




































•Problem #1: Metadata demonstrates document 
created on January 14, 2025, while bearing a date of 
January 8, 2024, which is consistent with backdating. 
UPDATE: 4/21/26 Mark Faulkner ADMITS he 
BACKDATED the Memo. But WHY? 

•Problem #2: References “promotional activities” that 
DID NOT EXIST (CEO.CA) at time of memo.  CEO.CA 
activities only started 10 months AFTER this 
document states. 

Evidence Suggests “January 8 Decision Memorandum” Created 
After the Fact



Timeline
1) Jack Marks company dialMKT majority ownership is acquired by New 
World Solutions (CSE: NEWS), and Marks becomes Chairman of NEWS. 

2) CSE: NEWS)/dialMKT transaction was thoroughly investigated by CSE 
staff for over 2 months and “pre-cleared” by Alexandra Cosgrove. No 
objection to Jack Marks was ever raised. NO OBJECTION was ever raised by 
CSE or regulators during allotted period after transaction news, and 
transaction officially APPROVED by CSE  9/8/2024 

3) CSE Trista Cook stated 9/23/24: Jack Marks PIF (Personal Information 
Form)  on file (from 11/23) is on file and VALID till November 2024



Timeline: CSE CONFIRMS Marks PIF is VALID on TWO Occasions
4) September 23, 2024 the CSE states that Jack Marks PIF (Personal 
Information Form) IS VALID from the original Filing 11/23  



Timeline: CSE Inconsistencies and Authenticity Concerns Arise
5) (9/27/24) CSE sends email stating: ”…Marks was determined to be unsuitable 
in 2023. At the time he was no longer providing services to the listed issuer and 
therefore we did not inform Mr. Marks, nor the listed issuer.  

This email directly CONTRADICTS CSE email from 4 days earlier. 

ALSO: Mention 2023 as time of “Unsuitability” and not January 8 2024 as per 
“Decision Memorandum” 



Timeline: CSE Inconsistencies and Authenticity Concerns Arise
6) (10/3/24)  CSE Mark Faulkner sends email and attached CSE letter stating:  
“…determination by the Listing Committee was made in January 2024, however it 
was not communicated…” 

CONTRADICTION: 
Faulkner’s letter states: “The nature of the conduct alleged by the SEC does raise 
investor protection concerns and reputational concerns for the Exchange, however 
with no aggravating factors over a significant period of time, CSE would not have 
objected solely on the basis of the 1998 settlement.

It is the position of the Exchange, however, that there are significant aggravating factors.” 

NOTE: 
CSE Faulkner’s wording—‘it is the position of the Exchange’ and ‘there are significant 
aggravating factors’—is framed entirely in the present tense and contains no temporal 
linkage to the alleged “Decision Memorandum” of January 8 2024.  

This suggests that the asserted ‘aggravating factors’ are being advanced now as 
retroactive justifications, rather than as contemporaneous reasons supporting the 
alleged January 8 2024 decision



Timeline: CSE’s Present-Tense Justifications Indicate Retroactive 
Reasoning - NOT a Contemporaneous Decision




PIF Identifies ‘Jack Marks,’ Undermining CSE’s Claim of 
Mistaken Identity and Suggesting Retroactive Justification 

1. Faulkner claims they let dialMKT/(CSE: NEWS) transaction to 
go through “because they did not know “Jacob Marks was in 
fact Jack Marks” 

2. Jack Marks legal name is “Jacob Marks” his 11/23 PIF was 
filed under Jacob Marks. 

3. The very same PIF question about “ Names by which you are 
commonly known by” states JACK MARKS 



Timeline: Jack Marks Notifies CSE about Authenticity Concerns
7) 10/8/24 Marks writes to CSE Faulkner and CEO Richard Carleton: 

 “I have good reason to believe there was NEVER a decision made January 2024, 
but in fact this was all concocted recently.  

And if you care so much about “investor protection” - why did you not notify me 
10 months ago - which would have allowed me to APPEAL this “decision” and or 
avoid dealing with CSE issuers?   

In fact had I known, I would NOT have entered into the transaction with NEWS - 
which your actions may cause CATASTROPHIC losses of MILLIONS OF DOLLARS 
for Canadian citizens.   

You are extremely callous in thinking that I didn’t need to be notified of a 
“decision” that effectively BANS me from doing business in Canada!  

Or you really don’t care about “investor protection” as you claim. “




8) (October 8 2024) Letter to Mark Faulkner and CEO Richard Carleton raising 
inconsistency and authenticity concerns

Timeline: Marks Notifies CSE about Authenticity Concerns



Timeline: Jack Marks Notifies CSE about Authenticity Concerns
9) Marks letter questions CSE Faulkner allegations: “The promotional materials 
published by you…give rise to investor protection concerns.” Because: 

A) No examples or evidence of such “promotional” or “over promotional” activity 
was provided by the CSE  

B) CSE had NEVER contacted Marks with concerns over any “promotional 
activity” previously - even though it was well aware of Marks as his CSE 
clients were the top performing CSE stocks in 2019-2023. On many days 
Marks clients were the top 3 most actively traded CSE stocks. As a direct 
result of Marks “Promotional activities”, over $1.6 billion in shareholder value 
was created and over $260 million raised for 15 CSE issuers between 
2019-2023. 

C) It is later revealed that TWO YEARS EALIER (April 19, 2022) two of Marks’ 
business competitors had filed complaints with the CSE (It appears they have 
a social or professional relationship with CSE’s Mark Faulkner, Rob Cook, and 
other officials.). Allegations of “Egregious” and “Outrageous” posts on twitter 
are made. YET - CSE never contacts Marks with any “investor protection 
concerns” for more than two years.   



Selective Enforcement: Comparable Promoters Not Subject to 
Similar Action

9A) Marks letter notes:  

“Further, I can document DOZENS of promoters with PIF’s on the CSE who are in 
violation of all you accuse me of. Exhibit A: George Tsiolis who promotes 
numerous CSE issuers, while they drop to zero - and has a history of fraudulently 
using his message boards to create thousands of fraudulent messages to pump 
and dump those issuers. He paid $125K fine in Canada a few years ago. Yet, he is 
on your “favored list”. He is one of DOZENS. Yet, you take the time to 
discriminate against me… I wonder why.“ 

It should be noted the CSE’s Chairman/Director and majority shareholders Tom 
Caldwell and Brendan Caldwell’s firm was fined over $2 million by OSC for 
overcharging mutual fund clients. (YET - they are not deemed “unsuitable”) 



Timeline: Marks Appeals CSE “Decision”

10) (November 1 2024) Marks retains Joven Narwal 
KC to represent him in CSE appeal who then notifies 
CSE  of appeal and requests information necessary 
for filing submission in support of the appeal. 

Counsel notes: “This notice serves to preserve our 
client's right to appeal and to assert our position that 
the information provided in the decision letter is 
insufficient for the preparation of meaningful 
submissions in support of this appeal.



Timeline: CSE REFUSES to Provide Evidence Supporting “Decision”
11) (December 20, 2024) Counsel Joven Narwal makes second request for 
materials:  
“…we requested various documents to understand the CSE’s decision and evidence 
relied upon, as well as to allow for us to prepare meaningful submissions in support of 
the appeal. In your letter of November 4, 2024, you refused to provide us with the 
majority of the documents sought in our November 1, 2024 letter. Your denial 
contained no reasoning for why this information could not be produced to Mr. Marks 
for preparation of the appeal.



Timeline: CSE REFUSES to Provide Evidence Supporting “Decision”
12) (January 6, 2025) Just nine days before the scheduled Appeal, no documents 
have been provided to Counsel. CSE’s Tracey Stern refuses again to provide 
documents:  
”..On November 4, 2024, Mr. Faulkner provided you correspondence that addressed your various 
requests for production of other documentation or information. In that correspondence, 
Mr. Faulkner stated that “if the CSE chooses to make its written submissions, 
documents relied upon and provided to the panel will also be disclosed to your client. 
At this stage of the process, we are not providing any internal communications that are 
confidential to the CSE.”  In other words, Mr. Faulkner has clearly communicated to 
you that you will be provided everything that the CSE relies on in its submission to the 
Board appeal panel. ..”




Timeline: CSE Procedural Opacity: No Meaningful Disclosure of 
Evidence or Decision-Making Basis

13) (January 7, 2025) Just eight days before the 
scheduled Appeal, no documents have been provided to 
Counsel. Joven Narwal KC writes to CSE’s Tracey Stern 
expressing concerns:  

“The decision-making process leading to the decision under 
appeal has been opaque, characterized by secrecy that is 
unacceptable in a matter of this importance. Other than 
vague references to social media posts, we have received 
no substantive information about what was brought to the 
attention of the decision-maker, nor how that information 
was analyzed and by whom. Similarly, we have no details 
regarding the information being presented to the board or 
how the decision under appeal will be framed for new 
directors’ consideration…Without this information, we are 
left in an untenable position in advancing the appeal.

”




Timeline: CSE Post-Dated Evidence Suggests Retroactive Justification and 
Evidentiary Backfilling
14) (January 8, 2025) Seven days before the Appeal, CSE Mark 
Faulkner ultimately produced a large volume of materials 
purporting to justify the alleged “January 8, 2024 Decision 
Memorandum”.  

The materials supplied by Mr. Faulkner rely heavily on social media 
posts, nearly all of which post-date September 2024—well after the 
purported Decision.  

ALL the social media evidence produced by Mr. Faulkner was 
screenshot in November 2024 - well after the purported Decision 

No “promotional activity” evidence predating January 8, 2024 is 
identified.  

This sequence strongly suggests that the record was constructed 
retrospectively, raising concerns of evidentiary backfilling and 
reliance on retroactive justification rather than a contemporaneous 
decision-making process.” 



Timeline: CSE Confronted with Documentary Record Directly Contradicting 
CSE’s Asserted Decision Timeline

“…While some disclosure has now been provided, the materials raise significant and deeply troubling 
questions about the integrity and fairness of the decision-making process…. It appears that the CSE is 
attempting to rely on information that was not in existence at the time of the decision. This fundamentally 
undermines the validity of the original determination and casts serious doubt on the credibility of the CSE’s 
assertions throughout this process…”


“In your letter dated October 3, 2024, the CSE clearly stated that the Listing Committee’s determination 
was made in January 2024. Yet, the information referred to in the disclosure provided yesterday appears to 
consist of social media posts and other materials dated September and October 2024, well after the 
decision under appeal. In fact, the older posts referenced were only screenshotted in November 2024. This 
timeline is both inexplicable and profoundly concerning. 


It is patently clear that the materials disclosed could not have formed the basis of the January 2024 
decision. This raises the unavoidable conclusion that the decision under appeal was either made without 
any evidentiary basis or that the CSE is now attempting to “backfill” evidence in an effort to justify a 
predetermined outcome. Such conduct is fundamentally inconsistent with the principles of fairness, 
transparency, and integrity that should guide any regulatory body…”


15) January 9, 2025) Counsel Joven Narwal confronts CSE’s contradictory evidence record 
and submits that January 2024 decision should be set aside as it lacks any evidentiary 
foundation and is irreparably tainted by procedural unfairness.”  



Timeline: CSE Confronted with Documentary Record Directly Contradicting 
CSE’s Asserted Decision Timeline

16) January 9, 2025) Counsel Joven Narwal confronts CSE’s contradictory evidence record 
and submits that January 2024 decision should be set aside as it lacks any evidentiary 
foundation and is irreparably tainted by procedural unfairness.”  



•Problem #1: Forensic metadata demonstrates the 
document was created on January 14, 2025, while 
bearing a date of January 8, 2024, which is consistent 
with backdating.


•Problem #2: References “promotional activities” that 
DID NOT EXIST (CEO.CA) at time of memo.  CEO.CA 
activities only started 10 months AFTER this 
document states. 

Evidence Suggests “January 8 Decision Memorandum” Created 
After the Fact



Timeline: CSE Delivers Deficient and Irrelevant Evidence of 
‘Promotional Activity

After refusing to produce the evidentiary basis for the alleged January 8 Decision, Mr. Faulkner 
later relied on tweet screenshots taken in November 2024—10 months after the alleged memo
—calling into question their relevance and suggesting post hoc justification.


Below are examples of irrelevant and non-promotional “evidence”. 




Timeline: NONE of CSE “Evidence” Showed “Promotional Activities”

Nearly all tweets cited as ‘evidence’ were critical—not promotional—of CSE 
and TSX listed issuers, contradicting claims of ‘over promotion’ and raising 
serious questions about the validity of the investor protection rationale. MARKS 
WAS PROVEN RIGHT ON ALL as these stock later dropped 75% or more. 



Timeline: NONE of CSE “Evidence” Showed “Promotional 
Activities”

Nearly all cited tweets were critical—not promotional—including of (CSE: AIML), a 
former client in which Mr. Marks held a significant position. His commentary 
included strongly negative statements about the company and its management, 
despite potential harm to his own investment.



Timeline: CSE Reframes Case After Challenge to Original Evidentiary 
Record

17) (January 10, 2025) After being confronted with deficiencies in the evidentiary 
record, CSE retained external counsel and unilaterally adjourned the hearing only 
three business days before it was to proceed, while expanding its case to include 
post-dated conduct.  

This conduct supports an inference of moving the goalposts and relying on 
retroactive justification rather than a fixed, contemporaneous decision.



CSE’s Own Evidence Contradicts Decision Memo
The Applicant’s own evidence indicates that the Listing Committee only became aware of 
the Respondent’s allegedly “overtly promotional” social media activity during diligence 
conducted in the fall of 2024.  

This is inconsistent with the January 8, 2024 Decision Memo, which identifies such social 
media activity as a basis for the determination. The discrepancy raises serious questions 
regarding the timing, accuracy, and integrity of the stated rationale 

The screenshot below is from, July 2025 application for injunction filed by CSE/
Mr.McCoomb 



CSE Appeal Panel Moves Goal Posts (5th time)

The CSE Appeal panel upheld the Decision. The panel introduced yet another new 
arguement: that Mr. Marks did not use the terms “Control Person” when making 
disclosure in his videos. Marks disclosed that he was a major shareholder and Chairman 
on all the videos. The CSE does not have a rule about using specific titles in disclosure. 

Michael Bluestein, Director of CSE and on the hearing panel had a conflict of interest in 
that he was Counsel for a stock that Marks was promoting at the time of Hearing 
(NASDAQ: SYTA). 



Timeline: Yet another NEW Justification! (6th time moving 
goal posts?)
(April 21, 2026) CSE introduces “New evidence” just 
3 hours before cross-examination of Mark Faulkner 
which introduces retroactive justification for 
silencing criticism.  

Faulkner NOW states he took objection to my criticism 
of an issuer (CSE: AIML) on social media and relied on 
that criticism as the basis to deem me unsuitable.  

However, that criticism was subsequently borne out by 
the facts, as AIML stock declined approximately 80% 
and investors suffered millions of dollars in losses, 
while the CSE took no apparent action on the 
underlying issues.  

CSE did NOT protect investors and the publics interest! 



Selective Enforcement: Criticism Punished for Marks, 
Permitted for Others

CSE/Faulkner deemed me unsuitable for criticizing a former client AIML—criticism that 
proved accurate after an ~80% collapse.  

Yet Faulkner took no action against rival stock promoter Chris Parry, (who Faulkner follows on 
Twitter) who issued detailed negative reports on issuers, including his former clients, and 
claims credit for driving stock declines. Same conduct, harsher treatment—selective 
enforcement, not investor protection.

Shown here: 

Faulkner ignores Chris Parry EXTENSIVE criticism of (CSE: IP) 



Selective Enforcement: “Tone Policing” Double Standard — 
Why Single Out Marks? 
CSE/Faulkner deems Marks unsuitable for 
“derogatory” social media commentary about 
issuers, citing tone as unprofessional.  

Yet Faulkner takes no action against stock 
promoters that routinely use the same or 
harsher language toward issuers and market 
participants. Faulkner’s X.com/Twitter account 
follows only three stock related accounts: ALL 
one them use same harsh language - or 
worse. If Faulkner follows these accounts, 
clearly the “tone” does not bother him.  

Why single out Marks? The record points to 
selective enforcement and an improper motive
—penalizing a specific critic rather than 
applying a consistent, neutral standard. 

http://X.com/Twitter


Why Is CSE Trying to Silence Discussion of OSC’s Enforcement Actions? 

CSE seeks an injunction to prevent me from 
criticizing serious allegations of FRAUD involving 
issuers such as SponsorsOne —  currently the 
subject of active Ontario Securities Commission 
enforcement proceedings.  

Why does CSE want to SILENCE matters of clear 
public interest involving investor protection, market 
integrity, and regulatory oversight?   

CSE’s action fundamentally inconsistent with the 
role of a market regulator. Public discussion of 
potential fraud and regulatory failures is not 
misconduct — it is part of investor protection. 
Suppressing such speech risks shielding regulatory 
failures from scrutiny and undermining confidence in 
the fairness and transparency of Canada’s capital 
markets.”





Timeline: Yet another NEW Justification! (7th time moving 
goal posts?)

(April 21, 2026) During Cross-Examination Mark Faulkner admits: Only AFTER the (CSE: 
NEWS) transaction closed — and AFTER Mr. Marks became a “control person” — did CSE 
initiate a suitability review. 

“Q: “...you allowed the (NEWS) transaction to go through, and later you determined that I was unsuitable?” 
Faulkner: “In terms of the transaction as presented to us and confirmed to us several times, it didn't trigger any 
kind of review for suitability. When the transaction closed and we found that you were now a controlling person, that 
triggered the review.” 
Source: Mark Faulkner Cross‑Examination — April 21, 2026 Transcript p. 63, lines 5–14 

Faulkner: (NEWS transaction review, and Marks involvement) “It didn't trigger any kind of review for suitability.” 
Transcript p. 64, lines 9–11 

Faulkner admits Marks was SUITABLE with Valid PIF as late as September 2024.  

It was only after he became a “Control Person” did CSE retroactively look for reasons to 
deem Marks was unsuitable. 



Timeline: If the Conduct Was So Serious, Why Did CSE Allow It for Years 
Without Objection?

(April 21, 2026) During Cross-Examination Mark Faulkner admits: He knew about Marks social 
media activity as early as 2022 

Q: “So the CSE was aware of my social activity as early as April — so you were aware — Mr. Faulkner, you were 
aware of my social media activity my posts as early as April of 2022; right?” 
A: “At least, yes.” 
Q: “Including posts that may have been over-promotional as in the case of a screenshot from James Black which 
showed a chart with an arrow in it, yes?” 
A: “Yes.” 
Transcript location: Page 53, lines 13–22 (continuing into page 54 formatting in the PDF viewer). 

“Q: “Mr. Faulkner, have you ever sent any complaints or comments to Jack Marks or has the CSE sent any 
comments to Jack Marks about allegedly over-promotional activity prior to the events of September 2024...?” 
A: “I don't recall sending any such letter. That wouldn't be our process.” 
Location: 
Transcript page 56, lines 11–19 

Q: “So I was never advised about any concerns about allegedly over-promotional activity, yes?” 
A: “Not directly by us, no.” 
page 56, lines 20–23 



Mark Faulkner, Rob Cook, and James Black appear to have a personal/
business relationship with Marks competitors who file a complaint. 

1) George Tsiolis: Sanctioned by OSC for “fraudulent online posting 
activity” involving hundreds of fake accounts, and ordered to pay 
$125,000 fine and banned for 10 years from various capital markets 
activities. Tsiolis X account is only promoter Rob Cook follows. 

2) Chris Parry: Twitter/X posts includes obsessive posts concerning 
Israel, some of which the Respondent submits contain language that 
may reasonably be interpreted as antisemitic. Parry X account is only 
promoter Faulkner follows. 

Faulkner and Cook were 2 of 3 panelists on alleged “January 8 Decision 
Committee to illegally deem Marks “Unsuitable” - CLEAR CONFLICT OF 
INTEREST 

CSE Conflicts of Interest 

Pictured Above: Mark Faulkner and Rob Cook James Black & Richard Carleton. 

Source CSE: Instagram account



CSE: No Timely Notice. Internal Appeal Procedures. No Meaningful Ability to Appeal.


A right to appeal is meaningless if: 
• the person is never notified of the underlying 

decision, 
• the procedures are internal and difficult to 

access 
• and the person only discovers the alleged 

determination months later after transactions 
and investor reliance have already occurred. 

Q: “So your appeal procedures, they are internal CSE policies; correct?” 
Faulkner: “That is correct.” 

Q: “And they were not separately approved by the OSC or the BCSC; 
correct?” 
A: “Separately approved, I don't believe that's the case, no.” 
Transcript page 92 lines 24–25 continuing to page 93 lines 1–2 

Q: “So your appeal policies were not approved by the OSC; correct?” 
A: “I don't recall any explicit approval process for the appeal 
procedures.” 
Transcript page 93 lines 3–6 

Q: “And your appeal procedures were not approved by the BCSC; 
correct?” 
A: “Same answer, yes, that's correct.” 

And your appeal policies, they were not published for public comment 
prior to adoption; correct?” 

A: “It's not necessary, so, no, they weren't.” 
And: 
Q: “So these procedures were adopted internally without any public 
consultation, yes?” 
A: “That's correct.” 



CSE Record Lacks Evidence of Legal or Market Expertise 
Necessary to Assess ‘Promotional Conduct

The determination involved assessing “overly promotional” conduct, typically 
requires: 

- Understanding of capital markets practices 
- Familiarity with industry standards for promotional activity 
- Application of consistent regulatory criteria 

Mark Faulkner’s relevant qualifications and experience have not been established 
on the record 

   No evidence before the Court of: 
- Formal legal training relevant to procedural fairness 
- Specialized expertise in evaluating promotional communications in capital markets 
- Recognized qualifications in securities or financial analysis, such as a broker 

license or CFA or CMT designation, which are relevant to evaluating technical 
analysis and valuation metrics referenced in Jack Marks commentary. 

   This raises concerns as to: 
- Whether appropriate standards were applied 
- Whether the analysis was consistent and principled 
- Whether procedural fairness requirements were fully understood and observed 

Pictured Above: 
Mark Faulkner, VP 
Regulation. 

Source CSE: 
Instagram account



Mark Faulkner: Unique Outlier in North America Stock Markets
Mr. Faulkner is the only head of regulation at a recognized stock exchange in North America 
without:

• legal training 
• advanced financial education 
• or formal regulatory credentials 

This makes his appointment not just unconventional — but anomalous and inconsistent with 
industry norms. 

Below: Regulators of: TSX, CBOE/NEO, NASDAQ, OTC, NYSE.  
ALL have legal training.  



Mark Faulkner: Pattern of Disregard for Due Process
Mark Faulkner’s personal tweets show evidence of disregard for Due Process.

Mark Faulkner’s extra-procedural mindset is reflected in the Decision Memo, 
which shows indicia of backdating, incorporation of future events, and a 15-
month delay in disclosure. Actions which damaged 4,000 Canadian investors 
of (CSE: NEWS) 



Direct Link Between Lack of Qualifications and Impugned Conduct

The VP Regulation role is inherently quasi-judicial, involving: 

• Determinations of individual “fitness” for participation in capital markets 
• Imposition of trading suspensions affecting public investors 
• Interpretation and application of regulatory rules 

Such functions require legal training, procedural fairness, and principled decision-making, not 
informal or unrelated experience. 

Direct Link Between Lack of Qualifications and Impugned Conduct 
• The conduct at issue includes: 

• Alleged fabrication of a decision memorandum 
• Failure to provide timely notice 
• Withholding of relevant evidence 
• Participation in decision-making despite apparent conflicts 

This pattern of conduct is consistent with a lack of understanding of legal obligations and procedural 
fairness, rather than a mere error in judgment. 



CSE: Undefined Rules, Unqualified Application, Real Market Damage

Chilling Legitimate Speech Through Misinterpretation 
 
An unqualified regulator applying an undefined or misunderstood standard risks: 
• labeling ordinary investor commentary as “promotion” 
• suppressing lawful market discussion 
• chilling free expression on matters of public interest 

This is especially serious where decisions lead to: 
• trading halts (as in the case of CSE: NEWS) which damaged 4,000 investors. 
• reputational damage 
• findings of “unsuitability” 

Evidence of Misapplication in This Case 
The record shows: 
• reliance on social media posts that lacked “over promotional” content 
• inclusion of posts made after the decision 
• absence of clear criteria defining “over promotion” 

This pattern is consistent with an individual lacking the training to properly apply the standard, 
rather than a reasoned regulatory analysis. 



CSE is currently the subject of litigation in Ontario 
commenced by former Chief Counsel Jamie Anderson, who 
alleges he was wrongfully dismissed after attempting to 
uphold regulatory standards.  

The complaint raises allegations of: 

• Financial improprieties, including concerns regarding document 
timing and integrity 

• Conflicts of interest and potential securities law issues involving 
Mark Faulkner 

• Efforts to conceal or minimize potential regulatory breaches 

• Workplace concerns, including allegations regarding conduct by 
CEO Richard Carleton 

CSE Faces Lawsuit by Former Chief Counsel Alleging Regulatory 
Misconduct, Conflicts, and Governance Failures


Pictured Above: CSE CEO Richard 
Carleton at right with Peter Nygard

(currently serving 11 year prison 
sentence for sexual assault) at left  

Source CSE: Instagram account



Jamie Anderson Chief Counsel Litigation - Relevance to the Present Matter 

• The allegations, while unproven, are directly relevant to institutional context and 
credibility, and: 

• Provide a broader factual framework within which the impugned decision-making 
occurred 

• Are consistent with concerns regarding irregularities in process, including the reliability 
and timing of the decision memorandum 

• Support a reasonable inference that the issues in this case are not isolated, but may 
reflect systemic governance or procedural deficiencies 

In particular, the allegations relating to conflicts and document integrity are consistent with 
the concerns raised regarding Mr. Faulkner’s conduct and the decision-making 
process at issue here. 

CSE Institutional Context: Jamie Anderson Litigation



 30+ years in capital markets (journalist, publisher, investor relations professional) 

• Publisher of Wall Street Reporter since 1997 

• Produced numerous institutional investor conferences including the first ever PIPE conference in 
2001 

• Author of Ten Bagger Blueprint, a best-selling investment book outlining a framework for analyzing 
emerging growth stocks 

• Investor Relations activity, contributed to significant shareholder value creation, including $1.6 
billion in increased shareholder value created and approximately $250 million in capital raised 
for 15 CSE listed issuers between 2019-2023.  

• Obtained Series 3 (Commodity Futures) license at age 16 and Series 7 (General Securities 
Representative) license by age 18 

• History of public commentary on market risks, governance, and investor protection 

• Reporting includes critical analysis of issuers, including those with which he has had prior 
involvemen 

Jack Marks: Demonstrated Qualifications Inconsistent with a Finding of Unsuitability 



Jack Marks Track Record of Results for CSE Clients 
Peak % gain during promotion window  |  Approx. capital raised  |  Estimated market cap increase at peak (CAD)

Company Symbol 
(CSE)

Peak % 
Gain

Capital 
Raised

Shareholder Wealth 
Increase

Fans Media Group FANS +1,100% $20M+ $150 Million+
Empower Clinics CBDT +5,000% $5M+ $100 Million+
ImagineAR IP +1,700% $5M+ $65 Million+
Peak Fintech Group PKK +2,000% $50M+ $400M Million+
NexTech AR Solutions NTAR +1,300% $100M+ $350 Million+
VSBLTY Groupe VSBY +1,000% $20M+ $200 Million+
AI/ML Innovations AIML +200% $3M+ $15 Million+
Skylight Health Group SLHG +300% $20M+ $80 Million+
Red Light Holland TRIP +300% $35M+ $140 Million+
1933 Industries ICAN +100% $3 Mil+ $30 Million+
Liquid Media Group LQID +150% $3M+ $15 Million+
Nova Mentis Life Science NOVA +100% $1Mil+ $8 Million+
I3 Interactive BETS +100% N/A $15 Million+
Delic Holdings DELC +60% $3 mil+ $20 Million+
Nuran Wireless NUR +60% N/A $15 Million+

Shareholder Wealth Created: $1.6 BILLION+
Growth Capital Raised: $260 Million+



 Mr. Marks’ extensive background and experience raise serious questions as to 
whether the “unsuitable” finding was reasonable, proportionate, and grounded in a 
fair and informed assessment, particularly in the absence of clear evidence of 
over-promotional conduct and in light of significant concerns regarding the 
reliability and integrity of key documents relied upon in the decision-making 
process. 

In these circumstances, it is necessary to consider whether the determination was 
improperly influenced by the conduct of Mark Faulkner, including potential 
conflicts of interest or other extraneous considerations not disclosed on the record, 
rather than a neutral, independent, and principled application of regulatory standards 

Jack Marks Record of Value Creation for Investors and Issuers 
Raises Questions Regarding CSE’s “Unsuitable” Determination



