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BACKGROUND 
[1] On December 28, 2018, the Autorité des marchés financiers (“AMF”) filed an application with the Financial Markets Administrative Tribunal (hereafter the “Tribunal”) seeking, among other things, the following orders: 
· freeze orders for devices used for cryptocurrency mining in the possession of respondents Crypto Technologies Inc., David Fortin‑Dominguez and/or Samory Proulx-Oloko; 

· freeze orders for bank accounts; 

· an order prohibiting the trading of securities against respondents Crypto Technologies Inc., David Fortin‑Dominguez and Samory Proulx-Oloko;

· an order to take down a website and Facebook page; and 

· an order to remove advertising, particularly on YouTube. 

[2] On January 8, 2019, the Tribunal authorized a special method of serving notice of the aforementioned application for respondent Samory Proulx‑Oloko. 

[3] The Tribunal then set January 22, 2019, as the date of the hearing during which it would hear the merits of the AMF application.
HEARING
[4] The hearing of January 22, 2019, was held at the head office of the Tribunal in the presence of counsel for the AMF and for the respondents. 
[5] Counsel for the parties first filed, by consent, all of the exhibits
 that the AMF had gathered in support of its application in the case at hand.
[6] In that regard, counsel for the respondents informed the Tribunal that her clients admitted all the facts presented by this evidence. 

[7] Counsel for the AMF then called an investigator from that body as a witness. At the end of this investigator’s testimony, counsel for the respondents stated that she had no questions to ask her in cross‑examination. The Tribunal notes the following from the AMF investigator’s testimony:

· The AMF’s investigation of the respondents is ongoing; 
· As part of this investigation, she has thus far met with nine investors who informed her that they had invested money with the respondents in a cryptocurrency mining venture following solicitations by these respondents, notably through the www.mkitmine.com website, the Crypto Technologies Inc. Facebook page and a video posted by respondent Crypto Technologies Inc. on YouTube at: https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCcNLbWUaYp-njlYMpfyHxJQ
· She provided details on the documentary evidence that had been collected to date by the AMF as part of the investigation. This evidence describes, in particular, the respondents’ solicitation activities and the more than $ 300,000 in investments made by the investing public in the aforementioned cryptocurrency mining venture;
· Some investors allegedly had some of their investment reimbursed by the respondents, while others had lost all contact with the respondents and had allegedly had no news about their investment. Some investors were even allegedly falsely informed by the respondents that a fire had severely damaged a building that housed the computer equipment used by the respondents and essentially destroyed much of its contents;   
· She took part in an undercover operation involving the respondents and in so doing directly gathered documentary and verbal information from them about their illicit solicitation and investment activities with the investing public;
· An analysis of the movement of funds in a number of the bank accounts used by the respondents continues as part of the investigation. However, this analysis has already revealed several hundred thousand dollars in funds movements, as well as numerous deposits from external sources that have yet to be identified.     
Arguments of counsel for the AMF
[8] Counsel for the AMF stated that the ongoing investigation revealed that respondent Crypto Technologies Inc. and its two officers—respondents David Fortin‑Dominguez and Samory Proulx‑Oloko—committed and continue to commit significant breaches of the Securities Act by dealing in securities and engaging in the distribution of investment contracts with the public without the proper registration or prospectus required by this Act or without the appropriate exemptions.
[9] They stated that these illicit activities continue, notably through the website of respondent Crypto Technologies Inc.—carrying on business under the company name Make It Mine—as well as through its Facebook page and a promotional video posted on YouTube by the respondent. 
[10] Counsel for the AMF noted that the investigation had revealed that at least nine investors from the general public had already subscribed for distributions from the respondents totalling more than $ 300,000.

[11] In addition, they indicated that the investigation suggests that a number of other investors are apparently involved, with even greater amounts.

[12] Counsel for the AMF argued that, without the Tribunal’s prompt intervention, there is concern that the respondents will continue their illicit activities and squander the money they had already illicitly collected from the investing public. 
[13] They presented relevant case law to the Tribunal and concluded their arguments by asking the Tribunal to implement, in the public interest as conservatory measures, the prohibition and freeze orders sought by the AMF and specific measures to ensure compliance with the Securities Act.      
Arguments of counsel for the respondents
[14] Counsel for the respondents did not make any arguments countering those of counsel for the AMF and essentially deferred to the Tribunal’s wisdom in rendering a decision on the AMF’s application in the case at hand.

[15] In response to a question from the Tribunal, she stated that she did not know whether her clients were currently pursuing the activities alleged against them by the AMF.  
ANALYSIS
[16] In the case at hand, the matter before the Tribunal is an application by the AMF, which is continuing an investigation against respondent Crypto Technologies Inc. and two of its officers, namely respondents David Fortin‑Dominguez and Samory Proulx‑Oloko.
[17] The AMF is asking the Tribunal to implement, as conservatory measures in order to protect the public interest, a set of prohibition and freeze orders aimed essentially at forcing the respondents to cease illicit dealing and investment activities and preventing the respondents from squandering the money that they had apparently already collected from the investing public and the devices that these investors had allegedly purchased through and entrusted to the respondents.  
[18] The Tribunal notes that the respondents consented, through their counsel, to the filing of all exhibits entered into evidence by the AMF and admitted the contents. In addition, counsel for the respondents did not make any arguments to the Tribunal countering the arguments presented to it by counsel for the AMF.   
[19] Under these circumstances, the Tribunal first noted that respondent Crypto Technologies Inc. is a corporation that was incorporated in Quebec on September 6, 2017, under the Business Corporations Act
 and that this respondent carries on business primarily under the company name “Make It Mine” (hereafter “MIM”).

[20] The head office of respondent Crypto Technologies Inc. is located in Quebec, and its two main shareholders, directors and officers are respondents David Fortin‑Dominguez (president) and Samory Proulx‑Oloko (vice‑president).
 

[21] The evidence before the Tribunal shows that these respondents are not registered as dealers with the AMF,
 nor have they filed prospectuses with this body.

[22] The Tribunal reiterates that section 148 of the Securities Act
 provides that no person may act as a dealer or adviser unless the person is registered as such with the AMF. 

[23] The Tribunal also recalls that section 5 of the Securities Act defines dealer activities as follows:

«  “dealer” means a person engaging in or holding themself out as engaging in the business of
(1)  trading in securities as principal or agent;
(2)  distributing a security for their own account or for another’s account; or
(3) any act, advertisement, solicitation, conduct or negotiation directly or indirectly in furtherance of an activity described in paragraph 1 or 2; »
[24] Section 11 of this Act stipulates that every person intending to make a distribution of securities is required to prepare a prospectus that is subject to a receipt issued by the AMF. In this regard, the Tribunal notes that the “distribution” activity is broadly defined in section 5 of the Securities Act. 
[25] Furthermore, section 1 of this Act also lists the forms of investment that are subject to the Securities Act and notably states as follows:
« This Act applies to the following forms of investment:
(…)
(7)  an investment contract; 
(…)
An investment contract is a contract whereby a person, having been led to expect profits, undertakes to participate in the risk of a venture by a contribution of capital or loan, without having the required knowledge to carry on the venture or without obtaining the right to participate directly in decisions concerning the carrying on of the venture. »
[Emphasis added]
[26] The Tribunal notes that the registration and information schemes provided for by the Securities Act are the first lines of defence established by the legislator to protect the investing public. One of the objectives of the registration of financial intermediaries with the AMF is to ensure that only those with the requisite competence, integrity and solvency may engage in dealing activities with the investing public. Meanwhile, a prospectus required by the AMF contains essential information for a potential investor to make an informed investment decision.    
[27] However, the evidence filed by the AMF and admitted by the respondents at the hearing on January 22, 2019, shows that the latter repeatedly breached the provisions of sections 11 and 148 of the Securities Act, in particular by soliciting the investing public and engaging in the distribution of investment contracts related to a cryptocurrency mining venture. Moreover, counsel for the AMF told the Tribunal that the respondents were apparently continuing these activities at the present time, a statement not contradicted by counsel for the respondents.
[28] In this regard, the Tribunal begins by noting that the AMF adduced extensive evidence of solicitation of the investing public and distributions by the respondents during the 2017–2018 period with nine investors residing in Quebec:
· Through the website of respondent Crypto Technologies Inc.
 at www.mkitmine.com;
· Through the Facebook page of respondent Crypto Technologies Inc.
;
· Through the promotional video posted on YouTube by respondent Crypto Technologies Inc. at
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCcNLbWUaYp-njlYMpfyHxJQ;  
· Through a direct telephone conversation with an AMF investigator, acting under the fictitious identity of a potential investor, with respondent Samory Proulx‑Oloko, and through numerous emails,
 standard contracts
 and investment proposals
 obtained from the respondents; this evidence was collected during an undercover operation that took place during the AMF’s investigation;
· Through a meeting between AMF investigators and nine individuals who were solicited by the respondents and who invested over $300,000
 in total during the 2017–2018 period with the respondents
;
· Through exhaustive documentation provided by these nine investors to AMF investigators. This documentation includes a description of their correspondence
 with the respondents, scenarios for future returns
 on their investments provided by the respondents, contracts
 signed with the respondents, invoices
 sent by the respondents, and periodic reports on net returns and miscellaneous expenses related to their investments
 sent to them by the respondents.
[29] The evidence also reveals that during the telephone conversation he had had with an AMF investigator on April 9, 2018, as part of the aforementioned undercover operation, respondent Samory Proulx‑Oloko specifically told him the following:
· The proposed investment in the venture is a turnkey investment;
· Income from the cryptocurrency mining operation is paid to Bitcoin investors;

· Profits from the venture are prorated. Therefore, if an investor purchased one of a thousand units, his or her profits would be one one thousandth (1/1000), less 15% in costs levied directly by the respondents on the gross mining income;
· The total value of the computer equipment currently at the disposal of respondent Crypto Technologies Inc. (“MIM”) for mining cryptocurrency
 is $1,500,000; 

· The respondents use in synergy all of these computer equipment and share the profits (“pooling”) on a prorated basis. Therefore, if one of the computers used
 (commonly referred to as a “rig”) for “computer mining” breaks down, the investor is almost not impacted;

· The investment proposed in this cryptocurrency mining venture is a passive investment;

· The investment is a safe one.   
[30] After considering all of the evidence presented to it at the hearing on January 22, 2019, the Tribunal finds that the respondents proposed to the investing public the purchase of investment contracts, a form of investment subject to the obligations set out in the Securities Act, particularly in the aforementioned sections 11 and 148.    
[31] In this regard, the Tribunal notes that it found, in this evidence, each of the investment contract components set out in section 1 of the Securities Act, as described below.
First component: “A contract whereby an investor undertakes”
[32] The first component of the investment contract is a contractual commitment between one or more investors, on the one hand, and the respondents, on the other.
[33] However, to date, the AMF investigation has revealed that at least nine investors made a contractual commitment with respect to the respondents’ proposed cryptocurrency mining venture.
Second component: “Having been led to expect profits”
[34] It is clear from the evidence before the Tribunal that the primary purpose of the venture proposed by the respondents to the investing public is to generate profits.
[35] This evidence shows that the respondents propose considerable monetary profits to the investing public, notably through the website of respondent Crypto Technologies Inc. at www.mkitmine.com,
 its Facebook page
 and a video posted on YouTube by the respondent at:
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCcNLbWUaYp-njlYMpfyHxJQ
[36] Moreover, this evidence reveals that the respondents directly made such representations to at least nine investors
 and an AMF investigator working undercover during the investigation.
  
[37]  The evidence also reveals that the respondents allegedly paid money to a number of investors periodically as returns on their investment
 in this cryptocurrency mining venture. 
Third component: “To participate in the risk of a venture by a contribution of capital or loan”
“A contribution of capital or loan”
[38] The nine investors interviewed thus far by the AMF investigators first each provided an initial monetary contribution to acquire a stake
 in the computer equipment managed and used by the respondents for cryptocurrency mining. 

[39] In this regard, the evidence shows that the following initial contributions were made by these nine investors:
	
	Investor
	Total one-time contribution
	Relevant exhibit(s)

	1
	A.L.
	7,723.40
	D-36

	2
	A.P.
	7,723.40
	D24

	3
	M.P.
	15,370.72
	D31

	4
	R.M.
	161,384.95
	D-48 and D-49

	5
	G.L.
	89,464.38
	D-41, D-43 and D-45

	6
	L.G.
	5,886.72
	D-51

	7
	J.L.
	6,026.99
	D-54

	8
	P.R.
	6,026.99
	D-56

	9
	J.G.
	10,852.00
	D-60

	 
	TOTAL
	310,459.55
	 


[40] In addition, these investors contractually
 agreed to pay costs related to its administration by the respondents, the cost of electricity consumed by the computer equipment and costs related to rent the building housing the equipment. It appears from the evidence that, in practice, these expenses were deducted from the gross income, generated by the venture, that was allocated to each investor.
   
“The venture”
[41] In the case at hand, the venture proposed by the respondents to the investing public consists of the initial purchase of a larger or smaller number of units for a bank of computers dedicated to mining various cryptocurrencies, this bank of computers being fully managed and under the control of respondent Crypto Technologies Inc. and its officers. 
[42] The primary objective of this bank of computers is, according to the respondents, to profit from the mining of various cryptocurrencies.
[43] As expenses of various kinds are associated with this activity, the proposed venture also includes consent by the investors to pay respondent Crypto Technologies Inc. a management fee of approximately 15% of the gross income generated, in addition to payment, in proportion to their share, of the cost of rent for the premises housing the computer equipment and the cost of the electricity consumed by all that equipment.
[44] These periodic contributions, which must be paid by investors to respondent Crypto Technologies Inc., are set out in a specific document entitled [translation] “IT Hosting Contract,”
 in particular clauses 10 and 11 of this document. 
[45] The evidence
 shows that, in practice, these various periodic investor contributions were made in the form of a deduction of the aforementioned fees from the gross mining income generated by their share of the bank of computers.
[46] In this regard, the Tribunal notes that, based on the evidence before it, it appears that only the respondents are able to determine the total gross income generated by the cryptocurrency mining activities carried out by the entire bank of computers, which is under the respondents’ exclusive control. Moreover, it appears that only the respondents are able to determine the proportion of this gross income owing to each investor and the proportion of the rent and electricity costs that each investor must be charged. 

[47] As for the investors’ initial monetary contributions, the Tribunal points out that the respondents stated that they were used to purchase a larger or smaller number of computers that would be owned by the investors. However, the evidence
 before the Tribunal reveals that the invoices sent by the respondents to investors for the allegedly purchased computer equipment contain no serial numbers or other specific information that would allow an investor to claim that he or she owns one or more specifically identifiable machines within a large bank of computers. 
[48] Therefore, the Tribunal is of the view that the venture proposed to investors is rather the initial purchase of a larger or smaller number of units for a bank of computers dedicated to the mining of various cryptocurrencies, fully managed and under the control of respondent Crypto Technologies Inc. and its officers. 

[49] In the decision in Pacific Coast,
 the Supreme Court states that a common enterprise exists when the investor’s role is limited to the advancement of money, the managerial control over the success of the enterprise being that of the promoter. This common enterprise must exist between the investor and the promoter. A common enterprise need not exist between investors:
“In my view, the test of common enterprise is met in the case at bar. I accept respondent’s submission that such an enterprise exists when it is undertaken for the benefit of the supplier of capital (the investor) and of those who solicit the capital (the promoter). In this relationship, the investor’s role is limited to the advancement of money, the managerial control over the success of the enterprise being that of the promoter; therein lies the community. In other words the “commonality” necessary for an investment contract is that between the investor and the promoter. There is no need for the enterprise to be common to the investors between themselves.”
 [Emphasis added]
[50] In the case at hand, the Tribunal is of the opinion that such a community of interest exists. The sole role of the investors is to advance money, while the respondents alone assume managerial control over the venture. 

“Risks”
[51] In the case at hand, the risks are obviously of various kinds. 

[52] First, there is a risk that the returns promised by the respondents to investors would not be as high as the investors had hoped, particularly because of the respondents’ poor choice of cryptocurrency to mine.
[53] The investors’ lack of knowledge and control as to the carrying on of the venture is in itself a risk, since each investor must rely entirely on what the respondents tell them about the specific proportion of the bank of computers that belongs to them. 
[54] In this regard, it is interesting to note that the investors have no control over the content or frequency of the periodic performance reports sent to them by the respondents.
 
[55] The investors also bear the risk that the cost of electricity and rent will exceed the gross income generated by the cryptocurrency mining operation, which is entirely managed by the respondents. In this regard, it is important to note that recent history shows that the very value of cryptocurrency can vary significantly in a relatively short period of time. 
[56] Investors must also take into account the risk of destruction or devaluation of the computer equipment used for cryptocurrency mining. It is worth reiterating in that respect that all of this computer equipment is managed by and under the control of the respondents. In particular, poor maintenance of such equipment, fire or burglary will affect the market value of such equipment or its ability to generate income.
[57] Lastly, the Tribunal notes that the choice to invest in such a cryptocurrency mining venture, rather than elsewhere, is an economic risk taken by the investor.
Fourth component: “Without having the required knowledge to carry on the venture”
[58] The evidence before the Tribunal reveals that most of the investors interviewed to date as part of the AMF investigation have very limited knowledge of cryptocurrency mining.
[59] In this regard, the Tribunal reiterates that respondent Samory Proulx‑Oloko told an AMF investigator
 on April 9, 2018, that the total value of the computer equipment—currently at the disposal of respondent Crypto Technologies Inc. and dedicated to cryptocurrency mining—was not less than $1,500,000.
[60] Management of such a bank of computers and implementation of an elaborate strategy for mining a number of cryptocurrencies require sophisticated knowledge clearly not possessed by any of the investors interviewed by the AMF.
Fifth component: “OR without obtaining the right to participate directly in decisions concerning the carrying on of the venture”
[61] Moreover, the evidence before the Tribunal shows that all investors interviewed by the AMF have a passive role in the carrying on of the venture, which is exclusively under the direction of the respondents.
[62] This evidence essentially depicts a situation whereby these investors have no right to participate directly in decisions concerning the carrying on of the venture, including:  
· choice of the cryptocurrencies mined;
· choice of software used to mine these cryptocurrencies;
· decisions concerning the day-to-day management of the venture, particularly with respect to the selection of service providers and equipment, payment of bills related to the services and equipment provided, or warranty or insurance policy claims for the computer equipment used in the mining of the cryptocurrencies;   
· calculation of the venture’s returns and expenses; and
· preparation of return statements provided to investors, who must rely entirely on the respondents for any income related to their respective investments.
[63] In its analysis of the relevant components of the investment contract, the Tribunal must consider all elements of the investment contract in light of the purposes pursued by the Securities Act, in particular with respect to the protection of the investing public. 
[64] In the case at hand, it is important to note that the evidence reveals that the respondents solicited investments through social media accessible to the public and, in particular, the Internet. In that regard, as rightly pointed out by the Ontario Securities Commission in First Federal Capital (Canada) Corp. (Re), it should be noted that such solicitation is primarily aimed at unsophisticated and vulnerable investors:
« (55) Sophisticated investors are not approached with investment opportunities through the Internet. Relatively unsophisticated retail investors are the target of solicitations though the Internet. The reach of the Internet is far and wide. We have no reason to believe that First Federated intended only to attract the interest of accredited investors with respect to whom there may exist exemptions from the registration and prospectus requirements of Ontario securities law. Indeed, an examination of the material that was contained on the web site refers to unsophisticated people and retail investors that are unaware of how the bank market operates. »

[Emphasis added]
[65] The Tribunal is of the opinion that the uncontradicted evidence presented by the AMF at the hearing on January 22, 2019, predominantly shows the existence of many apparent and significant breaches by the respondents of sections 11 and 148 of the Securities Act that warrant intervention by the Tribunal to protect the investing public and to maintain market integrity. In this regard, the Tribunal notes in particular that:
· The respondents unlawfully distributed and allegedly currently distribute investment contracts to the public, a form of investment referred to in section 1 of the Securities Act; 
· The respondents unlawfully solicited and allegedly currently solicit the investing public, notably through the www.mkitmine.com website and social media;
· The respondents are currently not registered as a dealer with the AMF, nor do they have a prospectus receipt or an appropriate prospectus or registration exemption from that body;
· The respondents invited and allegedly currently invite potential investors to transfer money for investments to accounts they opened with financial institutions;
· A recent analysis of the movement of funds in the accounts shows that the investors identified by the AMF thus far have given the respondents a total of over $300,000;
· This analysis of funds movements apparently also reveals many other deposits of money from unidentified sources, for a total in excess of $500,000;  
· The Tribunal is concerned that, without its intervention, the respondents will continue to unlawfully solicit other investors and put in danger the investing public’s money.
[66] In the case at hand, the orders sought by the AMF are protective, preventive and conservatory in nature. 
[67] In this regard, it is important to note that the AMF investigation in the case at hand is ongoing.
[68] To protect investors and maintain the integrity of financial markets, section 265 of the Securities Act provides that the Tribunal may order any person to cease any activity in respect of a securities transaction. 

[69] The Tribunal is of the opinion that, in the case at hand, such an order should be made against the respondents, as it appears, from the evidence adduced by the AMF, that the former carry on dealer and distribution activities without the required registration, prospectuses or exemptions.

[70] Section 249 of the Securities Act provides that the AMF may apply to the Tribunal for a decision to order a person who is or is about to be under investigation not to dispose of the funds, securities or other assets in his or her possession. Similarly, the Tribunal may order a person who is or is about to be under investigation to refrain from withdrawing funds, securities or other assets from any other person having them on deposit, under control or in safekeeping. Lastly, the Tribunal may order any other person not to dispose of the funds, securities or other assets that he or she has on deposit, under control or in safekeeping.

[71] The Tribunal is of the opinion that, in light of the uncontradicted evidence presented to it by the AMF against the respondents, it is appropriate to hand down freeze orders, as conservatory measures, in order to protect the public and ensure market integrity. The purpose of these orders is, among other things, to protect from potential dilapidation the computer equipment that the respondents allegedly acquired with money from the investing public.

[72] Moreover, it is important that the respondents cease to unlawfully solicit the investing public for the purpose of selling cryptocurrency mining investment contracts to it. In this regard, the Tribunal considers it appropriate, in the public interest, to order the removal of the video posted by respondent Crypto Technologies Inc. on YouTube at https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCcNLbWUaYp-njlYMpfyHxJQ as well as any posting, advertisement or other publication of the same nature published or broadcast, directly or indirectly, on the Internet or otherwise.
[73] For the same reason, the Tribunal is of the opinion that it is justified in ordering the respondents to take down the Crypto Technologies Inc. Facebook page and the www.mkitmine.com website.
[74] Consequently, after giving due consideration to the evidence and arguments presented by each of the parties, the Tribunal finds that there is preponderant evidence that, in order to protect the public interest, it is justified in substantially implementing all of the conservatory and enforcement measures sought by the AMF.
ORDERS
FOR THESE REASONS, the Financial Markets Administrative Tribunal, pursuant to sections 93 and 94 of the Act respecting the regulation of the financial sector
 and sections 249 and 265 of the Securities Act
: 
ALLOWS, in the public interest, the amended application of the Autorité des marchés financiers; and 

PROHIBITS respondents Crypto Technologies Inc., David Fortin‑Dominguez and Samory Proulx‑Oloko from carrying on any activity for the purpose of, directly or indirectly, trading in securities; 
ORDERS respondents Crypto Technologies Inc., David Fortin‑Dominguez and Samory Proulx‑Oloko not to dispose of, directly or indirectly, any device, equipment or machine used for cryptocurrency mining in their possession, and to ensure its preservation and integrity;
ORDERS respondents Crypto Technologies Inc., David Fortin‑Dominguez and Samory Proulx‑Oloko not to withdraw funds from Crypto Technologies Inc. that are in the custody or under the control of impleaded party Bank of Nova Scotia, having a branch at 1140 Jules‑Verne Avenue, Québec, Quebec, G2G 2V6, in the account bearing number 63131 01505 17;
ORDERS respondent David Fortin‑Dominguez not to withdraw funds in the custody or under the control of impleaded party Bank of Nova Scotia, having a branch at 1140 Jules‑Verne Avenue, Québec, Quebec, G2G 2V6, in the account bearing number [...];
ORDERS impleaded party Bank of Nova Scotia, having a branch at 1140 Jules‑Verne Avenue, Québec, Quebec, G2G 2V6, not to directly or indirectly dispose of any funds, securities or other assets that it has on deposit, under control or in safekeeping for Crypto Technologies Inc. in the account bearing number 63131 01505 17;
ORDERS impleaded party Bank of Nova Scotia, having a branch at 1140 Jules‑Verne Avenue, Québec, Quebec, G2G 2V6, not to directly or indirectly dispose of any funds that it has on deposit, under control or in safekeeping for David Fortin‑Dominguez in the account bearing number [...];
ORDERS respondents Crypto Technologies Inc., David Fortin‑Dominguez and Samory Proulx‑Oloko to remove, within five (5) days of this decision, the video posted by respondent Crypto Technologies Inc. on YouTube at https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCcNLbWUaYp-njlYMpfyHxJQ as well as any posting, advertisement or other publication of the same nature published or broadcast, directly or indirectly, on the Internet or otherwise;
ORDERS respondents Crypto Technologies Inc., David Fortin‑Dominguez and Samory Proulx‑Oloko to take down, within five (5) days of this decision, the Crypto Technologies Inc. Facebook page and the www.mkitmine.com website.

Pursuant to section 250 of the Securities Act, the freeze orders take effect on February 4, 2019, and will remain in effect for a period of 12 months ending on February 4, 2020, unless amended or repealed before the expiration of that term. The other findings are effective as of the date on which they are issued and will remain in effect until repealed or amended.
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� 	The evidence gathered by the AMF shows that some of that money, that is, $ 264,103.96, had apparently been deposited into bank accounts opened in the name of respondent Crypto Technologies Inc., whereas $ 46,359.79 had apparently been deposited into a personal bank account opened in the name of respondent David Fortin�Dominguez.   
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� 	Exhibits D-28, D-34 (2), D-34 (3), D-38 and D-47.


� 	Wikipedia defines “cryptocurrency mining” as: [translation] “...providing a service to the network of the said currency in exchange for a monetary reward. In the simplest case, the service rendered consists in verifying the validity of a set of transactions. Each time a set of transactions is validated, it constitutes a block. If this block meets certain criteria specific to the cryptocurrency blockchain, it is then added to the top of the chain and the ‘miner’ who formed this block is rewarded for their work.” 


� 	These are essentially computers equipped with a certain number of graphics cards, but whose performance and features are particularly well suited to the types of computer calculations required to “mine” various cryptocurrencies.       


� 	Exhibit D-9.


� 	Exhibit D-10.


� 	Exhibits D-23, D-30, D-40 and D-59.


� 	Exhibits D-12, D-13, D-14, D-15, D-16, D-18 and D-19. See also paragraph 29 of this decision, arising in part from the testimony of the AMF investigator during the hearing.


� 	Exhibits D-28, D-34, D-38 and D-47.


� 	In the form of one or more computer units (“rigs”) (Exhibits D-26, D-32, D-42, D-44, D-50, D-52 and D-57) with specific mining performance. However, these units are not identified by a specific serial number and are essentially combined within the bank of computers used and managed by the respondents.  


� 	Exhibit D-13 (see clauses 10, 11, 14 and 16 of the standard contract proposed by the respondents to potential investors).


� 	Exhibits D-27, D-28, D-33, D-34 (2), D-34 (3), D-38, D-47, D-53, D-55, D-58 and D-61.


� 	Exhibit D-13.


� 	Exhibits D-28, D-34, D-38 and D-47.


� 	Particularly in exhibits D-26, D-32, D-42, D-44, D-50, D-52 and D-57. 


� 	Pacific Coast Coin Exchange v. Ontario Securities Commission, [1978] 2 S.C.R. 112, 129 and 130. 


� 	Exhibits D-28, D-34, D-38 and D-47.


� 	See paragraph 29 of this decision.


� 	First Federal Capital (Canada) Corp. (Re), (2004), 27 O.S.C.B. 1603.


� 	CQLR, c. E-6.1. 


� 	CQLR, c. V-1.1. 
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