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Ruiz, Assodiate Judge: Danid Bliss goped sfrom ajudgment enforaing a Russan custody order,
awarding sole custody of the parties son, Nikita, to themother, ElenaBliss. Appdlant arguesthat thetrid
court erred initsdetermination that he had been afforded procedura due processintheRussian court. In
addition, appellant conteststhetrid court's subsequent order awarding attorney'sfeesto Ms. Blissunder
D.C. Code § 16-4515 (d) (1997), asserting that he could not have violated the Russian custody order until

the tria court had determined that the Russian order was valid. We affirm.

" Sitting by designation pursuant to D.C. Code § 11-707 (a) (1995).
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ElenaTrush Bliss, adtizen of Rusia maried Danid Bliss, aUnited Statesdtizen, in February 1995.
The coupleresded in Moscow where Mr. Blissworked. ElenaBlissgavebirth to ason, Nikita, later in
1995 during afour-month stay with Mr. Blisssmother inthe Didrict of Columbia. Shortly after the couples
return to Russa, they began to have maritd difficulties. During oneargument, Mr. Blissdlegedly sruck his
wife. Theredfter, however, thingsseemed toimproveuntil, without warning, on October 5, 1996, Mr. Bliss

brought Nikita back to the United States with him while his wife was out of the house.

Although Mr. Blisshad aso teken Ms Bliss passport with him when heremoved their sonto the
United States, Ms. Blissmanaged totrave to the Didtrict of Columbiain short order and filed acustodid
actionin Superior Court. Thissuit wasdismissed on November 7, 1996 after the court determined thet the
Didrict lacked jurisdiction under theUniform Child Custody Jurisdiction Act, D.C. Code 88 16-4501 et

seq. (1997).2

The Russian custodial proceeding and order.

Upon her return to Russia, Ms. Blissbegan custodid proceedingsthere. Mr. Blissfirst received
noticeof her petitioninlate November 1996, when shete ephoned him, followed by persond serviceon
him at hisresidence on November 26, 1996. The summonsinstructed Mr. Blissto return to Russaon
December 5for acourt hearing. Mr. Blissthen began to look for Russian counsd and sent the Russan
court afax on December 2, 1996, requesting adday in the case so that he could present hisobjectionsand

documentation to the court.

2 According to Ms. Bliss sbrief, shefiled under D.C. Code § 16-4503 (a) (3) which authorizesthe
Superior Court to “ exerciseitsjurisdiction to make achild custody determination” in caseswherethe child
isphysicaly present in the District of Columbiaand elther has been abandoned or isfacing an emergency
due to actual or threatened mistreatment, abuse or neglect.
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On December 5, Mr. Blissreca ved asscond summonsfrom the court, natifying him thet the hearing
had been rescheduled for December 14. However, Mr. Blissdid not Sign acknowledging receipt of the
documents as requested because the summonswas not legible. Thenext day, Mr. Blisswas sarved again
with abetter copy of thesummons, but was not asked to Sgnanything. Mr. Blisssent the court another fax
on December 12, again asking for moretimeto organize histrip and preparedocuments. On December
14, Mr. Bliss Russian counsd represented to the court that they did not have proper papersand asked for
additiond timeto preparefor thecase. The casewas again continued until December 30. Thecasewas
postponed on December 30for thelast timeto January 20 because arepresentative from the government

agency concerned with the rights of children was not present.

Onor about December 14, Mr. Blissbeganto call socid organizationsand child adoption agencies
to arangeahomesudy. Hedso contacted the Russan court for athird time on December 16 to ask the
court for an officid invitation to participatein the hearing so that he could obtain avisafrom the Russan
conqulate. Mr. Blissbeieved that the officid invitation was necessary because during thefiveyearsthet he
workedin Russia, eachtimehehad returned hehad needed to get aninvitation from aRussian organization
before he could beissued avisa Asareault of hisexperiences, Mr. Blissdid not believe that the court
summonswould besufficient for imto obtainavisa® However, when questioned, Mr. Bliss conceded

that he did not attempt to go to the Russian consulate to confirm that he would indeed need an official

* Mr. Blissdso testified that he had informed hisRussian counsdl about his request to the Russian court
for aninvitation but that they never told him that he should go to the consulateto try to get avisawith the
summonsaone. On cross-examination, Mr. Blissaso stated that his counsel had petitioned on his beha f
to get him aletter of invitation, but there was nothing submitted to thetria court evidencing any of these
attempts. Inaddition, aletter from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation dated January
1997 gated that "Blissdid not gpply for avisain Washington and hisreferencesto any difficultiesoccurring
with obtaining it are not true.”



4
invitation, even after hiswifehad informed him that she had spoken to aconsulate officia and had been

assured that the court summons would be sufficient for him to get avisa.*

Although Mr. Bliss never secured avisa, he continued to remain in telephone contact with his
Russan counsd up until the January 20 hearing. Mr. Blisstedtified that had he been ddleto cometo Russg,
he"would have worked with my lawyers, | would have hel ped them secureand choosewitnesses, | would
have he ped with the crossexamination” and would have testified on hisown behdf. However, Mr. Bliss

did not exploreany other dterndtivesto participating in the procesdings, such astee- or video conferencing.

At the hearingin Moscow on Jenuary 20 and 21, Mr. Bliss sattorneyscross-examined Ms Blisss
witnessesaswel asMs. Blisshersdf, but presented no witnesseson Mr. Bliss sbhehdf. Initsorder dated
January 21, 1997 granting Ms Blisslega cugtody of Nikita, the Babushkin Inter-Municipal Digtrict Court
determined Mr. Blisssdemandsfor an officid invitation viaofficia agenciesto be merely apretext for
delaying the hearing. It dso concluded that Mr. Blisshad been givena'red opportunity to participatein
the court proceedings’ as he had had adequate notice of the time and location of the proceedings.

Ingranting custody to Ms. Bliss, the Babushkin court Sated that it based itsdecison®soldy” on
theinterestsof thechild and that it would award custody to “the parent who hasthe greater bond with the
child.”> Among thefactorscited by the court werethat (1) Ms. Bliss gppeared to be acaring mother and
devoted most of her timeto raisng her son; (2) Mr. Blisswasrardy at homeand spent littletimerasing

Nikita (3) Mr. Blissa one point refused to have Nikitarecaive necessary carefrom Russian physicians

* According to Ms. Bliss, Mr. Blisstold her that he did not have enough money to cometo Russiafor
the hearing.

®> Inour review werely on the certified trandations of two Russian orders contained in the record on
appeal.
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becauseof hispreferencefor U.S. specidigts, and (4) Ms. Blisshad adequate living accommodationsfor
her and her son. The court determined that to separate Nikitafrom hismother at this juncture might be
damaging to the boy'smental hedlth given his strong attachment to hismother.? Initsandysis, the court dso
noted Nikitals American citizenship and concluded that its decision wasin accordance with Digtrict of
Columbialaw, "becauseit hasrendered adecisoninthisdispute soldy intheinterestsof theminor, Nikita

Bliss."’

Mr. Blissgppeded thelower court'sdecigonto the Civil Divison of theMoscow Municipa Court
contending that he had been deprived of procedurd due process because he wasnot given achanceto
present hiscasein person.® Mr. Blissaso argued that thelower court had erred infailing to requireahome
study of both parties living conditions® Findly, Mr. Bliss asserted that the lower court did not properly
apply D.C. law, again citing the falure to dlow him an opportunity to personaly present hiscase. The
Mascow Municipa gopellate court affirmed the custody order on February 10, 1997, concluding thet (1)
therewasevidenceintherecord that Mr. Blisshad refused summonsand did not gpped to officid agencies
regarding the question of traveling to Russg; (2) that ahome study was not necessary becauseaparent's
living condition was nat determinative of theissue of the best interests of the child; and (3) thelower court

® The court stated that pursuant to current Russian law, “ parents have equa rights and bear equal
obligationsto children.” The court so stated, "It iscommon knowledge that at this age achild more than
ever needs contact with hismother with whom heis bonded by the physiology of birth and whoisthe sole
individual who is able to meet his needs and provide care, warmth, and tenderness to the child.”

" The custody order refers specifically to D.C. Code 88 16-4501 and 16-4523.

® Specificaly, Mr. Blissargued that sending the summonsto Ms. Blisss U.S. attorneys by fax did not
comply with Russian civil procedure requirementssince Mr. Blisswas aforeign citizen outsde Russian
jurisdiction. Inaddition, Mr. Blisscontended that the short notice deprived him of areasonable opportunity
to present his own case.

° Mr. Blisshad argued to the lower court that Ms. Bliss sliving arrangements were unsuitablefor Nikita
because shewasliving in a state dormitory and her housing arrangements were conditioned upon her
employment at the dormitory.
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complied with Digrict of Columbialaw becauseit "rendered the decison soldly intheinterestsof thechild,

after having properly notified the defendant of the time and place at which the case was to be heard."

The Superior Court enforcement order.

On February 24, 1997, after Mr. Blissfailed to comply with the Russian custody order to return
physca cugtody of Nikitato her, Ms Blissfiled apetitionin Superior Court asking for enforcement of the
Russan cugtody order pursuant to D.C. Code 8 16-4523. After atwo-day hearing on March 24 and 26,
1997 attended by both parties, the Superior Courtissued adecison enforcing the Russian custody order,
finding that Mr. Blisshed in fact been afforded procedura due process, and thet thelaw and andys s gpplied
by the Russan courtssubstantially accorded with Digtrict of Columbialaw because both jurisdictions
datuteswererooted inthebest interestsof the child Sandard. In particular, the court noted thet Mr. Bliss
had conceded that hehad reasonablenotice, andthat Mr. Blisssfailureto appear persondly in Russafor
the hearings"was valitionaly made and not dueto impossibility."* Findly, the court found that Mr. Bliss
had made no additiond effort to present histestimony in the Russan court by means other than apersond

appearance, such as giving testimony via videotape or teleconference.™

19 The court found it significant that Mr. Bliss never attempted to present his court summonsto the
consulate to see whether that would be sufficient to obtain atravel visa, and credited Ms. Blissstestimony
that she had advised Mr. Bliss, after her conversationswith aconsulate officia, that the summonswould
permit him to get avisa.

' Mr. Blissalso argued in thetrid court that the Russian court had improperly applied atender years
preference, see, e.g. Bazemorev. Davis, 394 A.2d 1377, 1383 (D.C. 1978) (en banc); however, thetrid
court determined that the Russian court had considered the preference asafactor in its determination of
the best interests of the child, and found no error. The court was persuaded by arecent Maryland case,
Hosain v. Malik, 671 A.2d 988 (Md. Ct. Spec. App. 1996), in which the Maryland Court of Special
Appealsdetermined that a Pakistani custody order was entitled to comity even though the Pakistani court
had applied amaternd preference, referred to as* Hazanit.” Specifically, the Hosain court concluded that
"[g]iventhat Hazanitisonly moredoctrinairein degreefromthematernal preferenceand becausethecircuit
court could have reasonably found it to be only afactor, we hold that the circuit court did not err in
concluding that the principles of Pakistani |aw which were applied were not repugnant to Maryland law."
Id. & 1005. Onapped, Mr. Blissdoes not arguethat thetria court incorrectly determined that the Russian
custody order was not guided exclusively by atender years preference.
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Inaddition to directing Mr. Blissto transfer physica custody of Nikitato hiswife, thetrid court
ordered Mr. Blissto pay dl of hiswifesattorney'sfeesand costsincurred intraveling to the Ditrict of
Columbia to enforcethe Russian custody decree pursuant to D.C. Code § 16-4515 (d). After both parties
filed submissonsto the court, Mr. Blisswas directed to pay atorney'sfeesin theamount of $8,102 and
other expenses in the amount of $1,586.60.
.

Enforcement of Russian custodial decree.

A foreign custody decree“shdl [be] recognizeld] and enforeg]d]” by the Superior Court of the
Didtrict of Columbiaprovided thet thedecreewasrendered by " gopropriateauthoritiesof other nations' and
al affected partiesare given reasonable notice and an opportunity to beheard. D.C. Code 88§ 16-4513,
-4523.2 These provisions, as adopted from the Uniform Child Custody Jurisdiction Act (UCCJA), reflect
thenation, inthechild custody context, thet "recognition of aforeignjudgment or decree can only be based
upon judicia action which comports with our own notions of due process of law." Rzeszotarski v.
Rzeszotarski, 296 A.2d 431, 437 (D.C. 1972), overruledin part on other groundsby Bazemore, supra
note 11, 394 A.2d 1377, and superceded on other grounds by statute as recognized by Albergottie v.
James, 470 A.2d 266, 269 (D.C. 1983); seealso Sockv. Sock, 677 So. 2d 1341, 1345 (Fla. Digt. Ct.
App. 1996); Ivaldi v. Ivaldi, 685 A.2d 1319, 1324 (N.J. Sup. Ct. 1996); Hovav v. Hovav, 458 A.2d

2 D.C. Code § 16-4513 provides:

The Superior Court shall recognize and enforce aninitial or modification decree of a court of
another state which had assumed jurisdi ction under statutory provisionssubstantialy in accordance
with this chapter or which was made under factual circumstances meeting the jurisdictional
standards substantialy smilar to thoseof thischapter, so long asthis decree has not been modified
in accordance with jurisdictional standards substantially similar to those in this chapter.

3 D.C. Code § 16-4523 provides:

The provisions of this chapter relating to the recognition and enforcement of custody decrees of
other states apply to custody decreesinvolving legal institutions similar in nature to custody
ingtitutionsrendered by appropriate authoritiesof other nationsif reasonable notice and opportunity
to be heard were given to all affected persons.
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972, 974 (Pa. Super. Ct. 1983); Oehl v. Oehl, 272 S.E.2d 441, 444 (Va. 1980). Mr. Blissdoes not
contest that the Babushkin Inter-Municipa district court and Moscow Municipal appellate court are
“gppropriateauthorities’ to render acustody decree and concedesthat he was given adeguate notice of the
custody proceeding. He contends, however, that the Russan custody order should not be recognized and
enforced by our courts, because he was denied an opportunity to be heard when the Russian court

proceeded with the custody hearing in his absence, despite his assertions that he desired to be present.

Following atwo-day evidentiary hearing, thetrial court entered an order enforcing the Russian
custody decreeafter concluding that Mr. Bliss sfallureto be present at the Russian custody hearing "was
valitiondly madeand not duetoimpossihility.” Withthetrid court havingmadethat factud determingtion,
thiscourt cannot set asidethejudgment unlessitisclearly erroneous or “without evidenceto support it.”
D.C. Code § 17-305 (a) (1997); cf. Super. Ct. Civ. R. 52 (3). SeeVereenv. Clayborne, 623 A.2d 1190,
1192 (D.C. 1993) (D.C. Code 8§ 17-305 (@) "indistinguishablefromthe'clearly erroneous standard” of
Super. Ct. Civ. R. 52 (d)); see also Hosain, note 11 supra, 11 671 A.2d at 997.

We condudethat the evidence presented during the heering was suffidient to support thetrid court's
finding that Mr. Blisswas given an adequate opportunity to be heard by the Russian court, but chosenot
to take that opportunity. See Hovav, supra, 458 A.2d a 974. Thetria court noted that Mr. Blisshad
been granted severa continuances by the Russian court which gave him ampletimeto secureavisa
Althoughtheinitia detefor thestart of the proceedingswas December 5, 1996, just ten daysafter appellant
recaived hisfirgt court summons, the actud hearing did not take place until January 20, morethan 45 days
later. Mr. Bliss srepresentation that hewas prevented from obtaining avisabecause he could not get an
officid invitation from aRuss an agency doesnat avail him because, as he conceded to the court, he never
attempted to verify with the Russian consulate that in order to get avisa, hedid indeed need an officid
invitation in addition to the court summons. Thetrid court choseto credit Ms. Blissstestimony that shehed



9
told her husband that the court summonswould be sufficient for himto get avisa. Moreover, though Mr.
Blissaso tedtified that heand hisattorneys made severd requeststo the court in Moscow to enligt itsaid
in securing theinvitation he thought he nesded, he did not submit any documentation to thetrid court which
evidenced any of theseatempts. Incontragt, Ms. Blissintroduced into evidenceaJanuary 1997 Ietter from
the Minidry of Foreign Affairsof the Russan Federation gaing that “[Mr.] Blissdid not apply for avisa
inWashington and hisreferencesto any difficultiesoccurringwithobtaining itarenct true” Giventhesefacts
intherecord, and because Mr. Blisswasrepresented by Russan counsd a the hearing, we cannot say thet
thetrid court was"dearly erroneous’ indetermining that Mr. Blisshad an adequate opportunity to beheard
inthe Russian court. See Custody of a Minor (No. 3), 468 N.E.2d 251, 255 (Mass. 1984) (upholding
Audrdian custody order infavor of husband when wife had sufficient notice of the proceeding and was
represented by counsel and order was based on the best interests of the child); Klont v. Klont, 342
N.W.2d 549, 551 (Mich. Ct. App. 1983) (plaintiff could not claim that he did not have reasonable
opportunity to be heard in West German custody proceeding when he had prior notice and purposefully
failed to attend hearing by taking child and returning to the United States); Hovav, supra, 458 A.2d & 974
(custody decree upheld when wife chose not to avail herself of opportunity to be heard at Isragli

proceedings).

Award of attorney's fees.

Initsorder dated May 27, 1997, thetrid court avarded Ms. Blissattorney'sfeesintheamount of
$8,102 and expensesin the amount of $1,586.60. Mr. Bliss does not contest the award of expenses,
conceding that the court could have made an award of trid-related costs pursuant to Super. Ct. Civ. R. 54
(d). However, hechdlengestheaward of attorney'sfeescontending, firs,, that thetrid court never made
an explict finding that he had violated the Russan custody order. Second, he assartsthat the " Didtrict of
Columbiaversion of the UCCJA doesnot providefor anaward of counsd feesto the Wifemerdy upon
her successful prosecution of such anaction.” Hesuggeststhat the Russian custody order could not have
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been giveneffectintheDidrict of Columbiauntil thetria court had firgt determined thet the order wasvaid
and entitled to comity. Therefore, Mr. Blissassarts, because hereturned Nikitato hiswifein accordance

with the trial court's order, he could not have violated the Russian custody order.

Wereview thetrid court'sdecison to awvard costs under the UCCJA for abuse of discretion. See
InreE.Q.B.,617 A.2d 199, 202 (D.C. 1992). Based ontherecord before us, wefind unpersuasve Mr.

Bliss' s argument that the award of attorney's fees was inappropriate.

D.C. Code § 16-4515 (d) providesin relevant part as follows:

A person violating acustody decree of another state which makesit necessary to enforce

the decreein the Digtrict may be required to pay necessary travel and other expenses,

including attorneys fees, incurred by the party entitled to the custody or hisor her

witnesses.

By itsown terms, D.C. Code 8§ 16-4515 (d) does not require an explicit finding by thetria court
that aparty hasviolated an out-of-state custody order beforeit can award attorney'sfees and expenses.
SeeD.C. Code816-4515(d). Moreover, dthoughthetrid judge heredid not make an explicit finding thet
Mr. Blisshad violated the Russian custody order, there could have been no other basisfor her order
assessng expenses. Initsdigpostion of the case, the court ordered Mr. Blissto trandfer cugtody of Nikita
"Inaccordancewith the January 21, 1997 Russan custody order granting Petitioner custody of theminor
child, NikitaBliss' and then, inthevery next paragraph, awarded Ms. Blissattorney'sfees and expenses

"pursuant to D.C. Code § 16-4515 (d)."** SeelnreE.Q.B., supra, 617 A.2d at 202 n.7 ("Although it

¥ Mr. Bliss, citing testimony in the hearing transcript, argued for thefirst timeat ord argument that the
Russian custody order did not become effective until September 10, 1997, more than five months after the
tria court'sorder enforcing the Russan decree. Congderationsof fairnessto the court and to the opposing
party normally preclude usfrom considering this newly-presented issue, and we declineto do so here. See
George Washington University v. Waas, 648 A.2d 178, 182 n.6 (1994) (issuesraised for thefirst time

at oral argument will not be considered on appeal); Miller v. Avirom, 127 U.S. App. D.C. 367, 369-70,

384 F.2d 319, 321-22 (1967). We note, in any event, that the Babushkin court order of January 21,
1997, statesthat its effective date is February 10, 1997. On that day the Moscow Municipal appellate
(continued...)
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would have been preferablefor [thetrid court] to have dearly articulated the bagsfor [itg ruling, implicit
in[itsruling] is[itg finding that [appdlant] violated the [foreign] order of custody."); seealso Harvey v.
Harvey, 259 SE.2d 456 (Ga. 1979) (award of attorney'sfeesand costs proper after defendant'swrongful
holding of custody of the child necessitated plaintiff to travel from South Carolinato Georgiato enforce
custodial decree); Heyer v. Bayless, 463 N.Y.S.2d 159, 161 (N.Y . Co. Ct. 1983) (court'sdecision
enforang Utah custodia decree meansthat petitioner " primafadie etablished her entitlement to rdief under
thegatute"). Mr. Blissrdieson Kimmonsv. Heldt, 667 P.2d 1245 (Alaska1983), for hiscontention that
thetria court wasrequired to make an explicit finding of fact that he violated the Russan custody order
before hiswife could be entitled to attorney'sfees. However, Mr. Blisssreiance on Heldt is misplaced
becausethetrid court therehad avarded atorney'sfeesbased onthree different Alaskan Statuteswithout
any accompanying findingsof fact, making itimpossblefor the gppdlate court to deduce onwhet bassthe
lower court had assessed thefees. Seeid. at 1251-52. Asaresult, the Heldt court was unable to
determinewhether thelower court had actudly concluded thet the gppellant had violated the Sster Sate
cudody order. Seeid. at 1253, Here, thelanguage of thetrid court’ sorder provides sufficient bassfrom
which we can, and do, condudethet thetrid court found thet Mr. Blisswasin violation of the Russan court

order.

We are not persuaded by Mr. Bliss' sargument that the statute should beinterpreted to allow
atorney’ sfeesonly for aviolation of aforeign custody decree occurring after acourt has determined that
thedecresisenforcedble. Arg, that argument ignoresthe fact thet by failing to return hissonto hismather’s
custody, Mr. Blissviolated the custody decreein Russia, whereit had been reviewed and affirmed on
apped. Moregenardly, suchaview isinconastent withthe purpose of the overdl Satutory schemeof the

¥(...continued)
court upheld“[t]hedecision of the Babushkin Inter-Municipal District Court of thecity of Moscow dated
January 21, 1997." See note 5, supra.
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UCCJA toprovidean efficent mechaniamfor mutua recognition and enforcement of custody decreeswhich
meet basic standards. See Desai v. Fore, 711 A.2d 822, 825 (D.C. 1998). Mr. Bliss's proposed
interpretation would give every parent unhappy with aforegn custody decreconeinitid freepassa violaing
it. Wewill not adopt an interpretation that would encourage parents who were not awarded cugtody of their
childrenin an out-of-gtate proceeding to ignore the decree and force the custodia parent to cometo their

state to, in essence, re-litigate the custodial issue, without regard for the potential imposition of expense

We do not intend to imply, on the other hand, that once atria court determinesthat aforeign
custody order isentitled to comity, D.C. Code § 16-4515 (d) mandates an award of atorney'sfeesand
other expensestotheprevalinglitigant inevery case. Asthelanguageof theprovisonindicates theawvard
of such cogsunder § 16-4515 (d), asisthe caseunder Super. Ct. Civ. R. 54 (d), iswithin thetrid court's
discretion. SeeD.C. Code 8 16-4515 (d) (“A person violating acustody decree of another statewhich
makesit necessary to enforcethe decreein the Didtrict may berequiredtopay . .. .”) (emphasis added);
cf. Robinson v. Howard Univ., 455 A.2d 1363, 1368 (D.C. 1983) (award of costs under Rule 54 (d)
withintrid court'sdiscretion). That discretion should be exercised congsently with the Satute s baanced
schemeto providefor the recognition and enforcement of aforeign decreewhile parmitting achdlengeto
the decreg sfundamentd fairness. Thus, inagtuaion whereaparty makesalegitimate argument in good
faith contesting the enforceshility in our courts of acugtody order rendered in ancther jurisdiction, thetrid
court should not automaticaly award attorney'sfeesand other expensesto the custodid party evenif the
court wereto determine on the meritsthat the order or decreeisentitled tocomity. Implicitinthetria
court'sdecision here, however, isthe determination that Mr. Blissdid not make agood faith due process
chdlengetotheRussan custody order becausethetria court found that thereason heassarted asthefactud

basis for his claim — that the Russian court proceeded in his absence — was the result of hisvolitional ac
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InHeyer v. Bayless, supra, the court in interpreting astatute smilar in natureto D.C. Code 8 16-
4515 (d) noted that the focus of the statute is

on recompensing the custodid parent for her or hisnecessary expensesin regaining custody

wrongfully withheld. Itisremedia in nature and designed to make wholethe parent

wrongfully denied custody by returning that parent to the prior Satusasnear asispossble

which includes the attendant expenses and attorney’s fees.
463 N.Y.S2d a 161. Themost gppropriate way inthiscaseto return Ms. Blissto her prior status, after
shehasbeen forced to retain counsd and fly to the United States to enforcethe Russan custody decree,
Isto compensate her for the expenses, including atorney'sfees, sheincurred to regain her rightful custody
of Nikita Thus, therewasno abuseof discretion by thetrid court initsdecisonto awvard atorney'sfees
to Ms. Blisspursuant to D.C. Code 8 16-4515 (d). SeelnreE.Q.B., supra, 617 A.2d a 202; seealso
Pittsv. Qutter, 408 S0.2d 105, 113 (Ala. Civ. App. 1981); Brewingtonv. Serrato, 336 S.E.2d 444, 448

(N.C. Ct. App. 1985).

For theforegoing reasons, we affirm the judgment of thetria court enforcing the Russian court

decree and awarding expenses, including attorney’ s fees, to Ms. Bliss.

Affirmed.





