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BISSELL, Chief Judge
This matter domes before the|Court on defendant Repﬁblic_of
Finland’s (”Finland”) motion to vacate the default judgment |
entered by the Court on July 5, 2001. The motion raises issues
of the Court’s sﬁbjedt matter jgrjsdiction and, in particular,
requires the Court to consider whéther Finland is immune from

suit in this Court] for claims arising under a cooperative tax
3

treaty between Finland and the United States.

EACTS

A. The Parties

Plaintiff Konktehdas Oy Kb—méi.(“KOmet—Finland;) is a
limited liability kompany of the Republic of Finland. (Compl., {
2). Komet-Finland| is in the machine ﬁool business, specializing

in the modificatiopn or manufacture and marketing of precision,

balanced parts, suth as drive shafits and fans. (Id., 91 7).




Plaintiff Komet USA Inc.  (“Komet-USA”) is a corporation of the
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alleged generally|that Finland fajled to abide by the Convention

for the Avoidance|of Double Taxat
Evasion with Respect to Taxes on

1990, U.S.-Fin., T.

Double Taxation”

ilon and the Prevention of Fiscal
[ncome and on Capital, Dec. 30,

I.A.S. No. 12101 [hereinafter “Convention on

r “the Cenvention”].

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On December‘#é, 1999, plaintiffs filed the instant action
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2000, a return of
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filed and plaintififs moved for default judgment.

2001, the Court er
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tered default judgment -in the amount of

erest and costs in favor of
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B. BAnalysis
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jurisdiction in f§his forum. Eacp side shall bear its own costs

and expenses. o

JOHN W. BISSELL
Chief Judge
nited States District Court

DATED: February iLKZOOZ






