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HOY J. 
 
 

REASONS FOR DECISION 
 
[1]      Bank of Mongolia (the “Bank”) brings this application to recognize and enforce in 
Ontario two default judgments of the United States District Court, Southern District of 
Florida (the “District Court”) - one on liability (the “Liability Judgment”) and one 
determining the quantum of damages (the “Damages Judgment”, and together with the 
Liability Judgment, the “Florida judgments”), against the respondent Senol Taskin 
(“Taskin”). The District Court found Taskin liable for treble damages in the amount of 
$67,639,921.62 under the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act (“RICO”), 18 
U.S.C. 1961 et seq. and for civil theft. All appeal periods have expired. 
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[2]      My analysis is mandated by Beals v. Saldanha, [2003] 3 S.C.R. 416 and Pro Swing 
Inc. v. Elta Golf Inc., 2006 SCC 52, [2006] 2 S.C.R. 612: 

1. Did the District Court properly assume jurisdiction according to the Canadian 
rules of conflict of laws? (Was there a “real and substantial connection”?) 

2. Have any of the defences of fraud, breach of natural justice, or public policy 
been established such that the Court should refuse to enforce the Florida judgments?  

3. Having regard to the motion brought by Taskin in Florida on September 2, 
2011 pursuant to Rule 60 of the United States Federal Rules of Civil Procedure for 
relief from the Florida judgments (the “Rule 60 Motion”), are the Florida judgments 
final and conclusive? (Should enforcement of the Florida judgments be stayed?)  

[3]      I conclude that the District Court properly assumed jurisdiction according the 
Canadian rules of conflict of laws, and none of the above defences are made out. 
Accordingly, the Florida judgments should be recognized in Ontario. However, having 
regard to the pending Rule 60 Motion, enforcement of the Florida judgments should be 
stayed pending the dismissal, withdrawal or abandonment of the Rule 60 Motion. 

1. Did the District Court properly assume jurisdiction according to the Canadian 
rules of conflict of laws? 

[4]      The overriding factor to be considered in making this determination is the common 
law “real and substantial connection” test.  

[5]      There is no dispute as to the nature of that test: 

The ‘real and substantial connection’ test requires that a 
significant connection exist between the cause of action and the 
foreign court. Furthermore, a defendant can reasonably be 
brought within the embrace of a foreign court’s law where he 
or she has participated in something of significance or was 
actively involved in that foreign jurisdiction. A fleeting or 
relatively unimportant connection will not be enough to give a 
foreign court jurisdiction. The connection to the foreign 
jurisdiction must be a substantial one. 

Beals, para. 32 

The core of the real and substantial connection test is the 
connection that the plaintiff’s claim has to the forum and the 
connection of the defendant to the forum, respectively. […] 

[T]he Supreme Court of Canada has rejected the notion that 
there is a precise or mechanical test to define the nature or 
degree of connections required. In [Morguard Investment Ltd. 
v. De Savoye, [1990] 3 S.C.R. 1077 at 1104-1109], the Court 
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variously described a real and substantial connection as a 
connection ‘between the subject-matter of the action and the 
territory where the action is brought’, ‘between the jurisdiction 
and the wrongdoing’, ‘between the damages suffered and the 
jurisdiction’, ‘between the defendant and the forum province’, 
‘with the transaction or the parties’, and ‘with the action’.  

Van Breda v. Village Resorts Ltd., 2010 ONCA 84 at paras. 84-
85. 

[6]      Nor is it disputed that the real and substantial connection standard is the same 
whether the foreign judgment resulted from contested proceedings or, as in the case here, by 
default, absent unfairness or “equally compelling reasons.” Beals, para. 31 

[7]      The Bank and Taskin disagree, however, on the facts I should consider in determining 
if the real and substantial connection test is made out. 

[8]       The Bank says Taskin made a conscious decision not to defend the actions against 
him in District Court. The facts in the pleadings became the facts that were the basis for the 
Florida judgments. The Bank submits that I should consider those facts, and the facts found 
by the District Court in its January 13, 2011 decision (the “Jurisdiction Decision”) regarding 
its jurisdiction over Taskin, discussed below, and apply the real and substantial connection 
test to them.  

[9]      The Bank submits its approach is implicit in the Beals determination, at paras. 50-55, 
of what evidence can be submitted to the court by a defendant alleging the fraud defence to 
enforcement: a defendant must demonstrate that the facts sought to be raised could not have 
been discovered by the exercise of due diligence prior to the obtaining of the foreign 
judgment. As Beals notes, this test applies equally where the foreign judgment is a default 
judgment. At para. 54: 

In the present case, the appellants made a conscious decision 
not to defend the Florida action against them. The pleadings of 
the respondents then became the facts that were the basis for 
the Florida judgment. As a result, the appellants are barred 
from attacking the evidence presented to the Florida judge and 
jury as being fraudulent. 

[10]      In Beals, the parties had agreed that the real and substantial connection test had been 
met. The analysis of the court focussed on the second question before me.  

[11]      Counsel for Taskin argues that the critical determination of whether or not the real 
and substantial connection test is met should be based on the evidence before me on this 
application, and not the facts in the pleadings or the facts found by the District Court in the 
Jurisdiction Decision.  
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[12]      I am inclined to agree with the Bank’s position. Ultimately, however, I need not 
determine that issue. I have considered the facts plead by the Bank, the fact findings in the 
Jurisdiction Decision and the evidence filed on this Application. I have concluded that a real 
and substantial connection is made out, regardless of the fact set relied on. 

The pleadings 

[13]      The Bank’s Amended Complaint is sixty-six pages (395 paragraphs) in length.  

[14]      The Bank, Mongolia’s central bank, pleads that a complex fraud was perpetrated on it 
by Taskin together with others. 

[15]      In very simple terms, the Bank sought to raise $1 Billion for an affordable housing 
project in Mongolia’s capital. Mongolia is a developing country. The international banks did 
not consider it “bankable”. Taskin, the defendant Burton Greenberg, and a George Chalmers 
represented that they could raise the money from private investors but needed something to 
show the investor community that the Bank was a serious player. At first, the Bank issued 
documents styled “Guarantees” for an aggregate face amount of $200 million. The 
defendants (including Taskin) attempted to transact these for their own purposes but could 
not find a bank that would accept them. Taskin came up with the idea of having the Bank 
issue documentary letters of credit (“DLCs”) for commodities transactions. Taskin was 
involved in crafting the language of the DLCs. The defendants then convinced the Bank to 
issue US$200 million of documentary letters of credit (“DLCs”) to them, again purportedly 
to establish that the Bank was a serious player. The DLCs were not to be presented and were 
to be returned to the Bank at maturity. The defendants began transacting some of the DLCs 
for their own benefit as soon as they were issued. More than US$24 million of the DLCs 
have been presented for payment to various banks around the world.   

[16]      The other defendants were Florida based: M&P Global Financial Services, Inc. 
(“M&P”), a Florida company (para. 6 of the Amended Complaint); M&P Global Financial 
Services Europe, AG (“M&P Europe”), which shared office space in Florida with M&P and 
had the same two directors - Burton and Joel Greenberg - as M&P (para. 8) : GT 
International Holdings, Inc. (“GTI”), a Florida company owned by the Greenbergs (paras. 10 
and 11); Joel Greenberg, a lawyer licensed to practice in Florida with the same Florida office 
as Burton Greenberg, M&P, M&P Europe, GTI and Burton Greenberg; Burton Greenberg, 
Joel’s father; Suzanne Greenberg (Burton’s wife); and James R. Halperin, the President of a 
Florida company, and previously convicted of embezzlement. 

[17]      The Bank ultimately obtained judgments against all of Taskin’s co-defendants.  

[18]      Relevant facts plead include: Taskin is the Senior Vice-President of M&P and M&P 
Europe and is an owner and director of GTI (para. 24); he does not separate his personal 
business from M&P, M&P Europe and GTI (para. 25); Taskin has been doing business in 
Florida and/or has continuous and systematic contacts with Florida, has committed acts in 
Florida from which the action arises and on several occasions during the relevant period 
travelled to Florida to conduct acts of the enterprise (para. 27); the defendants (which 
includes Taskin) used their businesses located in Florida (Switzerland, Canada and 
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elsewhere) to facilitate their fraud against the Bank (para. 61); the defendants (which 
includes Taskin) made representations to the Bank that they could raise US$1 Billion from 
investors for Mongolia’s affordable housing project if the Bank issued US$200 million in 
DLCs to the defendants (para. 62); the court-ordered forensic examination revealed 
thousands of internal e-mails among the defendants (para. 68); the internal communications 
reveal that the defendants had no intention of finding investors for the Bank’s affordable 
housing project and that the defendants intended to utilize the DLCs for separate, unrelated 
transactions for their own benefit (para. 69) ; the defendants began transacting some of the 
DLCs as soon as they were issued (para. 71); in an e-mail, Taskin acknowledged that the 
defendants’ activities with regard to the Bank were “an international financial crime and 
fraud” (para. 76); together, and acting in concert with other unnamed members of the 
enterprise, the defendants perpetrated a scheme to defraud the Bank out of more than US$24 
million by causing the Bank to issue the DLCs to the defendants, which have been presented 
for payment to various banks worldwide ( para. 81); Taskin, Burton Greenberg and a George 
Chalmers represented to the Bank that they could raise the funds for the affordable housing 
project with the assistance of the other defendants (para. 103); Taskin was involved in e-mail 
communications discussing how to get the Bank to agree to issue the DLCs (para. 117); the 
defendants communicated regularly by telephone and e-mail (para. 119); M&P, Burton 
Greenberg, Joel Greenberg and Taskin brought the DLCs to various banks in the world in an 
effort to cash them in (para. 131); Taskin came up with the idea of having the Bank issue 
DLCs (para. 139); Taskin made sure that he would be contacted if the Bank had any 
questions with the wording of the DLCs (para. 152); Burton Greenberg and Taskin had 
frequent contact with the Bank in order to cause it to issue the DLCs (para. 158).  

[19]      On the facts plead, Taskin operated in concert with the Florida-based defendants to 
effect the fraud, was an officer and shareholder of Florida companies involved in the fraud 
and was involved in extensive communications with the Florida based defendants in the 
course of executing the fraud. There is a significant connection between the causes of action 
under RICO and for civil theft in Florida. 

The Jurisdiction Motion and Jurisdiction Decision 

[20]      On November 7, 2010, after the Florida judgments had issued, Taskin filed a 
document dated October 22, 2010, entitled “Declaration”, with the District Court. He 
challenged the jurisdiction of the Florida courts over him, and the validity of the service of 
the Summons and Amended Complaint. The District Court construed this filing as a Motion 
to Alter/Amend a Judgment or for Relief from a Judgment (the “Jurisdiction Motion”). Had it 
not done so, it would not have been able to grant any relief. 

[21]      The Bank filed a detailed response, including transcripts and evidence from the 
Florida action, regarding Taskin’s contacts with Florida. The Bank sent its response to 
Taskin by regular mail to the address in Istanbul, Turkey, provided in his Declaration.  

[22]      In its decision dated January 13, 2011, the District Court rejected every one of the 
points made by Taskin, and, further, determined that the Respondent had had actual notice of 
the Summons and Amended Complaint by January 2010 but chose to wait until November 
2010 to respond. The District Court agreed with the Bank that Taskin had “sufficient 
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minimum contacts with Florida” (and therefore had jurisdiction over Taskin) because the 
Bank’s cause of action arose from or was directly related to Taskin’s contacts with Florida.  

[23]      The Court noted the following evidence offered by the Bank: (1) although Taskin 
stated he visited Florida only once on personal business, the defendant Suzanne Greenberg 
(wife of Burton) testified that Taskin visited the office of the defendants in Florida on several 
occasions; (2) although Taskin contends that he does not have a bank account in Florida, 
Suzanne Greenberg testified that Taskin had one account that was used for transactions 
involving M&P; (3) while Taskin claims he never conducted any business in Florida, the 
defendant Burton Greenberg introduced Taskin to others as an officer of M&P and Taskin 
spent a large amount of time working for M&P Global; (4) while Taskin contends he did not 
know he was an officer of GTI, the assertion is not credible given that the papers listing 
Taskin as an officer were signed by Taskin’s close associate Joel Greenberg, the documents 
listing Taskin as an officer were publically listed, and Taskin use a GTI e-mail address to 
conduct business from 2008 onwards. 

[24]      At page 9 of its decision, the District Court wrote, “Taskin’s conduct manifested a 
continual course of business dealing with the other Defendants in Florida over a period of 
several years that relates directly to [the Bank’s] claims in the Complaint such that Taskin 
availed himself of the privilege of conducting activities in Florida and reasonably could have 
anticipated being sued here.”  

[25]      While the legal test for asserting jurisdiction in Florida is not the “real and substantial 
connection test”, and I am not bound by the District Court’s determination of jurisdiction, the 
facts found by the District Court in the Jurisdiction Decision make out a real and substantial 
connection under Ontario law.  

The Evidence on this Application 

[26]      In his affidavit sworn September 13, 2011 in response to this Application, and in his 
cross-examination, Taskin baldly denied any connection to Florida. On his cross-examination 
he improperly refused to answer many questions relating to documents which established the 
connection between Florida and Taskin’s activities in respect of the transaction at issue. 

[27]      Admissions Taskin did make, however, support a finding of a real and substantial 
connection. He admitted: (a) working extensively with Burton Greenberg and his companies; 
and (b) having been involved in the transactions at issue in the Florida action and having 
received payments for those activities from a Florida bank account. 

[28]      In response to Taskin’s affidavit, the Bank has filed its response to the Jurisdiction 
Motion, including the evidence that was before the Court on the Jurisdiction Motion, some of 
which is summarized above. I concur with the findings of fact of the District Court on the 
Jurisdiction Motion. The Bank also filed copies of further internal communications between 
Taskin and the other defendants obtained through a court-ordered forensic examination of the 
defendants’ computers and copies of documents obtained from the Florida defendants’ 
accountant, all of which were disclosed in the Florida action. These further documents 
establish both Taskin’s activities in Florida and his knowledge of the Florida action.  
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[29]      The further evidence includes: e-mails where Taskin represents he is a signatory of 
M&P (as noted above, a Florida corporation and co-defendant); an e-mail in which Taskin 
refers to money transferred to his and Suzanne Greenberg’s joint account in Florida; the e-
mail, referred to in the pleadings (para. 76), in which Taskin - using the e-mail address 
“mandpcanada@cogeco.ca - acknowledged that the defendants’ activities with regard to the 
Bank were “an international financial crime and fraud”; and a copy of an income tax election 
form of GTI (as noted above, another Florida corporation and co-defendant) signed by 
Taskin representing he owns 40% of the shares of GTI and bank records of GTI showing 
transfers of funds to Taskin. 

[30]      Taskin takes the position that his signature on the income tax election form is a 
forgery.  

[31]      Taskin also argued that the evidence of his co-defendants as to his involvement 
should not be accepted because they are fraudsters, and therefore not credible witnesses. That 
evidence, viewed as a whole, shows that the co-defendants attempted to, in fact, shield 
Taskin.  

[32]      Taskin does not challenge the authenticity of the numerous e-mails or the banking 
records. 

[33]      In my view, there is sufficient evidence, based on Taskin’s own admissions, coupled 
with the evidence produced by the Bank (even discounting the document that Taskin says is a 
forgery) to find a real and substantial connection based on his active involvement in 
transactions he knew to be fraudulent and his connection to his Florida-based co-defendant 
fraudsters. His connection to the transaction and his Florida co-defendants was not “fleeting” 
or “unimportant”.   

[34]      In his factum, dated September 26, 2011, counsel for Taskin submitted that this 
Application should be converted to an action and the plaintiff required to post security for 
costs in the amount of $500,000. He had not brought a motion seeking such relief. At the 
outset of the hearing, I offered Taskin’s counsel an adjournment to permit him to do so, with 
a schedule to be set. He determined that he wished to proceed with the Application, and, on 
that basis, I proceeded. Having reviewed the voluminous materials filed, I am satisfied that, 
even if this matter turns on the evidence on this Application, and not on the facts in the 
pleadings and the fact-findings of the District Court on the Jurisdiction Motion, this matter 
appropriately proceeded as an Application. Taskin’s bald denials could not be sustained in 
the face of his own admissions and the compelling documentary evidence. 

2. Have any of the defences of fraud, breach of natural justice, or public policy 
been established such that the Court should refuse to recognize and enforce the 
Florida judgments? 

[35]      The burden of proof lies on Taskin, as respondent, to establish, on a balance of 
probabilities, the applicability of any of the defences to the enforcement of the Florida 
judgments. Beals, at paras. 47, 59 and 64. 
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[36]      Taskin raises the defences of fraud and breach of natural justice. 

The fraud defence 

[37]      Where a foreign judgment was obtained by fraud that was undetectable by the foreign 
court, it will not be enforced domestically. Beals, para. 52. 

[38]      As noted in Beals, paras. 50 to 55, a defendant alleging the fraud defence to 
enforcement must demonstrate that the facts sought to be raised could not have been 
discovered by the exercise of due diligence prior to the obtaining of the foreign judgment, 
and this test applies equally where the foreign judgment is a default judgment.  

[39]      Taskin makes vague allegations of fraud. He points to an October 18, 2008 Internet 
posting that the Authority Against Corruption demanded the impeachment of O. Chuluunbat, 
who was Bank governor during at least some of the relevant times, and an April 15, 2011 
Internet posting to the effect that former Bank governor O. Chuluunbat is facing charges he 
made illegal contracts with several foreign mining companies. He submits that these 
documents suggest that the fraud was wider in scope than plead by the Bank.  

[40]      Given the date of the first Internet posting, the facts could have been just as easily 
discovered before the obtaining of the Florida judgments and given the seeming 
implausibility of the scheme accepted by the Bank, I suspect that Taskin may not have been 
surprised by the allegations of corruption against Bank officials. Moreover, even if the scope 
of the fraud was wider than reflected in the Bank’s pleadings, it does not diminish Taskin’s 
role in it.  

[41]      As noted above, in challenging the jurisdiction of the District Court, Taskin alleged 
that his signature on a tax election by GTI is a forgery. If true, this could have been 
discovered had Taskin participated in the Florida action and therefore cannot be raised now 
as a fraud defence to enforcement. 

Denial of natural justice 

[42]      In order to establish the defence of denial of natural justice, Taskin must establish that 
the Florida action was contrary to Canadian notions of fundamental justice. The defence is 
limited to the procedure of the foreign court, and does not address the merits of the case. 
Beals, paras. 59-64.  

[43]      Natural justice includes that, “a defendant be given adequate notice of the claim made 
against him and that he be granted an opportunity to defend.” Beals, para. 65. 

[44]      As stated by Herman J. in United States of America v. Shield Development Co. 
(2004), 74 O.R. (3d) 583 (S.C.J.), at para. 30, “...proceedings are not regarded as contrary to 
natural justice merely because of a procedural irregularity on the part of the foreign court, 
provided that the unsuccessful party was given an opportunity to present his or her case.” 

[45]      The Summons and Amended Complaint were served on Taskin on January 7, 2010 
via registered mail to his last known address. In arguing a denial of natural justice, Taskin 
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correctly submits that the Rules of Civil Procedure in Ontario require personal service of 
originating documents. The District Court found in the Jurisdiction Decision that Taskin had 
actual notice of the Summons and Amended Complaint by January 2010 but chose to wait 
until November 2010 to respond. As indicated above, I agree with that finding. Taskin admits 
he consulted an Ontario lawyer in January of 2010. Attachments to his Declaration, which 
triggered the Jurisdiction Motion, include excerpts from the Rules of Civil Procedure setting 
out the requirement for personal service, marked as exhibits to an affidavit sworn before the 
Ontario lawyer on January 25, 2010. It is apparent that Taskin was aware of this procedural 
issue as of that date. Taskin was given adequate notice of the claim made against him and an 
opportunity to defend. Assuming that conflicts laws required service in conformity with 
Ontario’s Rules of Civil Procedure, R.R.O. 1990, Reg. 194, this procedural irregularity does 
not result in the proceedings being contrary to natural justice.  

[46]      Moreover, Taskin was given notice of all subsequent steps in the proceeding. The 
Bank served its motions for default judgment and to enter default judgment on Taskin by 
regular mail. Taskin did not respond to either. The District Court served Taskin by regular 
mail with an Order to Show Cause, requiring Taskin to respond to the Bank’s motion to enter 
the default judgment by April 16, 2010. Taskin did not respond. The District Court provided 
its recommendation regarding the quantum of damages to Taskin. Taskin did not respond. 

[47]      In cross-examination, Taskin admitted that he maintained addresses in both Oakville, 
Ontario and Turkey, where the documents were served, and that in the normal course he 
received documents mailed to him during that period at both those addresses. 

[48]      Taskin has not satisfied me that the procedure of the Florida court leading up to the 
Florida judgments which the Bank seeks to enforce was contrary to Canadian notions of 
fundamental justice. 

[49]      The District Court’s order issued as a consequence of Taskin’s Declaration, referring 
the Declaration for hearing as a motion seeking to alter or obtain relief from the Liability 
Judgment, was served on Taskin by regular mail, at both his Ontario address and his address 
in Turkey, given by Taskin in his Declaration. Taskin did not respond. Taskin correctly notes 
that the order does not specifically indicate that he has a right of reply, or when reply 
materials had to be filed by. He advances this, and the failure of the District Court to hold a 
hearing with viva voce evidence before determining the jurisdiction issue, as grounds in his 
Rule 60 Motion. Taskin raised the jurisdiction issue only after the Florida judgments issued. I 
have separately considered the jurisdiction issue, from an Ontario perspective. I am not 
satisfied that any irregularities with this post-judgment process make the procedure leading to 
the granting of the Florida judgments contrary to Canadian notions of fundamental justice. 
To the extent there are any legitimate issues with respect to the District Court’s determination 
of the jurisdiction issue, they will be addressed on the Rule 60 Motion.   

Public Policy 

[50]      The defence of public policy applies to prevent the enforcement of a foreign 
judgment based on a law contrary to the Canadian concept of justice or basic morality. The 
defence is narrowly construed. Beals, paras. 71, 72 and 75 
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[51]      Taskin does not argue that RICO, which provides for treble damages, is contrary to 
the Canadian concept of justice. Beals, at para. 76, indicates that the public policy defence is 
not meant to bar enforcement of a judgment on the basis that the claim in the foreign 
jurisdiction would not yield comparable damages.  

[52]      There is nothing before me to indicate any defence can be made out based on public 
policy. 

[53]      I address Taskin’s arguments regarding the finality of the Florida judgments 
separately, below. 

3. In light of the Rule 60 Motion, are the Florida judgments final and conclusive? 
(Should enforcement be stayed?) 

[54]      This application was filed on June 20, 2011 and first scheduled to be heard on 
August 8, 2011. On that day, it was adjourned to September 29, 2011.  The Rule 60 Motion 
was filed with the District Court only on August 31, 2011. Taskin has retained Florida 
counsel on his Rule 60 Motion. The Bank’s response to the Rule 60 Motion was due 
September 19, 2011, and Taskin’s reply, if any, was due by September 26, 2011.  

[55]      Counsel for Taskin argues that until the Rule 60 Motion is determined, the Florida 
judgments are not final.   

[56]      Counsel for the Bank argues that Pro Swing specifically notes that judgments can be 
final even in not the last step in the litigation process, all appeal periods have passed, the 
Rule 60 Motion is merely an attempt to re-litigate the Jurisdiction Motion already determined 
by the District Court on notice to Taskin, and the Florida judgments are final.  

[57]      I note that, at the outset of the hearing, I raised with counsel my inclination, in the 
interests of judicial efficiency, to adjourn this application until the Rule 60 Motion was 
determined by the District Court. All counsel, having incurred the cost of preparing for the 
hearing, wished me to proceed to hear the application, notwithstanding the pending Rule 60 
Motion and I therefore did so.  

[58]      Pro Swing delineates the restrictions on the enforcement of non-monetary foreign 
judgments. It explains the requirement of finality and clarity, applicable to both monetary 
and non-monetary judgments (para. 10). It noted that the requirement of finality and clarity is 
based on the principles of judicial economy and the separateness of judicial systems 
(para. 91): 

An order that is not final may be changed by the foreign court, 
with the result that the enforcing court finds itself enforcing 
something that is no longer an obligation in the foreign 
country. Finally, an enforcing court should not be obliged to re-
litigate foreign disputes or use valuable resources to duplicate 
what would be best done in the originating jurisdiction. For 
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these reasons, courts should decline to enforce foreign non-
monetary orders that are not final and clear. (para. 92) 

Finality demands that a foreign order establish an obligation 
that is complete and defined. The obligation need not be final 
in the sense of being the last possible step in the litigation 
process. Even obligations in debt may not be the last step; 
orders for interest and costs may often follow. But it must be 
final in the sense of being fixed and defined. The enforcing 
court cannot be asked to add or subtract from the obligation. 
The order must be complete and not in need of future 
elaboration (para. 95).  

[59]      The Rule 60 Motion is pending.  It is more than a “possible step”. My understanding 
is that it will be determined relatively promptly. While I am dubious that Taskin will prevail 
on the Rule 60 Motion, until it is determined there remains the risk that this Court could find 
itself enforcing something that is no longer a Florida obligation. In the result, I conclude that 
this Court, having utilized judicial resources to hear and consider the application, should, in 
the interests of judicial efficiency, recognize the Florida judgments, but stay their 
enforcement in Ontario, pending the dismissal, withdrawal or abandonment of the Rule 60 
Motion. 

Costs 

[60]      If successful, the Bank seeks costs on a partial indemnity scale in the amount of 
$52,269.89, inclusive of taxes and disbursements.  

[61]      If successful, Taskin seeks costs on a partial indemnity scale in the amount of 
$40,880, again inclusive of taxes and disbursements. 

[62]      Counsel agree that the amount each party seeks is reasonable and fair, and I agree.  

[63]      If the Rule 60 Motion is dismissed, withdrawn or abandoned, the Bank shall 
accordingly be entitled to costs in the amount of $52,269.89, all inclusive, and if Taskin 
succeeds on its Rule 60 Motion, Taskin shall be entitled to costs in the amount of $40,880, all 
inclusive. 
 
 

___________________________ 
Hoy J. 

 
 
Released:  October 14, 2011 
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