December
2020, when they hired KFG Properties as their property manager.
On February 21, 2021, Glauberman and Ramil filed a Complaint
(Assumpsit, Summary Possession/Landlord -~ Tenant Damages)
against Gonsalves in Civil No. 1DRC-21-0001879, alleging
Gonsalves caused electrical and plumbing damage to the premises,

failed Lo properly dispose ol ygyarbdye and refused their requests

1 The Honorable Karin L. Holma presided.
2
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for an inspection, and that they had given Gonsalves a 10-day
non-monetary default notice on February 9, 2021.

On March 3, 2021, Glauberman, through KFG Properties,
filed a Complaint (Assumpsit, Summary Possession/Landlord -
Tenant Damages) against Gonsalves in Civil No. 1DRC-21-0002121,
alleging Gonsalves refused to vacate after a 45-day notice that
the owners' son was moving in.

Gonsalves filed counterclaims in both cases, alleging
that Glauberman and Ramil were retaliating against her because
she started withholding rent in October 2020, after complaining
to them about the neighbor's yardman smoking while operating
machinery to trim a hedge in close proximity to her rental unit.
Gonsalves deemed that to be a fire hazard, and complained that
the secondhand smoke from the neighbor's yardman smoking often
came into her unit. Gonsalves stated that because Glauberman
and Ramil did not resolve the issue, she reported it to her
Section 8 Housing Assistance officer and withheld her portion of
the rent.

The district court heard Civil Nos. 1DRC-21-0001879
and 1DRC-21-0002121 together for trial on the issue of
possession. Gonsalves failed to appear twice in perszson for
trial on the issue of possession, first on July 30, 2021, when

she did not appear at all, and again on August 6, 2021, when she
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appeared by Zoom even though trial was scheduled to be in
person. Both times Gonsalves submitted notes from her doctor,
and requested continuances due to medical reasons. The first
time Gonsalves failed to appear, the district court rescheduled
the trial to August 6, 2021. When Gonsalves failed to appear in
person again on August 6, 2021, the district court instructed
Glauberman and Ramil to file motions for summary judgment, and
the district court ultimately granted motions for summary
judgment filed by them, leading Gonsalves to file these appeals.
Gonsalves contends the district court committed the
following errors in Civil No. 1DRC-21-0002121: (1) denying her
July 8, 2021 non-hearing motion for continuance of the August 6,
2021 trial; (2) instructing Glauberman, at the August 6, 2021
hearing, to file a motion for summary Jjudgment; (3) informing
Glauberman, at an August 27, 2021 hearing, that the court would
deny his motion for summary judgment but allowing him to
withdraw the motion rather than ruling on the motion; (4)
denying Gonsalves's motion for reconsideration or new trial on
September 24, 2021; (5) granting Glauberman summary judgment on
possession on September 24, 2021; and (6) engaging in ex parte
communications with Glauberman's counsel on September 10, 2021,

when she was not present in the courtroom.
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Gonsalves contends the district court committed the
following errors in Civil No. 1DRC-21-0001879: (1) denying her
request for continuance made at the hearing on August 6, 2021;
(2) instructing Glauberman and Ramil to file a motion for summary
judgment at the August 6, 2021 hearing; (3) denying her request
to continue the August 27, 2021 hearing on Glauberman and
Ramil's motion for summary judgment; (4) granting Glauberman and
Ramil's motion for summary judgment at the August 27, 2021
hearing; (5) basing the August 27, 2021 grant of summary
judgment on testimony given by Gonsalves in other cases; (6)
notifying Glauberman and Ramil at the hearing held on
September 10, 2021 that they attached the wrong copy of the
rental agreement to their motion for summary judgment and had
not given proper notice of their motion; (7) not bringing
Gonsalves into the courtroom for the September 10, 2021 hearing;
(8) granting Glauberman and Ramil summary judgment on
September 24, 2021; and (9) denying Gonsalves's motion to
dismiss at the September 24, 2021 hearing.

Upon careful review of the record and the briefs
submitted by the parties, and having given due consideration to
the arguments advanced and the issucs raiscd by the parties, we

resolve Gonsalves's points of error as follows.
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We review the grant or denial of a continuance for an

abuse of discretion. Sapp v. Wong, 62 Haw. 34, 41, 609 P.2d

137, 142 (1980) (citations omitted). Generally, to constitute
an abuse of discretion it must appear that the court clearly
exceeded the bounds of reason or disregarded rules or principles
of law or practice to the substantial detriment of a party

litigant. Schmidt v. Bd. of Directors of Ass'n of Apartment

Owners of Marco Polo Apartments, 73 Haw. 526, 533, 836 P.2d 479,

483 (1992).
We review the grant or denial of summary judgment de

novo using the same standard applied by the district court.

Nozawa v. Operating Engineers Loc. Union No. 3, 142 Hawai‘i 331,

338, 418 P.3d 1187, 1194 (2018) (citations omitted). Summary
judgment is appropriate if the pleadings, depositions, answers
to interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with the
affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to
any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to a
judgment as a matter of law. Id. at 342, 418 P.3d at 1198. A
fact is material if proof of that fact would have the effect of
establishing or refuting one of the essential elements of a
cause of action or defense asserted by Lhe parlies. Id. The
evidence must be viewed in the light most favorable to the non-

moving parties. Id.
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We review a ruling on a motion to dismiss de novo.

Young v. Allstate Ins. Co., 119 Hawai‘i 403, 411, 198 P.3d 666,

674 (2008). "A complaint should not be dismissed for failure to
state a claim unless it appears beyond doubt that the plaintiff
can prove no set of facts in support of his or her claim that

would entitle him or her to relief." Flores v. Logan, 151 Haw.

357, 366, 513 P.3d 423, 432 (2022) (citations omitted).
We review the denial of a motion for new trial for

abuse of discretion. Kato v. Funari, 118 Hawai‘i 375, 381, 191

P.3d 1052, 1058 (2008) (citation omitted).
Gonsalves has not shown the district court abused its
discretion in denying her requests for continuance of the
August 6, 2021 hearing, and hearing the cases together. While
we agree that the district court erred when it proceeded with
the hearing and granted summary judgment on August 27, 2021, the
error was harmless because the district court subsequently
granted Gonsalves's motion to set aside the summary judgment.?2
The district court did not err when it granted summary

judgment to Glauberman and Ramil on September 24, 2021 and

2 The district court set aside its August 27, 2021 grant of summary
judgment to Glauberman and Ramil because Glauberman and Ramil's motion for
summary judgment was not filed and served at least ten days prior to the
hearing, as required by District Court Rules of Civil Procedure Rule 56 (c),
and Glauberman and Ramil attached an incomplete copy of their rental
agreement with Gonsalves, which was missing the Section 8 Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) tenancy addendum.
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denied Gonsalves's September 22, 2021 motion to dismiss their
complaint. Gonsalves alleged that Glauberman and Ramil were
retaliating against her because she began withholding rent due
to the neighbor's yardman smoking near her unit. Retaliatory
eviction was not a valid defense for Gonsalves, however, because
she admitted to withholding her portion of the rent starting in

October 2020. Ryan v. Herzog, 142 Hawai‘i 278, 284, 418 P.3d

619, 625 (2018) ("Once one of those three triggering [eviction
under Hawaii Revised Statutes (HRS) § 521-74(a)] events occurs
and the tenant continues to pay rent, the landlord is prohibited
from retaliating by evicting the tenant, raising the rent, or
decreasing services.") (emphasis added) (citing HRS § 521-74(a)
(2018) (a "good faith" complaint to a "governmental agency
concerned with landlord-tenant disputes of conditions in or
affecting the tenant's dwelling unit" is a defense to a summary
possession action provided that "the tenant continues to tender
the usual rent to the landlord.")).

The Section 8 HUD tenancy addendum, which was part of
Gonsalves's rental agreement, allows the landlord to terminate
the tenancy for good cause, during the initial term of the
lease, and to the extent permitled by slale law Lherealler. The
record reflects that Gonsalves's tenancy was terminated after

the initial term of the lease had ended. Gonsalves admitted
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that she had put a lock on the front water faucet, did not place
her garbage in the trash bins, removed then glued back a light
switch faceplate, and refused their request for an inspection,
which were the reasons given by Glauberman and Ramil for issuing
her a 10-day notice of termination of tenancy on February 9,
2021. Gonsalves submitted a photograph of the glued light
switch faceplate, taken on September 19, 2021 with her notation,
"[f]laceplate can be changed in 48 hours by licensed
electrician.”™ Even assuming arguendo that those acts were not
material breaches that would provide grounds for termination of
the tenancy, HRS § 521-71(a) (2018) separately allows a month-to-
month tenancy to be terminated on a 45-day written notice.

HRS § 521-71(1) (2018) ("When the tenancy is month-to-month, the
landlord may terminate the rental agreement by notifying the
tenant, in writing, at least forty-five days in advance of the
anticipated termination.”). That requirement was met.

Gonsalves does not dispute that she received a 45-day notice of
termination of tenancy, and the writ of possession and judgment
for possession were issued by the district court after Hawai‘i's

COVID-19 eviction moratorium had expired.3

3 Hawai‘i's COVID-19 eviction moratorium went into effect on
April 17, 2020, with the issuance of Governor David Ige's Fifth Supplementary
Proclamation on COVID-19, and was extended through August 6, 2021 with

(continued . . .)
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Finally, there is no dispute that the district court
should not have conducted the September 10, 2021 hearing while
Gonsalves was left outside in a waiting room. However, there
was no prejudice to Gonsalves by the district court proceeding
with the hearing, with Gonsalves being absent, as the district
court granted her motions and set aside the judgment. We also
find that the district court did not err by directing Glauberman
and Ramil to file a motion for summary judgment during the
earlier August 6, 2021 hearing, and that the district court did
not improperly give legal advice to Glauberman and Ramil. In
directing Glauberman and Ramil to file motions for summary
judgment, the district court balanced Gonsalves's request that
trial on possession be postponed with Glauberman and Ramil's
interest in having an expeditious resolution of their claim to
recover possession.

For the foregoing reasons, we affirm the district

court's September 29, 2021 Order Granting Plaintiff's Motion for

(. . . continued)

Governor Ige's Twenty-First Supplementary Proclamation. Hawai‘i Emergency
Proclamations are posted on the County of Hawai‘i website:
https://coronavirus-response-county-of-hawaii-hawaiicountygis
.hub.arcgis.com/docunents/hawaiicountygis: :5th-proclamation/explore

https://coronavirus-response-county-of-hawaii-hawaiicountygis
.hub.arcgis.com/documents/hawaiicountygis::2lst-proclamation/explore
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Summary Judgment Filed on September 7, 2021, in favor of
Glauberman in Civil No. 1DRC-21-0002121, and the October 4, 2021
Judgment for Possession, in favor of Glauberman and Ramil in
Civil No. 1DRC-21-0001879, and reject all points of error raised
by Gonsalves in these appeals.

DATED: Honolulu, Hawai‘i, January 19, 2024.

On the briefs:
/s/ Katherine G. Leonard

Celeste M. Gonsalves, Acting Chief Judge
Self-represented
Defendant—-Appellant. /s/ Keith K. Hiraoka

Associate Judge
Jean Malia Orque,
for Plaintiffs-Appellees /s/ Kimberly T. Guidry
Stuart B. Glauberman and Associate Judge
Vicky Ramil
in CAAP-21-0000545.

Stuart B. Glauberman,
by his Managing Agent,
KFG Properties, Inc.,
Self-represented
Plaintiff-Appellee

in CAAP-21-0000536.
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Electronically Filed
Intermediate Court of Appeals
CAAP-21-0000536
05-FEB-2024

10:39 AM

Dkt. 109 ODMR

NO. CAAP-21-0000536
(Consolidated with NO. CAAP-21-0000545)

IN THE INTERMEDIATE COURT OF APPEALS

OF THE STATE OF HAWAI‘I

CAAP-21-0000536
STUART B. GLAUBERMAN, by his Managing Agent, KFG PROPERTIES,
INC., Plaintiff-Appellee,
V.
CELESTE M. GONSALVES, Defendant-Appellant

APPEAL FROM THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST CIRCUIT
KO‘OLAUPOKO DIVISION
(CIVIL NO. 1DRC-21-0002121)

and

CAAP-21-0000545
STUART B. GLAUBERMAN and VICKY RAMIL, Plaintiffs-Appellees,
V.
CELESTE M. GONSALVES, Defendant-Appellant

APPEAL FROM THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST CIRCUIT
KO‘OLAUPOKO DIVISION
(CIVIL NO. 1DRC-21-0001879)
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ORDER DENYING MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION
(By: Leonard, Acting Chief Judge, Hiraoka and Guidry, JJ.)

Defendant-Appellant Celeste M. Gonsalves' Motion for
Reconsideration of Summary Disposition Order Filed on
January 19, 2024, filed on January 31, 2024, is denied.

DATED: Honolulu, Hawai‘i, February 5, 2024.

/s/ Katherine G. Leonard
Acting Chief Judge

/s/ Keith K. Hiraoka
Associate Judge

/s/ Kimberly T. Guidry
Associate Judge



Electronically Filed
Supreme Court

SCWC-21-0000536 SCWC-21-0000536
24-MAY-2024
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF HAWAIOR2:13 PM
Dkt. 7 ODAC

(CAAP-21-0000536; CIVIL NO. 1DRC-21-0002121 (consolidated))

STUART B. GLAUBERMAN,
by his Managing Agent KFG Properties, Inc.,
Respondent/Plaintiff-Appellee,
vs.
CELESTE M. GONSALVES,
Petitioner/Defendant-Appellant.

(CAAP-21-0000545; CIVIL NO. 1DRC-21-0001879 (consolidated))

STUART B. GLAUBERMAN and VICKY RAMIIL,
Respondents/Plaintiffs-Appellees,
vs.

CELESTE M. GONSALVES,
Petitioner/Defendant~Appellant.

CERTIORARI TO THE INTERMEDIATE COURT OF APPEALS

ORDER REJECTING APPLICATION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORART
(By: Recktenwald, C.J., McKenna, Eddins, Ginoza, and Devens, JJ.)

The application for writ of certiorari filed on April 18,
2024, by Petitioner/Defendant-Appellant Celeste M. Gonsalves is
hereby rejected.

DATED: Honolulu, Hawai‘i, May 24, 2024.

/s/ Mark E. Recklenwald
/s/ Sabrina S. McKenna
/s/ Todd W. Eddins

/s/ Lisa M. Ginoza

/s/ Vladimir P. Devens

EXHIBIT #_Q.



