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I. INTRO()( '('lION. 

Appellant Lone Pedersen (hef(.'inalh:r "Lone'") seeks to maintain 

the jurisdiction of\\/ashington Courts over clIstody issues involving. her 

minor child. ~ora Pedersen (hereinafter "Nora") and her fomler husband. 

Simon Pedersen (hereinafter "S il110n "). even though Clone of these panies 

live in \Vashington nor have suffiticl1t personal conlaels with this State 10 

permit any future actions be taken here. 

Lone is a citizcn ofNof\vay who voluntarily moved to Oslo. 

Norway in 2011. She has never retumed to \Vashington to live since that 

lime. She no longer has adequate eontacls to avail herself of \V'ashington 

C·ourts. 

Simon. a dual citi/.cn of Norway and the I nited States. rnoved ttl 

Florida on .Iul:-· 6. 2012 and no longer has any contacts with \\ ·l..Ishington 

State v.:hich would pemlit the Court to have jurisdiction over his person 

here. 

The child at issue. Nora Pedersen. mov\:d 10 NOf\vay on .luI;. 5, 

:2012 v.·here shc lived until th(' ;-";of\vegian Court ordered her to move 10 

I-lorida 10 live with Simon in July 20D. 80th parties aClJuil;.·sccd to lhl;.· 

N()rwc~ian Court taking jurisdiClion o\cr the iSSlJ<;'S of the child custody 

and SllPPOI1. Hoth parties engaged legal counsel in ;-";orway and the 

'JlIr\V;lV court has ruled. 
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Lone seeks to maintain jurisdiction in \Vashington solely for 

financial reasons and asks this Court to overturn the judgment Judge 

Kenneth Cowsert of the Superior Court of Snohomish County who held 

that no further actions were properly brought in Washington State due to 

lack of jurisdiction. Th(~ Honorable Judge Cowsert correctly recognized 

that neither pany had any connection [0 Washington State after July 5. 

2012. In denying Lone's motion for reconsideration on August 3. 2012. 

Judge Cowsert found: "This court has been advised that proceedings have 

been commenced in Norway. \\-here Respondent and the child. Nora. 

currently reside. which is the most appropriate for further litigation in Ihis 

maUer." 

No party lives. works or does business in \\'ashington, and thus the 

C:ourfs order lemlinatingjurisdiction from Snohomish ('ounty Superior 

Court. Washington \\,:as proper and just and should be Mlirmed. In the 

alternative, this Appeal should be dismissed based on j1vtootness and/or 

based on Forum Nonronveniens. 

I!. SIATLiv1Fl\T ()I' Til!: CAS!:. 

Simon and I . on~: Pedersen both \\I..~rc horn in l\orv,a}. 1 'I hev ha\'c 

three children. Karoline (no\v aged 25) ~ . Jakoh (no\'l, aged :':0) ; and Nora 

CP 75. line 24·24 CP 76. lint J. 
Cl' 171\, paragraph 7 . 

. CP 251. paraf:raph 21. 
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(no\-\' aged 16)4 Simon, Jakob and Nora arc US Citizens. Lone remains 

a citizen of Nonvay, 

In 2006 the parties \ven: living together in Edmonds. \Vashington 

when Simon filed l<)r divorce in Snohomish County Superior Court. /\1. 

that lime. \Va5hington "vas the "horne state" orall three oflhcir children 

and \\a5 the proper f()fum for the dissolution action. l\ora is the only child 

of the parties who is still a minor, ~ Nora \vill both graduate high school 

and turn 18 in 2015.1> 

In 20 I 1, I.one moved \\.'itl1 her fiance to Nonvay,' Beron: moving 

to Norway she filt:d a Notice of Intended Relocation or ( :hild with the 

court to allow her to move l\ora to Oslo. Norway . Simon objected to 

having his daughter moved and a trial was held in Octoocr 2011. Afier 

trial on this matter. the t~()\lrt entered a mling on November J 7, 2011 

holding that (I) Lone could move Nora to Norway onee she had obtained 

employment and had established a stahle residence in Oslo;1\ and (2) until 

that timc. Nora wOll.ld remain with Simon in Edmonds andlinish her 

freshman year of high schooL~ During the time period when Lone was 

establishing herself in Oslo and bef()rc Nora joined her there. Simon 

I CI' 71- 7'5. lint:s I R-20 . 
CP 7 1. 7), linc;S 1):)-20. 

'. Id . 
. CP 7S. lines 10-1.': CP 227: ('I' 2·17 . 
'CP245 . 
"Ill .: ('I' ~ 1(,· L") . . ,57·:;68 
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decided to move to I'lorida ror his ·work. He filed a Noli(.;e of Intended 

Relocation or Child \',ith the court s ... Tking 10 lno\'e Nora to I' lorida.' !) 

Ihis request by Simon \Va" subsequ ... ·nt!y withdr[t\\11. 1 J 

On a hearing held bc!~m: Judge Cowsert on i\lay 19, :2012. Simon 

who appeared pro s(, raised the issue of the continuing jurisdiction oj' 

\Vashingtol1 courts. or the lack thereof. aller both he and Nora moved out 

of $tate. 12 This issue was raised in front or Lone' s attorney on :'vtay 19. 

20 1:1 and the "home slatc" or the child \vas discussed. 1.\ The verbatim 

exchange \'IiaS as follows: 

MR. PEDL:RSEN: I have another question then. If the case is that 
she \Nould adually then be moved to Non-vay, as <lNon.vcgi~ll] 
citizctllhen livitlgin N()n~.'ay withher mothGf \vi1o is aiS(U::l 
NOf\\egian citizcn .... ~hat \\'ould happ<:n to jurisqietion? \\ 'ould lhe 
jllrisdiction s/l,iH to NOf\",ay? Should a \\'ashington court have 
juri?dietion') 

TilL COUR'!': That's a good question and ('m not sure I bavL" an 
ansv.er. ( kno\" that if it were l ;nited States II10VC. that I \\ould 
have jurisdiction until thc.~ child has been in the new state at least 
six months, because , .. c have a statute that talks about is the child's 
home state this state or some other stah::'. If it's this slate it's 
because the child has been hen: at least six tlHmths v"jlh one or the 
other parent. And as to internationally. I don't have the slightest 
idea. 

t<.1R. PEDERSE,N: That's a question li.Jr mayb(~ in June. But I'm 
juslthrm-ving it out there. because it seems, oh. herc's my job 
contract. she's going to move, she gets moved. and then what') 

I " CP .;S.~-392. 
,: CP 23: CP 99, line 12-14. 
I] CP 12. 14 . 
p Id . 
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IIIE COl RT: \{cah. that's a good question. And I can say 
generally. but I certainly couldn't say this applies. that most of' th(~ 
time thcj~lrisdicljon , if there's an isStlC ahoul it, is when: the child 
Jives. Now. naturally ror every general statcmcnlthen: arc 
exceptions. And I just don't have an answer. 

MR. PEDFRSEN : Maybe that will come up then. But hecau ~.c:.gJ 

ll1yjohl \vill be relil.l:at ing herelhis summer to, working ()ut of the 
Last ( 'oast in Florida. so tbere \villbe nuboQyhere. 

THI· COURT: Right And ir~ora's allo\\t.:'d tt) go to J\unvay. she 
won't be in Florida which probably \\ouIJ make Florida a little 
hl,~sitant to assume jurisdiction over ,my thing. 

:V1R. KA.II: From a state bw perspective, and frankly ;V1r. Pedersen 
should consult a lawyer of his own. but ~:a,shinglon rcmains 
f'.Lora's homc statcl{)r six months alter shc Ic:,!ves. generally 
:->peaking. 

TI n: COURT: Right, geTlerally.I-I 

L)uring this exchange abov<.:. Lone' s attorney ackllmvkdgcd that 

~'ashingtonwould lose juri::;diction sixrnonlhs after ~ora' s dcpa rlllre. 

The hearing \\'as subsequently continued to June 13. 2012 during \vhich 

Simon again raised the issue of where proper jurisdiction \\ould ne after 

he and J\ora each moved away from "V.iashinglon. I." Lone' s attorney knew 

that this issue would be heard on Junt.:' 13. 20 J:2 and submitted vvrittcn 

documents to the court on this issue I'm consiueralion by the Court on .June 

13. 2012. 1{, Lone' s claim that she had no opportunity to addn:ss this isslle 

CP 12 · 14 (Frnph(l;.i~ aJJ<:d ). 
I' C P I O{i · I 12 . 

I" ('1' .'.""(, ' 
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at the lower court17 is patently false. Lone's attorney '.vas in co urI. on May 

19,2012 and participated 1I1 the discussion. Lone's attorney filed papers 

disputing this issue plior [0 the June 1.1.2012 hearing. If [here was any 

Jack of sufficient hriding prior to the .Iulle 13.2012 hearing. that was both 

thc fault and thc choice ofT .one and ber attorney. 

On Junt 1 J. 2012. Judge Cowsert rulte! that Nora woulJ move 10 

Oslo on or before July 5, 2012. 1S The Judge also ruled that once Nora k~n 

Washington to live in NOf\\'ay and Simon moved to I'lorida. that it would 

I l . 'd" I" 19 ·1·} l' d' 110 onger nave Juns IctIOn over IllS matter. 1C vcr )atlln procce tngs 

transcript reads as follows: 

TilE COURT: ... lIere is the question: Do you have any 
documentation that says upon Nora beginning her residence in 
Norway that they v.'ill take jurisdiction ovt.'r issues such as 
parenting plan and child support') 

MR. PU)I:: RSEN: No, bUI I can get it very quickly. 

THE COURT: Good. That's what I need you to do. Because I'm 
going to put in no rurthl.~r proceedings shall be brought in this court 
after Nora rclocaks to Nonvay Oil July 5. That's it. If rroof is 
submitted that No['\\,ay wi II assume primary jurisdidion over these 
issues. then I'mjusl going to let Norway do it becau.";t:. ViC OJ)I} 

htlvethrec \vceh.s. t.wo weeks ba.sieally , uillililwill simply be an 
exercise bYhhi!iCourt of people who aren't cven in thi .~ jurisdiction 
anymore. I'm going to nced YOll to Ii Ie those documents. okay': 

HR. PFDI:~ I{SI':N: [ will file them here. as usual? 

I : :\ppel1all(~ Opening Brief pp 10·11. 
''' CP I!I-I'> 
I" CP 22-2-1. 
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TIlE COURT: '{ou file them with the clerk. You send a copy to 
~k Kah. r \\'ill have no further dealings \\'irh lhis case . But if there 

is a motion brought. it \\>'ill be brought in the Commissioner's 
Department. and this order will tell the commissioner i r IhG 
documents have been filed. that those motions should be simply 
not pursued. okay? 

MR. PI])F]~SEN: You will write it in'.' 

THE COtJRT: I'm wTiting it hlTe. I'm writing: "l :poll riling of 
proof"doclIfm:nl.s providing lhat" -- I'm going to take out the \-\onJ 
"providing" -- "verifying that Norv.ay will assume primal':' 
jurisdiction over parenting plan/child support issues involving 
these parties and Nord. Snohomish County will decline to hear any 
further motions in this case as the parties and the child \.vill have no 
cOllm."ction to \\/ashington Stale." Okay. We will make a copy of 
this j()r you. Again. It reads: "Upol1tl1.ingof QrQ~)f/docurncntslhat 
Veri fy th'!LNJ?fway wilt u,<;!;l1me prim<:!D' j urisdicti().tLover Parenting 
planlchilg .~.l1'pp()rtissuesinvolving thg~e parties and Nora. 
fuJ.!~homi~h<;ounty will dc<:Iin!-= to h9<.!Lany furthern1otions in._!his 
case a.<;tht:parti\:s _al1d the child \v.iIJhave nocontact with 
Washington State ," 

(,ood enough? 

MR. PEDI::RSEN: Yes. sir. 

(liven this lack of conlinuingjurisdiclion due to no rarti..:s living in 

Washington State. Judge Cowsert ordtTcd: 

Paragraph 7: 

"No further proceedings shall be broughl in this court aftcr 
Nora rc..:\ocatcs to Norway on July S. 2012," 

Paragraph 8: 

Upon liling prooll'documcnts that verifying (sic) thaI 
Norway will assume primary jurisdiction over parenting 
plan :' child support issues involving these parties and 1\'ora. 

RF:SPONDFNT'S REPLy' 131< f 1.1. 
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.. _--------

Snohomish County \·I,"ill decline to hear any further motion 
in this case. as the parties and the child \'I,'ill bave no 

. . HI ·1' . s· )1) connectl(ln to vvas lmgton , tatc.' 

After entry of this Order, Nora moved to Oslo to reside ,,,itll Lone 

on July 5. 2012 and Simon moved to Fort IVteyers. Florida the next day.21 

Lone timely moved /()r reconsideration.?:' Thc Courl entered a Denial of 

Reconsideration on August 3. 2012 \vhich re-affirmed the rul ing regarding 

jurisdiction':} Prior to denying the Request f()r Reconsideration. the COLIrt 

received a Declaration of Simon Pedersen v.hidl had attached to it a letter 

from the Norwegian Court which confirmed that NOf\vay had accepted 

jurisdiction over this marter,"" The Court tl.und: 

"This court. has been advised that proceedings have heen 
comnK~necd in Norv\iay. where Respondent and the child. 
Nora. currently reside, \\hich is the most appropriate f(lr 

further litigation in this maller. .·2S 

Roth Lone and Simon have attomeys in Norway.](' The court in Norway 

assumed jurisdiction over this matter and held hearings regarding: the 

custody and SUPP~)rt ofNora.17 The Norway court has sinee ruled thar 

\;ora should live \Vilh Simon in J-"!orida and bas ordered Lone to pay some 

: ,' Cf' 22-2·1. 
: 1 (,P26.:'.7 
: ,' CP 1'\9-142. 
:; CP 19. 

:. CP 29,30. 
~ , CI' 1 (). 

:te L~xhibil E. page 2 of Rl."ply liriel" of Simon Pedersen hdl.!re the Court of Appeals. 
: 7 ("I' 29. Set.' alst) Exhibit F to Herl) Brief of Simon PCderSl."fl 011 1\1(llioll bdim:: the, 
Coun of Appeals . 
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2K expenses. 

Since .Iuly 2012. Simon has resided in Florida.. Lone has continued 

to reside in Oslo and Nora resided in Oslo until movint! to live with Simon 

in Florida in .lull' 2013 pursuant to the ruling of the NOl'\vay Court. At no 

time since July 2012 has any ofth(;~ parties residcd in \Vashinglon State. 

III. ARG{Tt\1LNT. 

A . This mat.t~r:should .. b~ dism issed due tg mootness bccause 
UI~!.ter th.el 1CCJEA \\tJ.!!?hington nolonger bas jurisdiction 
in this matt!::!:, 

r .one appeals Judge CO\vsen' s ruling that Snohomish County 

Superior Court no longer has jurisdiction over this case due to all or the 

parties living oUlsick orthe State of Washington . .Judge Co\\sert"s ruling 

\vas further bolstcreu by his specific findings ill the Denial of 

Reconsideration entered on August ]. 2012 which states: "This court has 

been advised that proceedings have been commenced in Norway. where 

Respondent and thc child. Nora. currently reside. v.:hieh is the most 

appropriate for further litigation in this matter' ':''! 

Evcn if these rulings \\'crc not COlTecl. at the lime. due to the 

passage of time and the operation of'thc Uniform Child Custody 

Jurisdiction and Enl()rccmcnt Act (hereinafter "l rCC.lL!\"). no jurisdicti(211 

in \Vasbington over!l1is matter exists today. 'rhus the isslie of whether 

c~ ld. 
:"' C P 19. 

RF.srONDI ·;--n·s REPLY BRIU' 
PACE I ! 



Judge Cowscr(s ruling was correct or incorrect is 1I100t and this appeal 

should be dismissed. 

The UCCJEA \vas adopted under Chapter 26.27 RC\l,/. It contains 

clear rules on \"'hen \Vashington does and does not- have jurisdiction in 

this case. RC\V 26,:27.211 provides the standards for exclusive continuing 

jurisdiction. providing ,to.; follows: 

26.27.2 J 1. Exclusive, continuing jurisdiction 
(1 ) Except as otherwise provided in RCW 

26.27,231. a COUl1 ofthis state that has made a child 
custody dctcmlination consistent with RC\V 26.27.201 or 
26.27,221 has exclusive. continuing jurisdiction over the 
determination until: 

(a):\ court of this ,s,late determines that neither Ihe 
child, the child's .parcnts,and any personacting as a parent 
do not h<\vc a signifieamconnection \\.ith this st;,11e Hnd that 
substantial eyitience is no longer available in this state 
conce[Iling the child's care, protcction, training~ and 
personal r~lalionshjl)s: or 

(h) A court ~~flhis statcor a court of another state 
delerrniDesJhat (h2 .~hild, Ihe chilli's parents, and any 
l)(.~r5;o.n acting as.1!J2arcm d() not pn:scntIY..lcsidc inthis 
state.31) 

(2) A court of this slate that ha ... made a child 
custody dctem1ination and docs not have exclusive. 
continuing jurisdiction under this section may mudi t~ that 
determination only if it has jurisdi(:tioll to make an initial 
detcm1ination under RCW 2rl .'n.20 1. 

llere. the rulings that Judge C't)\vsert made are wholly consistellt 

\\ith RC\V 26,27.21l( I )(a) and (h). {Imler I. :(,CJ FA the Wao.;hington 

:' Llllph:L~is added, 
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courts no longer have continuing jurisdiction in this casco None of the 

parties were going to be residing in \Vashington after July 5. 2012. And 

Lone. the appellant here. has been gone since 2011. Additionally. the 

exception contained under RC\\' 26.27.211 (2) docs not apply because if a 

nC\N case \Verc tiled today. the \Vashington Courts would not ha\'(' 

"jurisdiction to make an initial determination under RC\\' 26.::7.201." '1 

All examination of RCW 26.27.201 makes clear that \Vashingh)n would 

not have jurisdiction if a nc\\<' action was started by either of these partics 

today. 

26.27.201. Initial child custody jurisdiction 
(1) Except as otherwise provided in RC\V 

26.27.231. a court of lhis state has jurisdiction to make an 
initial child cllstody determination only if: 

(a) This state is the home state of the child 
on the date of the commencement of the 
proceeding. or was the home state of the child 
within six months hcfore the commencement of the 
proceeding and the child is absent from this state 
hut a parent or person acting as a parent continues 
to live in this state: 

(b) A court of another state docs not ha\\.~ 

jurisdiction under (a) of this subsection. or a court 
orlhc home state ofthc child has declined to 
exercise jurisdiction on the ground that this state is 
the more appropriate fonl1l1 under RC\V 26.27. 261 
or 26.27.271. and: 

(i) The child and the child's 
parents. or the child and at leasl on~' 
parent or a person acting as a parent. 
have a significant connection with 

Rc\V .:?5.2/.:' 11(2) 
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this slate other than mere physical 
prcsence: and 

(ii) Substantial evidence is 
availahle in this state concerning the 
child's care, proti.~c tion, training, and 
personal relationships: 

(c) All courts having jurisdiction under (al 
of this suhsection have declined 10 exercis<.: 
jurisdiction on the ground that a court o/" this state is 
the more appropriak forum to determine the 
cllstody of the child under RC\\' 26.27.26J or 
26.27.271: or 

(d) No cou.rt of any other state \vould have 
j urisdictioll under the criteria spcei lied in (a), (h), or 
(c) of this subsection. 
(2) Su})~ction (I) of this section is the excl t1siyc: 

jurisdictiol.ll.!Lhasis fOLlnaking a child sustody 
dctcrnlinfl!i.(~n hy a COLIrt of this state. 

(3) Physical presence or: or pcrsonaljurisdiction 
over, a party or a child is not nccessary or sufficient to 
make a child custody dctcnnination . 

Thus the ',\Iashington courts has no authority to modi f): the ruling of J lIdge 

Cowsert under the clear provisions or the {JC('.lEA. 

An analysis of the l;lctor5 contained in RCvV 26.27.201 further 

c1arilie;o; lhat \\iashinglon no longer has jurisdiction in this malleT. 

Section (J )(a) of this statute looks al the home slate of the child. 

Nora moved 10 Oslo. Norv .. ay on July 5. 2012. On January 5, 20 I). 

Norway became Nora's "home state". ;\t that point. \Vashington no 

longer had jurisdiction. Section ( 1 )(h) only applics i r the other "state" l:' 

': Nc\rw<ly, while a diffl'rl:1l1 coulltry. is t:onsidered a "slall'" !~ H tlw purposes \)1' thi,; Act. 
Rl 'W 26.27,05! , 
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either lacks jurisdiction or declint:s to exercise jurisdiction. Here. Nonvay 

did exercise jurisdiction over this iSSLle aller Norarnovcd there in Inid-

2012 B Likewise, Section I (c) only applies if all states with jurisdiction 

decline to exercise that jurisdiction \vhich is not the case here. I-inally, 

I (d) docs not apply tx~cause Norway has exercised jurisdiction in this 

matter. 

As additional support. application or uccn:/\ to this case is 

consistent v;ith the Ft'i.lt.:ral ParenUll Kidnapping Prewnlion Act of 1980;4 

and also the Hague Convention on the Civil Aspects of International Child 

Abduction ("llague Convention") v,hid1 both the l inited Stales and 

NOf\vay hav(> ratijicd,3:1 This Court has previously held that the Hague 

COIwention: 

is a clear manitestation of this country's national policy to 
discourage abductions and encourages home-stale 
jlJrjstJiction. Although somewhat more generous and 

; , See Fxhibil L of Reply Brief of Simon Pedersen to the Court of Appeals. 

\,; 2& USc. § 1738!\.rhc par~'nL:lI kidnapping pn:,enti(\11 aU (\1' 19&0 (PKPA). whidl 
give, filii f~lilh and credit to cliSlod) ,kkrminatiolls hy "late (ourts "h<:" Iliadc ill 
w;cordance with its n:qllirerncn(s, In r" Murn .. ( '.!. ,' ot Hamilton. 110 \'\'a,h , .. \pp 1-17, 1<;0, 
))4 P3d .2 59. 260-61 (200-h 

" See tfw Ratification Tabk: which i~ in thl.' Appcndi,\ w [IllS Brief , 

Article' I offhe Hague COIl\'cmion pro vide;. as follnw<;.: 
Thc objccls (If the pre\clH Convellt ion an: 

!a! to scellr,' til..: prompt rdum orchildr(~n wmngfully reTlloved tn or rl'tained in any 

Contracting Slale. and 

[hJ 10 ensure that rights of c:uslOdy and of access under the law ,)1' on,' Contracting 
Stat..: ar.: etleclivdy respecl~'d ill the nther Contracting Stat(·., 
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Ilexihle in allowing a nation's courts to assume jurisdiction 
in an international custody dispute. theX'-:. !.~La surpriSil1gly 
goOd!'il bct\veen ~hepurposcs and provi~j()n of the lJCCJ/\ 
and th~ . IlagllC' Convention. (hlc interpretation and 
<!pl'lication ofthc general language of RCW . 26.27.03!) 
applying thcgencldl polici.~s.of the LICCJA to int\.·rnational 
custody <Iisput.cs .i.=? jn harmony \vith thtprovisions. ~d 
purp():;esof the Ilagt,lC' ('onvention,J(, (Emphasis added.) 

Application ofUCCJFA to trll.: facts of this case rnnh' il clear that 

\Vashingtoll has nocontinuirlgjurisdidion in this case-from at the Iati:st 

date January), 20J.}, Thus. the appeal regarding \vhether Judg(~ 

Cowsert's ruling made on June 13.2012 (which was cc-aflirmed on 

August 3,2012) that \Vashingloll no longer hadjurisdidiun in this matter 

is moot by operation of la\ .... This appeal should be dismissed based on 

Il)OOlness. 

This is an issue o/iur.bdictiol1 1101 (J order harring I.oncjrom 
"access 10 courts. ,. 

In her Opening Brief I A)I1C claims that Judge Cowsert "conl'lIses 

jurisdiction with right 01 access tn the cOllrt.··;j J.()nc is the one who is 

confused. There can be on right of access wherl~ then: is no jurisdiction . 

'1"111: cases cited by Lone regarding barring access lo courts arc 

inapplicabk to this mailer and should be disregarded as stich. ;, 

It has been demonstrated that Lone has ample access to courts: she 

------_ . .. _ .••.. .....•. _-
'" III IT ;\farriag<' u/lt:'rommllkis, 66 Wash.App. &3. <)(,.97. &31 P.2d 17:' (I (1'12) . 
. ... Appdlant"s Opening Brief. pp. to. 
;'Sn' St:-:tilln 11I(L) of this RespolI.'>l' Brief ,)It pp. 27-21\. 
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has unrestricted access to the court vl/hert: she lives in Norway which is 

also the court with jurisdiction in this matter. Thus it is false for Lone 10 

argue that she has no right to aCCl~SS the courts. She has (1I..:CCSS to the 

I..:ourts in Norway \vhcre she is a I..:ilizcn and whnc she resides (and where 

she \vas residing \vilh the child after Judge Cowsert's order). Lone did in 

fact avail hersclr or tbe courts in Nomay and the Norway eourt has ruled 

Oil this matter. Simon hus submitted himself to thciurisdi<.:tion or the 

Norwegian court having jurisdiction even though he lives in Florida 

because Nora \"'as living there with I ,one. Norway has jurisdic tion . 

Washington docs not and thus this appeal should be dismissed . 

B.th" Qrder ruling that Washington Courts no l ~>.nger have 
j lIrjs<li~..tion in this case was com~~l under the JOCCJEA a Tl([ 

should be atTirmed. 

As analyzed above. the specific terms of the l }CCJEA make clear 

that \Vashll1gton docs not have continuing jurisdiction in this matter. thus 

Judge Cowsen" s ruling \-vas (orrecl on June 13.2012 as \Vas his Denial of 

Re<::OI1sideralion dated August 3. 20 J 1. Both rulings should be affirmed. 

Washington courts have examined this jurisdictional issue and 

those rulings support Judge CO\\"sert" s (k~cjsi()n . In In n: .. \/urrioge ot 

/cl'lllIiwokis. '(' the pat1ies were domiciled in (in:cce. 1Ii One da~ while the 

busband \\;'as at work. the molher took tile child and moved to 
- --,_ .. _----
' " In rc Afarriag(' lI(fcr-oll/mokis. (:>6 Wa5h.App. 83. )GI P.2d 172 (Div. I, 199:n 
,W Jd at S5"86 . 
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Washington. lI One weck later, she filed for divorce and eustody.ll The 

hushand started proceedings in Greece a few days later..J3 The Superior 

Court Comrnissioncr spoke on the telephone to the Greek court and 

received assurances that it provided equal rights for women and the best 

interest of tbe child. ~-l Thereafter, the Commissioner "entered an order in 

the \~'ashinglon proceedings dcfcrringjurisdiclioI1 to the Circck courts, 

Slating that this ruling was in keeping \\ith the policies of the Uniform 

Child Custody Jurisdiction Act (UCCJA) andjiJl'l.lltl non conveniens. ,··n 

The 10\\,er court later reversed itself and held jurisdiction \vas appropriate 

in \'\/ashington based on the "best interests of the chiJd:'{(' After additional 

action by the court. the father appealed based on subject matter 

jurisdiction and the UCC.lA.47 The ('ourt or Appeals agreed that 

Wa::;hington lacked jurisdiction 1.0 decide the matter, 'IS The Court further 

II lJ. 
.,' Id 
~,: hi 

LI Id at Si' -8S. It should ell' noted thaI. (hc' cOI1"iJcration~ (It' Ih", "best interesi" or the' 

child" "erc, r,'nwvcd from th\.· UCCJEA in the 200J rC'\i sioll, S\.'\.· Joslud" \. 1,,\/wlu , 
137 Wash .App. 136. 14(), I~I P.3d 1060 (200n ''This 1'I .. ·codilinlli,ln o f the UCC.If:A in 
2001 removcd the 'be,,! inh.' rt's!S "rthe child' language hecause it 'tended to create 
confusion between the jurisdictional issue and thc substantiv(~ custody dctcmllll;tlinn . 
! nit'. Child CUS(oJ;. Jurisdiction and Enforcement Act. § 201 ernt. 'I L'.L. i\ . ()n 

(1999)," 
" "Id. 
,I " It!. at 88. i\ Is", th~' hest inl.:J'cst of the child standard was deleted in the 200 I 
keisJalive amendment olthe [ rCCJ/\. which was also renamed 10 tht, UCCJEA . 
~ "'·id. at 90. 
·H; la'. 
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held that the burden 10 establish jurisdicl ion \vas on the pelitioner. 1<} In thm 

case.cyen though the mothfIwas n:siding in Washington, the C\)urt ruk~d: 

·'appiyinglll.c:ggncml policics'of lheUC:CJA to the 
dispute requires the Washington courtslo decline 
. . d' ·' .. '0 Juns ICl.lgIl. .. 

This ruling is also consistent "vitI! the ntling in In rc A/arriagc oj 

/lamilton. J 20 Wa.sh.App. 147. S4 P.Yd 259 (2004) (Jurisdiction under 

UCCJ EA is only appropriate in \Vashington if child has no "home state" 

or the home state has declined to exercise jurisdiction.) 

FurthemlOfC. evcn if ooth parties consented 10 have \\iashington 

courts retain jurisdiction -- which Simon docs not the \Vashington courts 

"vould not actually have jurisdiction hecaus\.~ "U lurisdiction cannot be 

conferred b) consent of the parties."'! This has been a long-recognized 

legal principle which was recognized by the U.S. Supreme Court as tar 

back as 1883: 

,;" Id. 

As jurisdiction cannot he confi:.~rred hy consent ofparties. 
hut must be given hv the law, so it oUl!ht not \0 be e:\tendcd 
by doubtful ~onstnl~tions . ' .' . 

',,, It! at 94 

'< III r,' ( 'l/sI<)(II ' ulR .. 88 \Vush.App, 74(,. 753. 9 . .17 P ",~d 7.' :" (1997). ci ting H'. wl{'/cr v. 
If 'ampl.-r.25 \Va~h .ld at 267. 170 P.~d .1.16 ( 1946). III rc (U.lIO,./r 0/ R \\a~ ,\//0".\<',kd 
"ll til(' "bc'\l imere,>! ell the child"" issllc heilH'. r·(~ml)\cd fnln1 the statute in ~OO I. hut that is 
l\\,t Ilt <: principle fo r \\ hieh t.he <.:as(" is cited l1<'rc . 
. " {' ''In IitIlgm)' Harslw/{. 106l!.S. 5n, ~l)O. 1 S. Ct. 4X·k ,186.::7 I . LeI. 24') (IRS,\. 
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The Washington Suprem(~ Court has also ruled on the application or the 

UCCJFA in the "consent" context in th<: In re CuslOdv oI"A.( · .'3 In that 

cas(~ . lhe \"'ashingtoll Courts were asked to modify a rVlontana custody 

decree whereby one party lived in Washington with the child and the Illhcr 

(fl)ster parent':;) lived in Montana, Although till' petitioning /()sler parents 

brought th<: modification in Washington \ ... here tl1<: mother and child wen: 

residing. the Court held Ihatv\'tts insufficient to establisb jurisdiction. 

under lhe {lCCJFA holding that: 

Under the LCCJLA. a \Vashington court may modify 
Montana's initial child custody determination onl,Y if <:ither 
Montana declines jurisdiction or alIparlies have len that 
state. RC\V 26.27.221 ,54 

The reverse of this situation is reflected in the t~le!s of this case. I !ere. aLl 

parties have left thes.tate and even if both parties consented to jurisdiction 

remaining here there is no jurisdiction conferred by law. rhc Wao.;hington 

Supreme Court further Slated that: 

In essence, the UCC.lEA provides that unless all of the 
pa.r:ties and the child no lO~I::r live in the state that made 
the initial determination sought hI be modilic(L that stale 
must lirst de~ide it docs not have jurisdiction or decline 
juri~d.ict~(ln. ,,< 

t inder this premise. hecau\'(' all parties have len the state, Washington 

<, III rc CUSlodv 0/04 c.. i65 W'lsh . 2d 568, 574, 20{) P.3d 689, 6')1 (En Bane 20(9), 
'" Id . . 

0:'-; lei. at 575 . 

RESPONI)EVrS RLI'I \{ BRlfr 
P:\(il·.20 



, 

does not need (0 dec-lint: jurisdiction for it to exist in another state (the 

applicable state here being Norway) and for \VashinglOn [0 have ItlSl 

jurisdiction by application or 1m\". Ilowcver. this is further holstered by 

the f~lCt that the \Vashington court did makc a ruling that it no longer has 

jurisdiction and thus the only state having jurisdiction is Norway. Judge 

Cov,scrt's ruling was correct under the principles set limh In re ('u.S!c/(ZI' oj 

A.C 

rhc.~ striking diflcrcllI.:e between all ofthc cases cited above and 

Ihis case, is that no 1);:lr11' in this (;.tb~eresidesin \\/ashingLon. This tact 

further strengthens the analysis that Washington is wholly without 

jurisdiction. If' the courts have held that \Vashington docs not have 

jurisdiction under the I fCCJL~A when one party Of one party and a child 

\vere residing in Vv'ashington. and/or when the parties all conscnt to have 

lht.;; case heard in Washington. there can be 1J~)_qucstion that in thi!i .. casc 

\Y"b'ihinglol1 hasacompl(:le lack of jurisdiction in this matt(:r. Thus Judge 

Cowsert was correct in the application or the jurisdictional standards under 

the t JCCJEA. and his rulings on this matter should he affimled. 

C. Ihe Order should be confil}ned based on the "j n~:(2nVcl1ient 

Forum" rlIles oftbg!iCCJLA. 

In addition to estahlishing hoth initial and cOlltinuingjurisdiclioll 

over child custody issues. the I 'CeJEA abo provides direction on wlm.:b 
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courl:-; :-;hould most appropriately rule on these matters. RCW 2(1. 27.261 

addresses this isslle: 

26.27.26 J. I nconvenient forum 
(1) A c9urtof this st.?!c \vhieh hasjuris<,liction5l' 

under this chapter to make a child custody determination 
may dcclirleJg .. cxcrcisc itsitlrisdiction at any time ieit 
dctcrmincs thal itis an inconvenient fOfl1nl under the 
eircllms~fU1ces ,mdthat a court ofan().Wer statcisglllOfe 
appr~)priatc forum. The isslle of incornenienl forum may he 
raised upon motion!)!" a party , the cOl!r(s ownmotion, or 
rcqth..:sl or another C(mrJ.. 

(2) Bcf()[e determining whether it is an 
inconvenient tl.)rum. a court of this sLale shall consider 
whether it is appropriate for a court of another slalt~ to 
exercise jurisdiction. ror this purpose. rhe court shall allm\ 
the parties to submit inl()rmatio!l and shall consider all 
relevant l~lctQrs, including: 

(a) \Vhether dOIllt.:slii: violence ha:-; occurred 
and is likely to continue in the future [U1d whid1 
state could best protect lht.: parties and the child: 

(b) The length of time the child has resided 
outside this slate: 

(c)),hc distance hetvvecn the court in this 
state and the court in the state that \vould assume 
jurisdiction; 

(ci) The relative tinancial circumstam:es of 
the parties: 

(e) Any agreement ofthc parties as to which 
stak should assume jurisdiction: 

(orh<: nature and location of the t!videnec 
required to resolve the {X'nding litigation. including 
testimony of the child: 

(g) The ability o/" the COllrt or t.:ach stall' W 

decide the issue expeditiously and the procedures 
necessary to present the evidence: and 

(h) The Ltmiliarity Oflhc court of each st.atc 

., R.:spnndcnt. Simon Pnkrscll. dispute~ thai till' coun ~ 111 Washington ha\c the 
continuing jurisdictioll to make ;1 child custodv determination. nlis s('triOfl merely 
provides th,~ Cuurt ,m ;tlternate bas is fur aflirming ,1udg.; COlAscr1, (k<:i ., ioll 
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with the t~icts and issues in the pending litigatioll. 
(3) If a SQ.YIL!If' this SlfltC determines that it is an 

inconvenicnt n~l"um and that a court of a,nother state is a 
!I!(~re.appr()pr:iale f(mnn, it shall stay th~proceedings upon 
<,:ondition thal achildcu::;I~Jdy proceeding oe prompt!) 
<,:ommcDccd in another 4esignatcd state and may impose 
any other conditiQ.~lJhe court considers jtlst"llld prop<.~ r. 

(4) t\ court of this state may declinc to exercise its 
jurisdiction under this chapter if a child custody 
determination is incidental to an action j()T dissolution or 
another proceeding \\hile still retaining jurisdiction over 
the dissolution or other proceeding. 

This Court can affirm Judge Cowsert's rulings under this statu1c_ 

RCW 26_27.261 clearly provide a lo\\'er court in \Vashington v\ith 

the authority to decline jurisdiction under dcf~ned circumstances. In 

determining whether it is appropriate for another statc'n to exercise 

jurisdictiun. the court should consider the relevantbctors set forth in the 

statute. An evaluation or these t~lctors demonstrate that Judge Cowsert 

was com~ct v.:hen he ruled that \Vashington \\ould decline future 

jurisdiction. 

Under RCW 26.27.261 (2)(a) the existence ()f" domestic violencc 

bC't\:veen the parties may be cnT)sidercd. Here. I_one was living with her 

fiane': in Oslo. Norway since June 2011 \,.,hile Simon. his nc\\ wile. and 

the minor child Nora lived in the l nited States. There was no physical 

proximity for domestic violence to have occurred or to continue. Holding 

N(lfway is considered ;J "Slate" under the UC'CJEA_ 
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that Washington \vas no longer a proper tlxum in this case is appropriate 

under RC\V 26,27.261 (2}(a). 

Under RC\V 26.27.26H2)(bl. the court can consider the kngth of 

time the child has resided outside this state. \\/hilc Nora \vas livinf! in 

vVashington althe time of the June 13.2012 ruling. she was leaving on 

July 5. 2012 never to reside in vVashinglon again. She would livt:' either in 

Nonvay \'v'ith Lone or. if the Norway court ruled (as it SUbs(~quenIJ) did) in 

Florida with Simon, When the Denial of Reconsideration \Vas entered on 

August 3. 2012. NQra was gone from \Vashington, Simon v,,'as gone from 

\Vashingtof] and I .one \vas long gone from Washington. Ilolding that 

\Vashington was no longer a proper!()rum in this Glse \\-as aprropriatc 

under RCW 26.27.261(2)(h). 

Under RC\'v' 26.27.2t)1(2)(c) the court can consider the distance 

between thc court in this state and the court in the state that \vould assume 

jurisdiction. Ilere. the court in Norway is a very long way from the COUl1 

in Snohomish County. Washington. It is also a long. v .. ay from Simr)J]' s 

(then) intended and (nmv) current residence in Florida. Holding that 

\Vashinglon \vas no longer a proper forum in this easc is appropriate under 

RCW26.27.~61 (2)(c). 

Under RC\V 26.27.261(2)(d) the court can considerthe relative 

financial circumstances of lhe partics. Ikre. I .(me· s financial disc losure 

Rr:SPOl\:DENT'S KI : l't 'y BRIFF 
PA(iL 24 



showed that her household income \vas ncarly $150.000 per year.:'j( SIK' 

had an attomcy in V,,'ashington and an attorney in NOr\vay. Simon. on the 

other hand. could not af1(.ml an attorney and has been acting pro sc in this 

maLler. The tact that Simon is willing to allow the courts in NOr\vay 10 

havcjurisdiction \vhieh is vcry convenient ror Lone (who has ampl .... 

flllaneial resources) and much less conveni .... nt fur Simon (viho resides in 

Florida) demonstrates that Judge ('()\\scrt' s holding that Washington \\as 

no longer a proper/{)rum in this casc is appropriate under RCW 

26.27.26\ (2)(d). 

Under RC\V 26.27.26\ (2)(e) the court C"Ul consider any agreement 

of the parties a ... to \'·;hich state should aSSllme jurisdiction. Here. th(' 

parties agreed to move the matter to NOr\vay and did. in facL litigate the 

matter there. Holding that \Vashington v.as no longer a proper f()rul1l in 

this ca-.;c is appropriate under RCW 26.27 .261 (2)(e). 

lndcr RC\V 26.27.2(112)(0 the collrt e,-U) cOllsidcr the nature and 

locatlon of the evidence required 10 resolve the pending litigation. 

including tcstimony oCthe child. Here. thl: child \vas moving 10 Nomay 

on July 5.2012 to he reunited with I ,one who moved there in 201 1 while 

Simon was moving to Florida in July 2012. Any cvidencc in this case 

would b(: in either !\orv,ay or florida. Thus holding that Washington was 

':< <. 'I' ()3. tine 4-5: 24(). paragraph 12. 
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no longer a proper forum in this case is appropriate under RCW 

'16.27.261 (2)(1). 

Linder RCW 26.27.26 J (2 )(g) the court may consider the ahility of 

the court of each st.ate to decide the isslle expeditiously and the procedures 

necessary to present the evidence. There is no allegation from Lone (or 

Simon) that the courts in Norway were n01 as expeditious and fair as 

courts in the l) nitcd Slates. Holding that \Vashington wa.o.; no longer a 

proper forum in this case is appropriate under RCW 26.27.261(2)(g). 

L:ndcr RC\\i 26.27.261(2)(h) thc collIi can wnsidcr the f~tmiliarity 

of the court of each Slale with the filt:tS and isslIes in the pending litigation. 

Lone and the minor child Nora were hoth located in ~orway after July 5. 

2012 and the court there \\'as in the best position to detcm1ine the 1~lcts ilnd 

iSSlH.'S \\ith regard to the custody of Nora. Ilolding that Washington was 

no longer a proper forum in this case is appropriate umk'r RCW 

26.27.261 (2)(h). 

In rcviev.ing all of the considcrations under RCW 26.27.:~61 of 

the \ iCCJL\, Judge Cowsert's rulings that Washington would not 

exercise jurisdiction after .luly 5. 2012 were clearly correct and should be 

anirmed. 

I). JsslIe of Child Support is not on appeal. 

Although the {\Vo orders thaI Lone appeals had nothing to do with 
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... ..... -.. -----~ 

child support but instead addressed the custody or Nora, I ,one hases 11l'r 

plea for Washington jurisdiction based on non-appealed child support 

issues . Lone' s Opening Briefls filled with information alx1U1 child 

support eventhqugh no order being appealed addresses child SUpj)()f1. 

Since the child support order was not appealed hy Lom:, the coun should 

ignore all allegations made on that issue as irrelevant. 

r·: . C::.:l~t;:<;cited byL.onc are inapplil,'able to thisca.<;c. The 
controllinl.! authority is the UCCJEA as briefed above in 
~~~li(;~ III(AJ:tB),-~!~(1 ((,).'9 -

In supporting her appeal. Lone cites several cases that barred a 

parly from I~ling nev,' actions in the court based on eith(~r a history of 

abuse of process or based upon failure to pay monies due. None of those 

eases arc applicabk here because J\Jdg(~ Co\.vser(s ruling vvas not a ruling 

limiting Lone access to a court with jurisdiction. rather it was a ruling that 

ddilK'd where appropr.~ale jurisdiction would tx~ forany tl.nure action 

bct\vc.cn the partics in this InaUer. As slated above. the [:CUFA is the 

legal authority that controls where jurisdiction exists in this case. 

B(~r v. Jensen(Ji! eited by Lone is inapplicable. rhcre. \~'ashington 

\·vas the correetjurisdiction bUl the Court disallowl.xt thL' appellant to avail 

himself of the court until he had paid the respondent's attomcys t('es. 1) 1 

" . Chapli.:r 26. 27 RC\V . 
~"I)m ' r. JellSI'll. 147 Wd:sh.App. 641. 1')6 P .. 'd 7:;> (2 00S) 

!d at 64 5. 
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This is nol the case here. Llb:wisl:~. Vurlis v. Phi/lip./': is a case \\hereby 

one party \vas enjoined From tiling repetitive. ahusive Imvsuits. This is not 

the Ulse here. flere. the court did not enjoin future litigation due to tht' 

behavior or either party. rather the court ruled that \Vashington nfl longer 

hadjurisdictionill.this Jl1atter since the mother Lone moved to "ionvay in 

201 I, the fathgrSimon \vas moving tgFlorida in July 2012an the minor 

child Nor<.iwas m().~' ing to Non.va~'inJuly 2012. Sinec neither or the 

parties nor the minor child would be living in Washington aiter July 2012. 

the \Vashington courts would lose jurisdiction in this case as a matter of 

operation of klw. This is a jurisdiction case and in child cLlst()dy matters. 

the UCCJEA is controlling with regard 10 jurisdiction. 

IV. AITORNF't"S FEFS 

A. Lone ll'. not entitled lo allOrnC)' s fees or cosls. 

\\/hiJe offering no bricling whatsoever, Lone reljllcsts attorney's 

fees for the appeal based on : "Nceu vs. ability 10 paJ. RC\\ ' 26,09.140. 

Simon ' s inlransigencc."("'i\(J evidence is in the record v .. ith regard to 

either of these hases. \Vhal evidence does exist in the record support:-; 

Dr-:NIAL Oflhis request. 

I, ' rums. l'!1I/,ps. 14.' \"-'ash.Apr. 6l'0, 181 P.1J &49 CWo~ L 
, . Appc'ILlnl'S Opcning Brief. pp. 14 
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" 

I , lU 'H' 26 or;. 1-10 is no hasis /iJI' alfurney 's /('('5 in 
this cLlse 

RCW 26,09.140 is located \vilhin the [)omeslic Relations Act and 

provides as follows: 

26JJ9.140. Payment of costs. attortlrys' fccs, de 
Ihc court from time to lime after co []sidenng the 

lillancial resources of both part ies rnay ordl.~f d part)' l() pay 
a reasonabk amount for the cost to the ltther party of 
maintaining or ddcnding UIl) pruceeding under this cilapkr 
and for fI.:a sonabk attorneys' kcs or ulher rrokssional f\:,;:" 
in COfHH:cti(H) therewith. including sums 1'01' kgal sen lCCS 

rcndered and costs incurn:d prior to the commCIH:ement nf 
the procccdill)2. or enforcemellt or modification proceedings 
aner entry orjudgnK'Ilt. 

tpon any appeal. the app ... ~ llatc c(,ur1 may, in il s 
tii scrctinl1. order a party 10 pay for the cost to the other 
p;IrlY of rnainlaining {he appeal and allorTlc: s' kes in 
additi oll to statutory cOSls. 

The cnurt may ord\.~r that 1111.: ;llh1rlh:y < L;\.,s b\., paid 
direel l ~ l\l 111(' allorne: \\11\1 lllay e nforl'c th-: order ill h i ~ or 
h('r name. 

The lower court order from which Lone lakes this appeal did no! 

(l\\ard attorneys fees to her in this matter. Furthermore. the evidence 

hd()rc the court established that ( I) I.om,:· s household income is 

approximately S! 50.000 per year:I,.j (2) Lone had aJequ<:ltt,;· rcsources 10 

ohtain legal counsel: (3) Simon did nnt have the resourCes to hire kgal 

COlll1sd <UH1 thus proceeded pro SI.!.I>' Thus if the court is cOllsi(k~rin!:! 

"., ('1' 91. lin.: '1-5. ('1' 249 . paragraph 12. 
CP 229. lirll' 33-34. 
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"need versus ahility to pay", it should makc an award to Simon."" Lonc's 

argument to the contrary is disingenuous at best. Ilo\vcveL since I.om: 

failed to adequately hrief this isslIe. the Court should either rcCuse to 

. I' ~} ll' 
n:V1CW hmt ISSlIe O[ llellY ler request. ' 

711erc is nojinding {hal ,,'imoll was intransigent and 
{hils no hasis exiSlsfar WI award (~latl()rney 'skcs 
on Ihal premise. 

Lone requests attorney's lees based on "Simon's intransigence" 

without citing any legal authority. any factual findings on this issue Of 

provide any other basis f()r this claim. The record actually shows that 

Lone sought findings of contempt and the impositions or attorney's fl.:l.:s 

tv,'ice and both times the eourt denied hlT request."s 'rhis furthl'r 

undermines her un-briefed claim for altorney's fees on this basis. In 

accordance with 5;tate v. [)ennis cited above, the Court should either 

rcruse to revicv. this issue Of deny her request. 6'1 

f." Simon did incur approximately $5.000 in ;tHomey's fe",~ for assistan(:c oLin attorn<~:
on this brief. Ifthe COllrt dt:'cided to award Simon tee~. he will tile a declaration !O 

support the appropriarc award hy the CQUft. 

(.' ?C~<; Stille I'. DWTIIsol}, 115 Wash.2d 609. 6.?'1. 801 P.2d 19, (1990) (citiTlg)'/lwh I' 

Klllg. 106 Wash.2d 443.722 l'.2d 796 (l9lih)) . 

'., CP 19(). lin~' 20-23 . 

"" Set;' ,'';JaIL' \'. D,,"nison. 115 Wash.2d 60<). 629. 1\01 1'.2d 19.1 (1990) (citing Smirlt \'. 
" ·il/g. 106 W·ash .• 'd ·1-13. 722 P.2d 796 (1986)). 
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• 

V. C~)N('I .USION 

\Vashington state no longcr has jurisdiction ovcr this malleI' under 

the lICC.lFA. Norway has takcniurisdiction and is recognized by 

\Vashington as the appropriate forum t()r 1 it igati ng this matter. J uJge 

Cowsert's nlling thaI Washington State is not thL: proper forum was 

COlTect under tree J I ~ :\. But even j r it \\ as not correct IS W:LS onh 

incorrcct fix having heen made too early. As of January 5, 2013 the 

\~'ashington eourts have lost any jurisdiction over this case as a matter of 

la\\. Thus this appeal of the finding that Washington lacks jurisdiction 

over this case is now moot as the operation of UCC.lEA. The absence of 

any parly from the State W'ashinglol1 for more than a year mCiUiS that 

\Vashington Stale no longer has jurisdiction is this malter. LOlh.'· s appci:ll 

should be dismissed anci/or the I(mcr court's ruling amrm~d and th~ 

hmhennorc. Lone's requcst !\If attorney's tees \vas Ilol hriefed. is 

!lot h3sed on supported 1i.1Cls ()r l(lv,', and is !lol appropriate based on the 

r~:cord. This fl'<..jllcst should likewise be denied. 

Rl :SPECrFU LLY SUBMlrTED this 1 g th day or July. 20 I.'). 

L "'\ '~) 

, ~ .. (? . ~L--~ 
SIMON B. PEDFRSLN. Respondent 

"'-0 Se 
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DITI.ARAllO'-; OF SFRV!CF 

I. . declare: 

1. I am a messenger for ABC Legal Services. I 3m on:r tlK~ 

age of 18 and competent to testi(v to the matters contained herein. 

On the day of JUly. 2013.1 personally dcliv('rcd a 

copy of til is document to the Attorney fi)r the Appellant I !clmut Kab. at 

the following addr(,,~ss: 6R18 140th Avenue NE. \Voodinvilk. W/\ 98072-

9001 by (ddivcring it to his receptionist) (handing it pers()f)ally to 1\-11'. 

Kah) 

.., 
,) . On the same day' as listed abovc.1 also filed {\Vo copics 01 

this Brief \\ilh the Clerk's OHice filr the COllrt or Appeals. Division I in 

Seattle \Vashington. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the lav,,'$ of the State of 

\Vashington thal lhe forgoing is lnle and correct to the hest of my 

knowledge. 

Executed a\ 
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. Washington on this 

Name: 
Address: 

day of 

( .'- ". ' 

-
-i"\ 

'..c': : \ .'''' 
c· 
.' 
C', _ .M _ ... 

... ~-- ~'"'- '~ 


