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: I. \ INTRODUCTION

Jonathan appealed the District Court’s September 12, 2025 order declining
_:-_=.:— . —-r—jurisdiction under:the-Uniform Child Custody Jurisdiction and Enforcement-Act”
= L (BUECTEAY); :and now motions the Court to Supplement the Record in light of
LT '3_ ~——_-newly.available.evidence that Petronella’s February 13, 2024 Petition for
: - - “=Dissolution ‘was not valid, and therefore the Dutch court denied jurisdiction of the
vo I e -case: Petronella’s Response Brief (“PRB”) misrepresents material facts and
- === _zrelevantiinformation to the Montana Supreme Court (“MSC”) regarding purported
- = Dutch-jurisdiction; the submission of Jonathan to foreign jurisdiction, the habitual
- - residence of Rachael Anna Allen (“RAA”) in the Netherlands, Jonathan’s
=~ = = -7~ acquiescence and-approval of the parental abduction and resettlement of RAA, and
_v...._L . _thepurported intentions of Jonathan regarding his legal pleadings and involvement
- - = --as'being merely of a vexatious and frivolous nature and without substantial or legal
U grounds.: Most of these allegations have sigr;iﬁcant evidentiary impact on this
. matter before the' Court, and form the basis of Petronella’s Response Brief.
_~ - With diréct relevance to the matter on appeal, the District Court of Middle
= =277 T ~“Netherlands has;just rendered its Decision on January 20, 2026 regarding the
=+~ _. " Dutch Petition for-Dissolution of Marriage filed by Petronella on February 13,
o . 2t 2024 Jonathan is requesting the Court to take notice of the ruling, and to grant his

-.__.~=-_ -: Motion:to-Supplement the Record with Newly Rendered Decision, as it confirms
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his claim for the last two years that‘ the Dutch court did not have jurisdiction to
adjudicate Petronella’s February 2024 divorce petition. This is the same foreign
divorce petition that the District Court of Lincoln County used to rule that it could
"l TS '::‘-'no,t;takeﬁﬁfisdictioniof- any.dissolution and custody mattefs. So, the new ruling _
v s o texplicitly-contradicts the:above claims made by Petronella to defend her position in
g rommnr==this -‘chétédy‘niatt’ér;and‘ eliminates any obstacles to initial Lincoln County
= —;~ . ~o=jurisdiction of the marriage and all associated custody rr}atters.

Y

ez x> -~ Jonathan is:aware:that.he will need to obtain a certified English translation
-z~ - :zof the ruling by:a certified translator. Since the January 20, 2026 ruling just came
-~ = rzout-days.ago; and since translations take some time, Jonathan is providing this

~ . .. .Court with an-unofficial-translation of the ruling at this time, and will provide a

.- certified copy once the official translation is complete.

II. ARGUMENT

= - II=1; ~“Response to Appellee’s Arguments regarding UCCJEA
Jurisdiction ;
~ ... Throughout the whole of Petronella’s Response Brief, there are multiple
referrals to UCCJEA statutes and timelines, and ‘Home-State” language that she
. .believes support-her.case for jurisdiction in the Netherlands. She presents all of

== <.~ her arguments-using UCCJEA parameters as if this were a typical divorce scenario

72 < where one spouse moved to another state, causing a traditional jurisdictional
3



dispute that must be addressed by the normal regulations under UCCJEA. All such
jurisdictional rationale is asserted without any mention of the “elephant in the
_room” --- the proven international kidnapping of RAA.
S e =<2 This fact is, of course, always ignored and missing from any
ro="27ar7 . communications from Petronella or her attorneys. They move hastily forward in
s e =m o their jurisdictional-arguments and quote standard UCCJEA statutes with ease in
wiie wnosr _regard fodnitial jurisdictionhome-state status, continuingjurisdictior;, etc. Butin
o= .o theirreading. of UCCIEA lbg-i'slatzion, they seem to have overlooked Section 208 of
=uiio ... “the UCCJEA code adopted by Montana in MCA 40-7-109. Let us review what it
says below:
:mozs = oot Section 208. Jurisdiction Declined by Reason of Conduct.
L= .. (a) Except as otherwise provided in Section 204 [or by other law of this
v o~ - State], if'a court-of this S-tate has jurisdiction under this [Act] becausé a person
oo 7 seeking tdirwoke its jurisdiction has engaged in unjustifiable conduct, the court
shall decline to exercise its jurisdiction...”
szl roi o7 o International law also conﬁr;ns that unjustifiable conduct must not be
rewarded or allowed to shift-jurisdiction of custody matters. In 3.11 of the January
= w20, 2026 ruling, the Dutch court points to intra-European legislation to ground
w=:no7. o oo jurisdiction.in the Netherlands: “In matters of parental responsibility, Aﬁicle 7(1)

of Brissels 1Ib provides that the courts of the Member State in which the child is



habitually resident at the time the court is seized have jurisdiction.” Under this
European Article, the United States would be the equivalent Member State “in
which the child is habitually resident at the time the court is seized” (February 13,

olin T iz 2:2024). “The-Montana courts would clearly have jurisdiction under this Article,

. = iTe mEuropednmatter without a proven international parental abduction. Brussels II-ter
e T iz (Regulation (EW).2019/1111) governs EU Member State vs EU Member State'
cases. |
s = o = BecauseRAA’s habitual residence before the abduction was the United
.. - :States, as decreed ;n Exhibit A of the Record (See Exhibit A, page 5, § 5.8), this is
~=° = o== not a.pure-EU-EU case: When a third state (like the U.S.) is involved, Dutch
= . courts'must apply the 1996 Hague Child Protection Convention, to which both the
=~ . Netherlands and the United States are parties.
2. Custody jurisdiction under the 1996 Hague Child Protection Convention is
- :governed by Articles 5 and 7.. Under Article 5(1) of t‘he 1996 Hague Convention, it
T .~ . ... . states that “The judicial or administrative authorities of the Contracting State of the

- _ ..habitual residence.of the child have jurisdiction to take measures directed to the

. zzomtoi. - oprotection of the.child’s person and property.” So, the threshold question is: Had



the child’s habitual residence shifted from the U.S. to the Netherlands by 13
February 20247 The answer, legally, is no.
Furthermore, Article 7, in keeping with UCCJEA Section 208, highlightﬁs
oL i i ﬁihé.tlvvrongful,.femgiifal‘bdlocks a change in habitual reside\nce, and explicitly
=z - o soprevents -abducting parents from manufacturing foreign jurisdiction. Article 7 (1)
-———— -states:““In.case-of-wrongful femoval or retention of the child, the authorities of the
-_*Contracting-State in which thechild was habitually resident immediately before the
~izrmiaow o removal or-retenfion keep. their jurisdiction until the child has acquired a habitual
.= - .. residence in-another: State...”. At the time of filing, the habitual residence of RAA
Fxin oo o= -=Was the—-Uniféd—:States: ;-Thé-original habitual residence state of Montana retains
AT eiclusive.jurisdiction until another jurisdiction is obtained through proper and
legal means.
~~~-Aproven intérnational parental abduction determined by an official
- international Hague Court constitutes “unjustifiable conduct” under UCCJEA
“Section 208 and “wrongful removal” under Article 7 of the 1996 Hague
- ..-Convention treaty. Both laws mandate that the Dutch court cannot seize and “must
.. "_detlihe to exercise its. jurisdiction” as worded in UCCJEA Section 208 above.
~_ ... ..~ From an American perspective, the UCCJEA treats foreign countries like other
221 oD .7 States-for purposeé'of_UCCIEA custody enforcement. However, there is a major

" - ‘problem when dealing with foreign nations. The Dutch courts may choose to



ignore unjustifiable conduct as well as the American UCCJEA mandate, and take
unilateral action in spite of the sound legal philosophy and requirement not to
reward “unjustifiable conduct” with jurisdiction. Yet this is pre(l:isely what the
Tfes ~.:zDutchicourt.did |thé? Jast two years until it was forced to decline jurisdiction for
" i otherreasons.- By-international law and UCCJEA statutes, the Dutch courts should

R L vTEAnever attempt to-exercisejurisdiction when a confirmed international kidnapping

= .= provides-the basis for forum'shopping to Dutch jurisdiction. The Dutch court has

- _-===completely ignored the UCCGJEA statute and Jonathan’s pleas that the Montana
ER el ol '::::c_ou'r‘ts are the only appropriate forum for addressing this horrible kidnapping
.= - = -~Situation. The Dutch-court-has not hbnored its commi;crnent to international law
Loio . 2.2 Jzand comity, which should embolden the Dutch Court to decline jurisdiction of a
matter of this criminal nature.
~m oo 27 This prese_ntS‘-al‘reaI problem for Jonathan and RAA As long as Petronella
"“argues normal jurisdictional timelines under UCCJEA (i.e., last 6 months residence
of the child, independent of whether it was legal residence or unlawful residence
- . _..° ... obtained-by criminal-action), .she will be able to say that the child has been resident
. - -.- .o in-another Statethat now has-obtained jurisdiction. An incomplete application of
- - UCCIEA statutes allows Petronella to criminally kidnap RAA and then “forum

" .2 =7 shop”.and shift jurisdiction'to the Netherlands due exclusively to her successful

- - manipulation of law.to grant her immunity from any consequences of her criminal



kidnapping. This is an extremely abusive application 6f UCCJEA law, and one
that runs totally contrary to th; whole spirit of proper and just adjudication of
_ custody matters. But Petronella can only avoid accountability 1f _the M'o_ntaga
e oo ez District Court-allows-her criminal behavior to go unnoticed without consequence,
7 =ezomn Y or applies UCCIEA statutes without Section 208 in full view.
w- aaiis v e Tl here isFhowever, a very simple solution to ﬁrevent this type of abusive
=+ = manipulation of proper custody law. The Lincoln County District Court, which is
ek 207 boundto UCCIEA statutés.including Section 208, mus‘t intervene and not allow the
-=2 z=oea o non-compliant Putch court to exercise jurisdiction(that is not permitted under
#== == -z JCCGIEA and Montana law."No matter how long Petronella has been able to avoid
. .LI.. ] .-Montana jurisdiction as a confirmed kidnapper of a Montana child, the Lincoln
.~ ....... “County District Court has a legal obligation to RAA, Jonathan, and all Montana
" :- - .~ citizens to prevent “unjustifiable conduct” to be rewarded by sanctioning Dutch
Wz Do Zjurisdiction, The Lincoln County District Court must strongly assert its jurisdiction
.. " -~ to maintain justice and proper legal jurisdiction of this egregious situation where

-z i o criminal unjustifiable conduct has been willingly committed.

oo et o1 2. 0 Response to Appellee’s Argument for Dutch Jurisdiction
~7>=7. ~ 1 - _ Petronella argues that the Netherlands now is the “home-state” of RAA post-
7. ..z w72z zabduction.according to UCCIEA ruleé, and that the Netherlands has jurisdiction

.~ -. . due.to the fact that an existing dissolution and child custody action has been

8



" ongoing since its filing in February 2024. She further argues that since the
Netherlands has initial jurisdiction that continues with Jonathan’s willing

submission to that jurisdiction, there is no ground for Montana to assert

i j1.1-r.‘isdictibﬁ.Sh&'chcludes that Jonathan is merely upset with Dutch jurisdiction
== = - = and is-fforum-shopping” to get a more favorable ruling in Montana.
sse 2 ik - Trmizers s wThe January 205:2026Decision of the District Court of Middle Netherlands
-+ ~»_abolishes Petronella’s-claimof Dutch jurisdiction, and therefore also her whole”
=~z _L .. :legal argument.for lack of:-Montana jurisdiction. In 3.3 of this ruling, the Dutch
v s -Court states :that‘f—‘theic(i!urt does not have jurisdiction to decide on the wife’s
~<= -~ .-- === divorce-petition:’*-Later-in 3.8 it gives the reason for the lack of jurisdiction to
- .. adjudicate: “In the-opinion.of the court, it has not been established that the wife
- - -had:her habitual residence in the Netherlands for at least six months prior to the
-~ date of ﬁIing"-the.'divorc‘e petition on 13 February 2024.” “Case dismissed,” in
every legal and practical way.
_ v ... : . TheCourt dismissed the case on grounds of insufficient habitual residence to
ground jurisdiction, thereby:

_ .. _.: 1 Nullifying Dutch jurisdiction and therefore also the Dutch Dissolution of

Marriage Petition;



2. Dismissing any purported jurisdiction of the Dutch Court that the Lincoln

County District Court assumed was in effect and relied upon as a basis for its

denial of Montana jurisdiction;

i3y Validating Jonathan’s claim from the beginning that the Dutch Court did not

have jurisdiction;

= “zz4; ‘Shattering-Petronella’s false statement that “Jonathan has consistently

---=:submitted. tothé jurisdiction of the Dutch courts since initiation of the divorce
~ ‘and ciistodjproceedings on February 13, 2024” (PRB, Page 2, § 1);

.. Disproving the-allegation that “the child has lived, attended school, and been

- —=fully-integrated in-th¢ Netherlands since 2022 with the knowledge and

_ consent/acquiescence of both parents” (PRB, Page 1, ] 4);

."Dismissing Petronella’s disingenuous claims that “Jonathan’s conduct (i.e.,

submitting to Dutch jiirisdiction, repeatedly delaying the Dutch proceedings,

- -and simultaneously-initiating and appealing foreign rulings) constitutes classic

-forum shopping and undermines the proper administration of justice” (PRB,

Page 2, 1 2);

. Obliterating Petronella’s rationale for the request for attorney’s fees and costs
- “in responding to-his [Jonathan’s] Supreme Court appeal given his appeal was

“taken:without substantial or reasonable grounds, filed for purposes of

harassiment, vexatious, and frivolous...” (PRB, Page 25,1 1)

10



The Dutch court confirmed that it does not have jurisdiction to adjudicate, as
Jonathan has been stating for the last 2 years, and therefore the court did not have
jurisdiction to grant the divorce. However, the legal implications of the dismissal

rzime smioi:0fthe Dutch.dissolution case are profound, and extremelj;' relevant to the key

RS jurisdictional issue of this appellate case.

~wEm et il 3. Response to Appellee’s Statement of Facts

i =~ ==o == Pétronellastétes that RAA has never attended public school in the United

=l = ToStates (See PRB;Page 3, 9.5) as a pivotal basis for jurisdiction in the Netherlands.
o .7 . 7.2z Sheiomits.the facts that she registered RAA in the Netherlands without Jonathan’s

C- *?-‘-:.—' knowledge.or permission so that she could then enroll Rachael in a Dutch school
7. .=+ 7 -~without Jonathan’s knowledge or permission. Petronella was a certiﬁed
... homeschooling tutor in the United States the whole time before the abduction, and
©= -7 7.7 homeschooling was the -laétiloﬁg-term educational agreement that the parents had
S _before the kidnapping. Rachael has stated many times that she wants to be
. _.. ~homeschooled.again iq Montana, which was thé only type of education she ever
- _ . .knewin America prior to hér abduction and illegal enrollment in the Dutch school.
2.0 T ot . _—Petrorelld states (See PRB, Page 3, 1 5) that on August 11, 2023 she
. .. ..z retorned to the Netherlands with RAA. The Record shows that she did not merely
... = f‘retutn” to the Netherlands. but rather illegally abducted Rachael and unilaterally

- .- ~.went to the Netherlands. without Jonathan’s knowledge or consent, a fact that

11



4

established the grounds for the determination of “wrongful removal” by the Hague
Court of Appeals (See Exhibit A, Pagés 5 and 6, 5.9 to 5.12,).
Petronella alleges Jonathan participated in numerous legal hearings and

= - ==’ 2zzproceedings-regarding parenting disputes, and that he submitted to Dutch

sz oot e qurisdiction and conceded-that-Montana lacks jurisdiction to adjudicate the parties’
=i 5'_.'-?“:53.%":":?._diSSOII'.lti0n’ (See PRB, Page 4, § 2 and 3). Jonathan participated in Hague
s iz emmiiesc IConvention.on-the Givil Aspects of International Child Abduction (“CCAICA")
sl srauiproceedings regarding:international parental abduction, but never participated in a
- -2 - dissolution or:eustody hearing until November 25, 2025. Jonathan never submitted
- 2to Dutch-jurisdictionnor conceded that Montana lacks jurisdiction. He only
. ... "z2...:.notified the District-Court that a Dutch dissolution proceeding was pending, as
{
= '.-= - - required by law,-and that he has been challenging Dutch jurisdiction since February
-7 -~ 2024, Jonathan then moved the District Court to grant Emergency Custody of
- -~ "RAA-andestablisha parenting plan because he believed that Montana, not the
-. ~.. .Netherlands, had initial custody jurisdiction due to UCCJEA Section 208’s clear
iras oo oostatutory-language-that alternative jurisdiction cannot be obtained throﬁgh
- —~=-. “unjustifiable conduct,” parental abduction being a prime example.
-. o7 o 2z o7 = = Petronella alleges that Jonathan filed a petition under the CCAICA in an
oo o71 1o attempt:to merely influence the Netherlands family court in its dissolution and

custody-proceedings (See PRB, Page 4, 4). Quite the contrary, Jonathan filed the

12



CCAICA petition because Petronella was denying that she ever kidnapped RAA,
and was unwilling to share parenting with Jonathan or return RAA to Montana.
RAA gxpressed many times to her parents, the Dutch curator, mediators, and
nE TEEe e judgesthat she.considers Montana her “home,” and that she wants to ;tum to the
b T ULSe if she-was forced tochoose (See Exhibit C, Pages 4, 5 and 7). Jonathan filed
iz oo this tosget his’datighter back, not because he was trying to avoid a Dutch |
< an - = oo odissolution-and-custody-hearing that he knew did not have jurisdiction to hold the
hearing.
e S Petronella states that the Hague District Court rejected Jonathan’s petition on
= == = March 18;2025:(See PRB, Page 4, § 5). Actually, the Hague District Court
<2~ = : __ confirmed Jonathan’s:claim of.parental abduction by Petronella and ruled that there
- was clearly a “‘wrongful removal” of RAA from her “habitual residence” in the
= - =~ _: ~United States at the time 6f-abduction {See Exhibit A, Page 5, 5‘.8). The Hague
- = . Courtruled that it would not order the return of RAA, but would leave the custody
of Rachael up to the family courts to decide in future dissolution and custody
hearings.
S TR . _ . -Petronella states. that “Jonathan requested the Court of Appeal set aside the
S - .. “decision™.(See Exhibit, Page 5, ;1). Actually, at R/:\A’s request, Jonathan

-..." __appealed.the no-return-part of the decree, since RAA had made very clear to the

Court'in the hearings that she wanted to return to the U.S. if she had to choose

13



between her two parents. (See Exhibit C, Pages 4, 5 and 7) Petronella, under

Cross-Appeal, asked the Court of Appeal to set aside the determination that she

had wrongfully removed RAA, which the Court of Appeal rejected in affirmation

A SRR of the lower court’s decree of parental abduction.

o e Rogeeiere L Petronella-further quotes from the September 12, 2025 opinion of the

%0 il wmmizDistrict Court that'he [Jonathan] has had parenting time with RAA in the

-~ ——==z=2:" Netherlands.since Petronella’s and IRAA’S move” {See PRB, Page 6, §4) and that
ariot oo “the child -was:settled. ifi Hiér new habitual residence in the Netherlands...” (See
st vo 0 2 PRBiPage 759 1) and that-“this Court must recognize and enforce a child custody

“or. -+ Fidetermination made.in a foreign country.” (See PRB, Page 7, §2). The above

_.o.. 7z 2o s statements made by the District Court are based upon understandable but not

T... .. " completely accurate assumptions of various legal aspects of the CCAICA’s decree.

- .z2.-The'CCAICA Court is an‘international court deriving its legal authority from an

-~ = - international treaty regarding international parental abduction and protection of

. _..> -z _ :leftsbehind parents’ custodial rights. The Hague Court decree cannot and did not

T-= 77 - = - -makea“custody determination” regarding RAA, nor did it reset the habitual

- —..—-.z. . residence of RAA. It:merely grants additional physical presence, not custody or
= > ‘habitual residence,.to allow the abducted child to remain in the country of
-7z abduction until such time:as the appropriate family court makes an initial custody

c.~- -2 deternmination. Jonathan’s time with his daughter in the Netherlands does not

14



constitute “parenting time” resulting from a custodial deciéion, but rather time with
his daughter as a joint legal custodian of RAA while awaiting a court with legal
) _jurisdiction to adjpdicate a dissolution petitioﬁ with an associated custody
;_.' el d‘et‘e'rrginzitioﬁ.— Pr_olkaerﬁle'gal jurisdiction is the pivotal legal issue under review in
this appellate matter.
©TaET e U007 5 Jonathaniclaims:that Section 208 of the UCCIEA and Article 7 of the 1996
- = v o = Hague:Genvention do not allow jurisdiétion to shift due to illegal or unjustifiable
i ;c;nduct;alikef international parental abduction. Furthermore, a foreign dissolution
= oo roprocéeding thatids :dismissed ‘due to not having jurisdiction does not in any way
--- = = -—-=prevent-Montana courts from making an initial custody determination of a
©.0 ..t - onMontana’child whose last Habiwal residence before being kidnapped was Montana.
s--e —--== 2= Petronella states-that "Dutch courts are a convenient forum because, other
-~ -7 - .-- thah Jonathan’s desire for homeschooling the child, all other facts regarding the
=~ -~ child’supbringing over the last three years are primarily in the Netherlands. The
ool _:clakﬁ:that Dutch courts “cannot evaluate homeschooling” is irrelevant and legally
o=z finaccurate:=The child -was not f‘homescﬁooled all her life.” She has attended Dutch
- .. .....primary school since 2022. Regardiess, educational preferences do not determine

= = UJCCIEA jurisdiction. Furthermore, Jonathan provides no support to his contention

. .27 7o -that there is or.was an-agreement to homeschool or that the Dutch courts cannot

15



accommodate homeschooling, if homeschooling is found to be in RAA’s best
interest." (PRB, Page 21, ] 1).

The.above statements are empty rhetoric with distorted intent. RAA has told

= -the Courts:in-the _Netheflandé;.multiple times that she wants to return to Montana to
« -continue with-the homeschooling program that was all that she knew and loved
== priof-to:being kidnapped::And this was the last educational program that both
-~ = -parents-fully-agreed-upon-prior to the abduction. Of course, the Dutch courts could
~.7: theoretically.rule on:the:merits of homeschooling though they have absolutely no
#:experience: or-institutional knowledge about it, and their ruling would only come
- through an epic bias.ofDutch society that homeschooling is a joke and Dutch
* - socialized-education is the best. So, any evaluation by the Dutch courts about
~homeschooling is way outside of their competence. But horr;eschooling is very
~known and understood by Montana courts, thus eétablishing without dispute that
- :--Montana is a far more convenient forum to address homeschooling.
"~ - -+ And after all;ithe _‘—.‘mog_e-convenieilt forum” is about everything involving the

. .most relevant factors of the situation: Rachael’s natural born American citizenship -

e . o L...inthe U.S,, both parents are United States citizens, Rachael has been a habitual

-~ ~resident of the U.S. her wholelife and was physically present in the U.S. until she

e

- - - —-was:the kidnapped, she has told.the Court she wants to return “home™ to Montana,

" _Rachael’s beatitiful “home” on 5 acres in rural Montana, all her American family

16



and friends that haven’t seen her for the last few kidnapped years, etc. | For
Petronella to argue that Jonathan is asserting that Montana is the more appropriate
forum solely because of homes_ch?oling ié baseless. To argue that Netherlands is
£ s the mofé:appropriéte;fgmm requires one to ignore all the facts concerhing the life
and kidnapping of RAA.
T Hie fus T = Andall ofthis dGesn’t even include the fact that there is pending U.S.
=g sme = oriminal -'casﬁe-ofrprVen abduction being investigated by the Montana U.S.

sz Zmove vz Aftorney s Office, alegal matterthat is fully vested in U.S. jurisdiction in regard to
2= -=-+z--- the criminal kidnapping-of an innocent American child. Montana is the only

.= —-. légitimate jurisdiction in this case for many moral, legal, and pracfical reasons and

is clearly the most convenient forum.

= s 7w owdlo 4. - Response.to Appellee’s Argument for Award of Legal Fees
" Petronella argues (See PRB, Page 24,  8) that “Jonathan shouid be
- .= -~ _ i sanctioned because his emergency order and subsequent appeal were vexatious and
- += __ -filed forthe improper purpose of taxing Petronella’s resources in now a third

jurisdiction concurrently with preparation forl the final Netherlands custody

Lo 212 _hearing”. Such a request by Petronella is absurd and contradicts a;Il facts

surrounding the case. h .
-z~ .. Jonathan filed his em.ergency‘ custody order because it 'was the c;n!y way a

.-z~ -—.prose-father could hope.to get his kidnapped daughter back while the U.S.

17



criminal kidnapping case was being investigated, and until the Dutch court
acknowledged it didn’t have jurisdiction. Just last week the Dutch court finally
confirmed Jonathan’s claim that it lg_cked jurisdiction. The U.S. criminal case is _
R still:active pending U:S: Attorney review, based upon a confirmed, international i
- <= =2z final decree of“wrongful removal” by the Hague Court of Appeals. If ever there
wLITr ior ozmwererisubstantive.orreasonable grounds” for legal action, it would be Jonathan’s
= : soaom multiple cases to geét his proven kidnapped daughter back home. Such a request for
- waiuns ol awardiof attorney fees in this case is not only ludicrous and hollow, but it
~-7_ =7 represents:atotal. mockery of the sound legal basis for legitimate claims to
~-—== - reimbursement of legal fees:and costs. An appropriate application of a request for
2o .o clegal:fees . would be Jonathan’s request for reimbursement of over $ 100,000 in
_oo o egal fees, traﬁslation'costs, international travel and lodging expenses for months,
---- -~ ~mediation charges, etc., that Jonathan has had to borrow to try to get his unlawfully
-~ kidnapped daughter-back “home” to Montana where she has repeatedly pled to
return,
. = . Furthermore, the'award of legal fees is built upoh an equity and fairness
.. - ~.. = -.doctrine that includes 1) remuneration of expenses that were incurred to rectify a
" - —.wrong.committed by the other party; and/or 2) an equalization of resources to
7222~ allow.both:parties to be on an equal legal footing in their legal dispute.

.-~ - .= Petrone¢lla’s parents have been providing unlimited financial resources to

Ay
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Petronella from their multi-million Euro asset base, while Jonathan has been
borrowing heavily from creditors and friends to continue the justified fight for his
~ daughter. It was for precisely this reason that Jonathan was unable to obtain legal
s L E:;_éoun'_sbl;in Montana to pursue the just return of his daughter, because his financial
oo o resources:have been:decimated the last two years in legal battles in the
-z o i Netherlands, whichrequires-engagement of Dutch attorneys without the option of
=< [iopro serepresentation to save money. Since Petronella was the confirmed
s- oo o . < kidnapperswith unlimited financial resources to exhaust Jonathan’s lack of
===~ _financial resources; shé has a completely unfair advantage and access to legal
.. = .....=~ z-representation:that is:not available to Jonathan. For all reasons of morality, truth,
.“. .. " justice;financial inequalitszﬁof Jonathan and Petronella, and rectification of the

--- .= " ‘exhaustive-injustices-of an international crime, this Court must hastily deny

Petronella’s request for legal fees.

III. CONCLUSION

- "Inthe September-12, 2025 Order of the District Court denying custody
" jurisdiction, the District Court stated the following in the last paragraph of its
- -7 - . ruling: “Finally, as a dissolition is currently pending in the Netherlands, the Court
.. will dismiss Jonathan’s Petition for Permanent Parenting Plan on the assumption
-+ _the dissolution will also address parenting. His Petition is dismissed without

prejudice and can be renewed if the assumption is incorrect.”
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In keeping with the above ruling, Jonathan is now renewing his Petition for
Permanent Parenting Plan, since the assumption that the foreign dissolution case
will address parenting is no longer valid. The Dutch Petition for Dissolution has

aro oz been dismissed on grounds:that it lacked jurisdiction. Foreign jurisdiction cannot
i e w27 Tbe obtained by “unjustifiable conduct” under UCCJEA Section 208 and Article 7
w=r—fimr i1 20ftheé<1996 Hague Convention. Therefore, there is no longer any jurisdictional
Ttz - s - gbstructionsto the Lincoln-County District Court exercising jurisdiction over the
oo Zil woDissolution of Marriage,.and-exercising initial jurisdiction over all related custodial
matters relating to RAA.
so= e sepe oIn light of the new.evidence being supplemented to the Record, Appellant
© - -: . affirms his.position delineated in‘his Opening Brief that the District Court erred by:
=117 =7 some oo ]- Treating a CCAICA Article 12 ruling as a custody order;
—==- o= oo sooo 20 Assuming that “habitual residence” had necessarily transferred to the
.. T...7:7:: .. . Netherlands due to the Hague Court’s decision to not return RAA. as a
treaty remedy; |

e | ‘-5DeterminingithatMontana was no longer the “home” state for RAA ;

2% -~ =00 5= -4.- Minimizing the significance of Appellee’s dual citizenship and a pending

=Y oo <o "US:criminal proceeding in its analysis of significant connections

LTI supporting Montana jurisdiction;
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5. Underestimating the Special Curator Report, particularly RAA.’s strong
views that Monte;na was her home state with strong proof of her
continuing significant connéctions to Montana;

el __ . ons=z6 Assumingrincorrectly that the Dutch cou“rt already- had ju{risaic;[ion to
decide custody;
e S 7.!-’ “Failing-to address the Netherlands’ inability to address the
.- <ris-. - - homeschooling choice of Appellant and the child’s continuing
SR “ . i . educational needs under this education path; ahd
e -~ : - 8. ~Failing to recognize that Montana remains the “better placed” and only
= -- .- ~-appropriate forum for protecting and defending the best interests of
i | RAA.
Appellant respectfully Trequests that this Court supplement the Record with -
... .. . the Jaiuary 20, 2026 Decision of the District Court of Middle Netherlands, and

* remand the matter for full custody proceedings under Montana law.

Respectfully submitted,

Oposbnen £. 20t
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