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DR. ORLY TAITZ, ESQ

PLAINTIFF

LORETTA FUDDY IN HER OFFICIAL CAPACITY AS

DIRECTOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

STATE OF HAWAII,
DR. ALVIN T. ONAKA,

IN HIS OTFICIAL CAPACITY AS

THE REGISTRAR, DEPAtrTMENT OF HEALTI{

STATE OF HAWAII

Plaintiff herein, Dr. Orly Taitz, Esq. ('Taitz") is bringing this emergency motion

during November 30,2011 hearing for following reasons. Plaintiff submitted an

amended motion for rehearing on November 15, 201 1. It was received by the court

by certified mail and signed by an employee of the court t-orraine N. Kanzai. In

fact Ms. Kanzai received 2 packes with the same pleadings, as the plaintiff noticed

that in the frst package there was only one copy of the pleadings, so a second

package was sent on the same day by Plaintiffs assistant Lila Dubert. Exhibit I

shows that 2 packages were received by the coun. Clerk's ofiice never docketed

those pleadings and never forwarded them to judge Nishimura.

Taitz v Fuddy Emergency motion to docket and lorward to thejudge pleadings receiv€d by the
coun on November 21, 2011 1



Plaintiff arrived in HI yesterday and found out that another pleading, "Reply to

opposition ', submitted by Fed Ex was rejected by the cout and never docketed as

we11. As Plaintiff submitted 2 copies of the 'lReply to opposition" , she questioned

the cierk ofthe court and the clerk for judge Nishimura in regards to the amended

motion. Nobody could find it. Plaintiff is respecffil y asking Judge Nishirnura to

order the clerk's office to docket the ploadings that were received and forward it to

tle judge's chambers for review. Plaintiff, also, requests the court to use its'

inherent powers to invesiigate, why above pleadings wsre not docketed and not

provided to lie judge. This is particularly important in light of lbe fact' that Taitz

is a political decedent leader, who submitted to court the most explosive evidence,

showing tliat the sitting President is using a Social Security number, which was not

assigned to him a:rd an alleged copy of his birth certificate, was shown to be a

comput€r 'generated forgery. On a number of occasions pleadings submitted by

Taitz were not docketed. ln a number of cases evidence points to the fact, that the

judges did Dot see the pleadilgs and the signature of the judge is missing ftom

orders, particuiarly in cases, submi$ed to tho Justice of thc Supreme Court

C.larence Thomas and the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of CA Ronald M.

George. In some instances pages were removed &om transcripts.

Taitz has been subjected to harassment, intimidation, slander, defamation, sabotage

of her web site and e-mail accounts, thrcats 10 her and her family and tampering

Tait v Fuddy Eme.seocy motion to docket and forward to the judse pleadnffi:?:?:jJJi:



with her car, when a frrmes emissions hose was disconnected and hot combustible

fumes went back to thb car, whereby the car could catch fue or explode with her,

her husband and her three children in the car.

Taitz is forwarding a copy of this emergency moLion ro tire FBI antl the Secret.

Service.

In light of all of the above, she requests the court to give this.matter and the

underlying case an outmost importatrce- As long as there is cover up and hiding of

the original documents of Mr. Obama, there is atr incenrive to sabotagq-a civil

rights attomey, seeking to hspect those records.

Respecffirlly submitted

/s/ Dr. Orly Taitz, ESQ 
'

I, Orly Taitz, declare that I wili provide tie rlefendant's atromey Deputy Attorney

General Nagrmi'h-, a copy of this motion dt4fgl{ovember 30, 201 t hearing

/s/ Dr. OrIy Taitz, ESQ
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'oTREHEARrGI MOnON TO SrAY FINAI- ORDER.

l perdhg R€HEAflttlG

On October LZ,20LL thls l-lonorable Court held a hearing in Taitz v Fuddv and

SEga- At the hearing serreral imp€rtant issues and questions arose requirin8

verification with the agency, Department of Heafth, and Director of Health Loretta

Fuddy. Plaintiff herein ls submitting a NOnCE OF MOI'lOt{ At{O MOnOt!

requestin6 verification and clarification of issues risen at the headng stay offinal

order pending such \reriftcation and a rehearing with Your Honor. This motion is

based on the Memorandum of poinB and authoritles and oral argument to be

presented during the tlearing.



1, Defendant misled the court and misrepresented to the court state

requirements for the agency appeal.

2, Defendant's attorney provided to the courts rules of evidence and document

verification and authentication, which cannot be found anywhere in the Rules of

Evidence of the state of Hawal'i and it appears that the attorney for the

defendant made up the rules of evidence, that do not edst, for which she should

be sanctioned.

3. Defendant's attorney might have been acting in her personal interest and not in

the interest of the state of Hawaii's and not in the interest of the people of the

state of Hawai'i.

4. Defendant's attorney submitted by reference a documen! which she did not

produce.

5. Defendant improperly argued a defense of privacy of records, whlch were

already released and privacy could not be asserted on the document" that is in

pubtic domain, no longer private, was introduced by reference in legal

proceedings, including in an order by chief Judge for the District of columbia

Royce Lamberth and verification and authentication iu lieu of the certified copy is

demanded, in light of multiple reports deeming the document in question a

computer generated forgery- Exhibit 1

TAITZ V FUDDY, ONAl(A MOTION FOR REHEARING



6. Petitioner recently filed with the office of Attorney G€neral of New Hampshire,

Michael Delane% an election challenge to Mr, Obama's ledtimacy on the ballot in

the first primary state o{ New Hampshire. Exhibit 2. Petitioner and her document

experts need to examine the original binh certificate in qu€stion, in lieu of the

alleged certified copy released by Mr. Obama, in order to submit it with the

complaim.

MEMORAIIITX'M OF PIOI'ITTS AJTID AUTHOR|'|ES

1. During the hearing Dr. orly Taitz, EsQ, Plaintiff herein. argued that in the

caption of the case, as submitted, the Plaintiff wrote "Agency Appeal" and asked

to review the case as agency pursuant to Atency Appeal rules.

Taitz reiterated to the court at the hearing that she requested access to the

original documents contained in the Health Oepartment of the state of Hawaii, as

certified copy of suci document was introduced bV refurence by the U-s- attorney

at a hearing in the gth Circuit Court of Appeals in case Eef[g$,-[gyglgl"elJ

gLalleeleL wh€re Plaintiff herein represents i{) Plaintiffs,

According to State of Hawaii Title 8, Statut€ 91-10(21:

"Oocumentary evideme may be receiwd in tte furrn of coples of excerpts, if the

oriEi.al te not teadily av.llable, piovid€d ttrat upon rcquest parties shall be

git €n an opFortunaty to comPere the coPy with tfie orlSlnal."

TAITZ V FUDDY, ONAKA MOTION FOR REHEARING



Defendant argued that current case should not be considered as agency appeal,

as there was no prior hearing.

Taitz argued that there was an agency hearing and the requirement for the

agency review were satisfied prior to filing of this case.

591-fI Judicbl reniu of contested' cases. {.}Any person aggleved by a final

dedslon and order in a cont€sted case or by a prelimlnary ruling of the nature

that defarral of r€uiew p€tding efitry of a srbs€qu€nt ffnal declsinn woqld

deprive appellant of adeguate reliev€ ltg!&b{lq jd!g!g!-gg4!C$!- (emphasis

added)

Plaintiff argue4 that the word "hearing" as relates to the 92{F)UIPA or any other

Freedom of information cases around the nation in the state and federal courts

typically means "revlew by the agency".

On May d 2011, Taitz submitted to the Health department request for access to

the original do€ument in lieu of the alleged certified copy of the original

submitted by the opposang attomey in a case of national importanc€ in the gth

Circuit Court of Appeals, which is a controlling court of Appeals for the state of

Hawaii.

TAITZ V FUDDY, ONAKA MOTION FOR R€HEARIN€



Taitz received a response from Alvin T, Onaka, registrar of the Department of

Health, where Mr. Onaka state4 that he is responding on his behalf and behalf of

the Director of Heatth Loretta Fuddy and denied the request.

Taitz submitted a request for an agenca administrative appeal and did not receive

a response from either Onaka or FuAiy tor a period of two months" As such Taitz

exhausted all means of "hearing" of the issue and properly filed this Agency

Appeal.

As the defense claimed, that there was no hearin& right efter the Qctober L2,

2011 motion hearing in front of Your llonor, Tait together with two witnesses,

one of whom is a Channel I reporter, walked to the Health Department in order

to verify the is6ue of the "hearing", Taitz asked an employee on duty for a form

for an agency hearing. Employee called a number of officials within the

department. l,lobody ever heard of any specific forms for an agency hearings and

nobody heard sf any specific procedure for an agency "hearing".

Plaintiff submits, that the issue of a hearing is simply a made up issue. There are

no specific hearings held and the lteatth Department routinely treats requests

for information and access to records as requests lor agencg review or agency

hearing.

5TAITZ V FUODY, ONAKA MOTION FOR REHEARING



Taitz believes that the defendants are simply playing with semantics and are de

facto engaged in obstructrbn of justice, as th€y know or suspest that the alleged

certified copy of Mr. Obama's blrth certiffcate is indeed a computer generated

forgery and they are making up excuses ln this crlminal cover up of this forgery.

Taitz urges this court not to be compl'icit in this criminal cover up and adjudicate

that the meaning of nAgency Hearingn in the sense of 92{F) UIPA {Unlfied

lnformation Practices Actt b indeed "agency raniew", which was done as a

prerequisite to the hearlng in the circuit courl

Tait4 submits to this court that Deputy Attomey General Nagamine intentionally

and maliciously misrepresented the requiremeras for Judicial review of the

agencry decision. May 19, 20L1 Letter from A,lvln Onaka to Taitz, denying her

request for review of records indeed was an ageocy decblon, wtrich entitled Taitz

to a judicial rwiew accordine to 991-14.

2. Deputy Attorney General Nagamine possibly had a conflict of iraerest'

Taitz received information, that Ms" Natamine's husband is a famih law and

divorce attorney who served as a fumily attorney for Obama family and handled

the divorce for Mr. obama's sister. Mr. Obama is a person of interest in this case'

Deputy Attomey General of ttle state of Hawaii is ex9ected to ast in the interest

of the state of Hawail, ln this case she is required to act to provide the people of

TAITZ V FUDDY, ONAKA MOTION FOR REHEARING



the united states of America integrity and int€8rity of records, that were used in a

national etectrbn in 2006 and mi8$t be used in 2012. Taitz wrote to Ms.

Nagamine, asking her to confirm or deny personal connection through her

husband to Obama family. Taitz raised this issue durlng the hearing. Nagamine

never denied connection to Obama Lmib, Taitz submits to this court, that if

indeed Mr. Nagamine serued as a family attorney for Obama family, there was a

coriflict of interest and Deputy Attomey general Nagamine should have recused

herself as an attorney for the defendan! as her actions could have been tainted

and biased.

Due to the above Taitz requests a rehearing with a different attorney

representing the defendant or in alternative Taitz requests to strike the motion to

dismiss in its' entirety .

3, During the hearing on October 12, 201r Deputy attorney Nagamine argued to

the coufl that in the state of Hawaii agency verification of rmords consists of a

one word response "yes' or "no", meaning yes on file or no, not on file. She

claimed that verification of the alleged certified copy of Mr. Obama's birtb

certificate consisted of the same official, who released the alleged certified copy'

deemed to be a forgery by multiple exPerts, director of Health toretta Fuddy,

TAITZ V FUDOY, ONATA MOTION FOR REHEANING



responding to the Plaintiff by saying "yes", and that is a verification and

authentication of records in the state of Hawaii.

Plaintiff challenged the De-fundant to quote a statute, that provides such

"verification and authenticaflon" of records-

Plaintiff is requesting this court to orier Defendants' attorney, Deputy Attorney

General of tlawaii Nagamine, to provide a quotation of a statute, that provides for

such one word "verification and authentication" , and if no such statute exists,

sanction Nagamine for making up non-existent statutes and making a mockery of

rules of evidence in the state of Hawaii and making the State of Hawaii a laughing

stock in the eyes of the legal community and jurisprudence around the country

and around the world.

5 Durlng the hearlng in this case at hand, Nagamine stated "l have a document

here"{referring to Obama's original birth certificate. "lf you were to ask if Barack

Hussein Obama the tl was born in Hawaii, the answer uroud be yes", So, in the

court of law, in the Circuit Court of the State of Hawaii the Defundant is referring

to the long form barth certificate of Mr. Obama, which is allegedly kept in the

bound book of birth records in the Heahh Department in Hawaii. As Nagamine

referred to this document in the court hearing; this Provided the Plaintiff herein

8TAITZ V FUDOY, ONAKA MOTION FOR REH€ARING



with the

the ctaim made bv Naqamine according to 591-10(2) HRS.

As stated previously prior to May 2, 201I hearing in Barnetl Keves et al v Obama

10-55084 in the 9s Circuit court of ,{ppeals, Mr. Obama aad his attomey, white

House Counsel Robert Bauer held a press conference, where they released the

alleged certified copy of Mr. Obama's birth certificate. It was clearly done to

influence the panel of judges in the 9s Cirsrit Court of Appeals and in oth€r

cou(s. Indeei in a subsequent oase by the petitioner Taiu v Ruerirnlcr 11-cv042l

RCL against lhe cur€nt White House Cousel, Kathy Ruernmler' presidilg judge'

Chief judge for the USDC District of Colunrbia, Royce Lamberdr, introduced

above alleged certified copy by reference. Judge Lamberth wrote: *The Presid€nt

rreleased his long form bfuth certificate on Alllil27,2011, afr posted a copy on the

lVhite House web site. The cenificafs confirms the President's bir& in Honoluhr"

HI. See Michael D. Sheer, 'With Document, Obama Seeks to End "Birther" issue,

'The New York Times, Apr.28,20ll, at Al." (Exhibit 1 Final order by Judge

Lamberth in Tgitz v Ruemmler 11-421 RCL) Taitz was damaged as ber case was

dismisse4 when the presiding judgp introduced as evidence of Obama's

legitimacy, an alleged certified copy of his long forrn birth certificate' As such,

Tairz is entitled to see rhe original documenl which was used as ihe basis for the

alleged certified coPy-

TAITZ V FUDDY, ONAKA MOTION FOR RCHEARINO



Taitz requestJ this court to order the defendant to allow the Plaintiff and her

forensic doclment experts to inspect for authenticity the original long form birth

certificate, which Deputy Attorney General Nagamine, introduced by reference

during October L2, aOLL hearing. lf such order is not granted, than this court

becomes criminally complicit together with the Director of Health Fuddy,

Registmr Onaka, Deputy Attomey General }lagamine, Health Depadment and the

office of Attorney General of the state of Hawai'a in defrauding the People of the

United States of America, in obstruction of Justke, in aiding and abetting forgery,

uttering of forged documents, aiding and abetting felony and misprision o{ fulony.

5. Defendants improperly asserted a defunse of privacy to d€ny authentication of

the alleged certified copy sf the original document in clear violation of Hawaii

Rules of evidence Article 10, Rule L0o2, Tile 8, S91-1o(2)b and best evidence rule.

Plaintiff never asked for any confidential records and never asked to disclose

anything. She only asked for authentication of the document, submitted by

reference by judge Lamberth, by Mr. Obama's attomey, Rob€rt Bauer and by

Deputy Attom€ry General of Flawaii Ms, Nagamine, during proceedinF in this

corrrt on Odober 12, 2011 bY Deputy Attorney General Nagamine. The

Department of Health and now this court are obligated to allow her to conduct

TAITZ V FUDDY, OttAKA MOTION FOR REHEARING 10



authentication and verification of the original in lieu of the alleted certified copy

pursuant to Artisle x, Rule 1002 of the Rules of evidence of the state of Hawai'i,

Titl€8, S91-10(2) HRs and Best Evidence Rule.

7. Petitioner recently filed with the office of Attorney General of New Hampshire,

Michael Delaney, an election challenge to Mr. Obama's legitimacy on the ballot in

the first primary state of New Hampshire' Exhibit 2. Petitioner and her document

experB need to examine the original birth certificate in question, in lieu of the

alleged certified copy released by Mr. obama, in lieu of the €lections challenged

filed and an upcoming hearing before the elections board of the state of New

Hampshire.

co cLUsloN

Attorney for the defendants possibly acted in personal interests and in conflict of

interests in handling this case. Defendarts misr€pres$ted to the court

requirements for the judicial review of the agency decision required for agency

appeal, Defendants' attorney argued rules of authentication and veriflcztion of

records in the state of Hawaii that go against any sane rules of evidence and go

against the specifc requirements of rules of evidence in 992-t0l2) of Hawaii

TAITZ V FUDDY, ONAKA MOIION FOR REHEARING



Revised statwes, Article X, Rule 1002 of Hawai'i Rules of Evidence and Best

Evidence Rule.

Such misrepresentation by the Defendants' attorneys prejudiced the court and

tainted the order. As such Plaintiff is respectfully requesting to:

1. Stay the final order in the above captioned case.

2. Rule that the Plaintiff satisfied the requirements of statute 991-14 for judicial

review of the contested case in li8fit of the May 19, zOU letter from defendant

Onaka's decision to refuse request for inspection of records' ln the alternative

Plaintiff is asking this court to order the defendant to show specific statutes and

rules, which require the Plaintiff to take any other steps b€fore instituting a

judicial review of the agency actions.

3. Order the defendant to provide th€ court with a specific citation of the "!/es"or

"no" one word agency verificatbn and authentication of records statutes claimed

by the Defendants, ln case, sueft statutes does not erht, Plaintifb arc tequesting

this 6ud to .evers€ o('do&,e. fir,z0!r. tullng and rule in faYot of the Plaimiff, as

well as sanction the Defendant's attorney for maldng up non-erdstent statutes,

that go against any basic sane rules ot evidence and go against 591'10 (2) HRs,

Article X, Rule XOO2 ofthe Hawai'i Rules of Evidence and Best Evidence Rule'

Respectf ully submitted,

TAITZ V FUDDY, ONAKA MOTION FOR REHEARIN6


