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ENDORSEMENT

[1] The applicant was before me today seeking the appointment of Albert Gelman Inc. as receiver over the
Properties municipally known as 950 Dupont Street and 1020 Dupont Street in Toronto. In this
endorsement I will use terms as defined in the applicant’s materials.

[2] There is recent relevant history that is important context for this application.
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The application arises from ongoing defaults by the respondents under a loan advanced by the applicant
in the principal amount of $18,000,000, which loan is secured by, among other security, first-ranking
mortgages security and related security over the Properties.

On April 22, 2026, the hearing of this application came on before Steele J. Her Honour granted a consent
adjournment, in circumstances in which the Respondents represented that they had a deal pending which
would provide funds to pay out the applicant.

Justice Steele confirmed in her endorsement that the adjournment was on certain agreed terms.

In particular, the respondents agreed to pay the applicant the sum of $1,100,000 by 5:00 p.m. on May 6,
2026, failing which the applicant would be entitled to attend at the earliest available date to take out the
Proposed Receivership Order on consent.

Based on discussions between the parties (through counsel), the deadline for the May Payment was
extended by a week, to May 13, 2026 (on certain additional terms).

The respondents have failed to make the May Payment, and remain in default.

Counsel for the respondents advised applicant’s counsel last evening, and advised the court today, that
there is another deal in the offing, pursuant to which one of the Properties would be sold to a Tenant in
that Property for a price of $20,000,000.

However, as applicant’s counsel pointed out and respondents’ counsel acknowledged, the proposed
deposit to accompany the proposed agreement of purchase and sale is only $20,000, which, as counsel
observed, seems anomalously low for a purchase of that size.

Moreover, the respondents have not provided any commitment letter or other proof of financing.

The applicants, in the circumstances, were not prepared to agree to the adjournment (or stay of the order,
if granted) sought by the respondents, and asked that I make the Receivership Order today.

I am granting the order sought.

I am concerned about the lack of evidence demonstrating the genuineness of the purportedly pending
transaction, particularly given the patience that the applicant has already shown (as reflected in Steele J.’s
endorsement arising from the April 22 hearing, and from the willingness of the applicant to extend the
deadline for the May Payment by a week).

Moreover, to the extent that the purchase agreement described by the respondents proves to be real and
substantial, it will no doubt be a transaction that the Receiver, once appointed, can consider.

I have signed the order in the form provided by the applicant.
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