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Proceeding under the Class Proceedings Act, 1992 

 
QUESTIONS ON WRITTEN EXAMINATION  

ON AFFIDAVIT OF CHRISTINA DORIA 
  

  THE  Objectors, Invesco Canada Ltd., Northwest & Ethical Investments L.P., Comité 

Syndical National de Retraite Bâtirente Inc., Matrix Asset Management Inc., Gestion Férique 

and Montrusco Bolton Investments Inc., have chosen to cross examine Christina Doria, an 

Associate at Baker & McKenzie LLP, Counsel to Pöyry (Beijing) Consulting Company Limited 

(“Pöyry”), on her affidavit sworn January 18, 2013, filed in response to the motion to approve 

the Ernst & Young Settlement, by written questions and require that the following questions be 

answered by affidavit in the Form attached as Schedule A, served by January 28, 2013: 

 

1. Identify and provide copies of any documents constituting, reflecting, referred to in, or 

underlying the proffer of evidence and information referred to in paragraphs 5 and 6 of 

your affidavit; 

2. Provide a brief narrative explaining the documented referenced in #1 above as well as a 

summary of any potential oral evidence referenced in the proffer of evidence which 

Pöyry is expected to provide in a trial of the common issues; 

3. Identify and provide any verbal, oral, and/or documentary information and technical 

assistance that was provided to the Ontario Plaintiffs and Class Counsel as consideration 

for agreeing to settle all claims against Pöyry, including any information and cooperation 

provided under Articles 3.4(2)-3.4(6) of the Pöyry Settlement Agreement attached to 

your affidavit as Exhibit “A”. 
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Proceeding under the Class Proceedings Act, 1992 
 
 

ANSWERS ON WRITTEN EXAMINATION  
ON AFFIDAVIT OF CHRISTINA DORIA 

 
  I , Christina Doria, of the City of Toronto, in the Province of Ontario, an Associate at Baker & 

McKenzie LLP, Counsel to Pöyry (Beijing) Consulting Company Limited MAKE OATH AND 

SAY that the following answers to the Questions dated January 25, 2013 submitted by the 

Objectors are true, to the best of my knowledge, information and belief:   

 

1. Identify and provide copies of any documents constituting, reflecting, referred to in, or 

underlying the proffer of evidence and information referred to in paragraphs 5 and 6 of 

your affidavit; 

 

 

 

 

2. Provide a brief narrative explaining the documented referenced in #1 above as well as a 

summary of any potential oral evidence referenced in the proffer of evidence which 

Pöyry is expected to provide in a trial of the common issues; 

 

 

005



  

 

 

3. Identify and provide any verbal, oral, and/or documentary information and technical 

assistance that was provided to the Ontario Plaintiffs and Class Counsel as consideration 

for agreeing to settle all claims against Pöyry, including any information and cooperation 

provided under Articles 3.4(2)-3.4(6) of the Pöyry Settlement Agreement attached to 

your affidavit as Exhibit “A”. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SWORN before me at the City of 
Toronto in the Province of Ontario, 
this ___ day of January, 2013. 
 

 

A Commissioner for taking affidavits. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

CHRISTINA DORIA 
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  THE  Objectors, Invesco Canada Ltd., Northwest & Ethical Investments L.P., Comité 

Syndical National de Retraite Bâtirente Inc., Matrix Asset Management Inc., Gestion Férique 

and Montrusco Bolton Investments Inc., have chosen to cross examine W. Judson Martin, Vice-

Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of Sino-Forest Corporation, on his affidavit sworn 

January 11, 2013, filed in support of a motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement, by 

written questions and require that the following questions be answered by affidavit in the Form 

attached as Schedule A, served by January 28, 2013: 

 

1. What was the deadline for receipt of Noteholders’ Proxy and Ordinary Affected Creditor 

Proxy forms (collectively “Proxy forms”) with respect to the voting by Proxy (“Proxy 

votes”) on the Plan of Compromise and Reorganization (“Plan”)? 

2. Provide copies of Proxy forms that were submitted prior to the deadline; 

3. Provide copies of Proxy forms, and amendments to previously submitted Proxy forms, 

submitted after the deadline, if any; 

4. Provide the number of Proxy votes held by each nominated Proxy voter, the voting 

instructions, if any, and the instructing persons or companies;  

5. Confirm that Greg Watson was the sole designated Proxy voter in the absence of a 

nominated Proxy, or if different, identify any and all designated Proxy voters; 

6. Provide the number of votes held by Greg Watson and any other designated Proxy voter 

identified under #5 for the following categories of votes: Affected Creditors with Voting 

Claims, Unresolved Claims, Defence Cost Claims, Third Party Defendant’s claims 

relating to Indemnified Noteholder Class Action Claims, Participant Noteholders, 

Unregistered  Noteholders, Beneficial Noteholders and Registered Noteholders;  

7. Did Greg Watson and/or FTI Consulting Canada Inc. (“FTI”) conduct an analysis of its 

potential compensation as notice or claims administrator under the E&Y Settlement or 

other settlements between the Ontario Plaintiffs and other Third Party Defendants? If so, 

provide copies of any documentation in that regard; 
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8. Was Greg Watson, or any other designated Proxy, provided with any information 

regarding actual or potential conflicts of interest?  If so, provide copies of any 

documentation in that regard and identify to whom it was provided; 

9. Identify the number of Proxy votes and the number of in-person votes which were cast at 

the Creditors Meeting on December 3, 2012 to approve the Plan;   

10. Identify the final votes 1) nominated Proxy; 2) designated Proxy; and, 3) in-person 

voters, on behalf of Affected Creditors with Voting Claims, broken down as follows: in 

favour and against, listing for each the number of votes, value, % number and % value; 

11. Identify the final votes by 1) nominated Proxy; 2) designated Proxy; and, 3) in-person 

voters, if all votes regarding Third Party Defendant’s claims relating to Indemnified 

Noteholder Class Action Claims were against the Plan (assuming the Unresolved Claims 

were to count towards the vote), broken down as follows: in favour and against, listing 

for each the number of votes, value, % number and % value; 

12. Provide a copy of the list of holders of Sino-Forest securities as of June 2, 2011, 

delivered to Class Counsel as referred to at page 2 of the Order of Justice Morawetz dated 

December 21, 2012; 
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  I, W. Judson Martin, of the City of Hong Kong, Special Administrative Region, People’s 

Republic of China, the Vice-Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of Sino-Forest Corporation 

MAKE OATH AND SAY  that the following answers to the Questions dated January 25, 2013 

submitted by the Objectors are true, to the best of my knowledge, information and belief:   

 

1. What was the deadline for receipt of Noteholders’ Proxy and Ordinary Affected Creditor 

Proxy forms (collectively “Proxy forms”) with respect to the voting by Proxy (“Proxy 

votes”) on the Plan of Compromise and Reorganization (“Plan”)? 

 

 

 

2. Provide copies of Proxy forms that were submitted prior to the deadline; 

 

 

 

3. Provide copies of Proxy forms, and amendments to previously submitted Proxy forms, 

submitted after the deadline, if any; 

 

 

 

4. Provide the number of Proxy votes held by each nominated Proxy voter, the voting 

instructions, if any, and the instructing persons or companies;  
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5. Confirm that Greg Watson was the sole designated Proxy voter in the absence of a 

nominated Proxy, or if different, identify any and all designated Proxy voters; 

 

 

 

6. Provide the number of votes held by Greg Watson and any other designated Proxy voter 

identified under #5 for the following categories of votes: Affected Creditors with Voting 

Claims, Unresolved Claims, Defence Cost Claims, Third Party Defendant’s claims 

relating to Indemnified Noteholder Class Action Claims, Participant Noteholders, 

Unregistered  Noteholders, Beneficial Noteholders and Registered Noteholders;  

 

 

 

7. Did Greg Watson and/or FTI Consulting Canada Inc. (“FTI”) conduct an analysis of its 

potential compensation as notice or claims administrator under the E&Y Settlement or 

other settlements between the Ontario Plaintiffs and other Third Party Defendants? If so, 

provide copies of any documentation in that regard; 

 

 

 

8. Was Greg Watson, or any other designated Proxy, provided with any information 

regarding actual or potential conflicts of interest?  If so, provide copies of any 

documentation in that regard and identify to whom it was provided; 
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9. Identify the number of Proxy votes and the number of in-person votes which were cast at 

the Creditors Meeting on December 3, 2012 to approve the Plan;   

 

 

 

10. Identify the final votes 1) nominated Proxy; 2) designated Proxy; and, 3) in-person 

voters, on behalf of Affected Creditors with Voting Claims, broken down as follows: in 

favour and against, listing for each the number of votes, value, % number and % value; 

 

 

 

11. Identify the final votes by 1) nominated Proxy; 2) designated Proxy; and, 3) in-person 

voters, if all votes regarding Third Party Defendant’s claims relating to Indemnified 

Noteholder Class Action Claims were against the Plan (assuming the Unresolved Claims 

were to count towards the vote), broken down as follows: in favour and against, listing 

for each the number of votes, value, % number and % value; 
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12. Provide a copy of the list of holders of Sino-Forest securities as of June 2, 2011, 

delivered to Class Counsel as referred to at page 2 of the Order of Justice Morawetz dated 

December 21, 2012; 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SWORN before me at the City of 
Hong Kong, Special Administrative 
Region, People’s Republic of China, 
this ___ day of January, 2013. 
 

 

A Commissioner for taking affidavits. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) W. JUDSON MARTIN  
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Court File No.: CV-12-9667-00CL 
 

ONTARIO 
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE 

COMMERCIAL LIST 
 

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPANIES’ CREDITORS ARRANGEMENT ACT, R.S.C. 
1985, c. C-36, AS AMENDED, AND IN THE MATTER OF A PLAN OF COMPROMISE 

OR ARRANGEMENT OF SINO-FOREST CORPORATION 
 
 

Court File No.: CV-11-431153-00CP 
 

ONTARIO 
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE 

 
B E T W E E N: 

 
THE TRUSTEES OF THE LABOURERS’ PENSION FUND OF CENTRAL AND 
EASTERN CANADA, THE TRUSTEES OF THE INTERNATIONAL UNION OF 

OPERATING ENGINEERS LOCAL 793 PENSION PLAN FOR OPERATING 
ENGINEERS IN ONTARIO, SJUNDE AP-FONDEN, DAVID GRANT and ROBERT 
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SINO-FOREST CORPORATION, ERNST & YOUNG LLP, BDO LIMITED (formerly 
known as BDO MCCABE LO LIMITED), ALLEN T.Y. CHAN, W. JUDSON MARTIN, 

KAI KIT POON, DAVID J. HORSLEY, WILLIAM E. ARDELL, JAMES P. BOWLAND, 
JAMES M.E. HYDE, EDMUND MAK, SIMON MURRAY, PETER WANG, GARRY J. 
WEST, PÖYRY (BEIJING) CONSULTING COMPANY LIMITED, CREDIT SUISSE 

SECURITIES (CANADA), INC., TD SECURITIES INC., DUNDEE SECURITIES 
CORPORATION, RBC DOMINION SECURITIES INC., SCOTIA CAPITAL INC., CIBC 

WORLD MARKETS INC., MERRILL LYNCH CANADA INC., CANACCORD 
FINANCIAL LTD., MAISON PLACEMENTS CANADA INC., CREDIT SUISSE 
SECURITIES (USA) LLC and MERRILL LYNCH, PIERCE, FENNER & SMITH 

INCORPORATED (successor by merger to Banc of America Securities LLC) 
 

Defendants 
 

Proceeding under the Class Proceedings Act, 1992 
 

QUESTIONS ON WRITTEN EXAMINATION  
ON AFFIDAVIT OF MIKE P. DEAN 
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  THE  Objectors, Invesco Canada Ltd., Northwest & Ethical Investments L.P., Comité 

Syndical National de Retraite Bâtirente Inc., Matrix Asset Management Inc., Gestion Férique 

and Montrusco Bolton Investments Inc., have chosen to cross examine Mike P. Dean, Senior 

Vice President of Ernst & Young Inc. and a Partner at Ernst & Young LLP (collectively 

“E&Y”), on his affidavit sworn January 11, 2013, filed in support of a motion to approve the 

Ernst & Young Settlement, by written questions and require that the following questions be 

answered by affidavit in the Form attached as Schedule A, served by January 28, 2013: 

 

1. Provide a copy of the insurance policies that provide, or may provide, coverage to E&Y 

in connection with E&Y’s audits of Sino-Forest, including any litigation related thereto; 

2. Describe the coverage amount, available coverage (if different), and any other terms 

and/or conditions of the policies that may affect availability and/or coverage in this 

situation; 

3. What was or is the “opt out threshold” referred to in Schedule B, paragraph I(B)(ii)(a)(iii) 

of the Minutes of Settlement? 

4. Describe any consideration or any arrangement entered into with Paulson & Co. Inc., 

Davis Selected Advisers LP, and/or any current or former Sino-Forest security holder, in 

connection with securing the support or non-opposition of any such current or former 

Sino-Forest security holder to the E&Y Settlement; 

5. If arrangements or consideration of any kind pursuant to #4 have in fact been entered into 

or agreed to, provide copies of any documentation or correspondence evidencing such 

agreement and/or consideration in exchange for supporting or not opposing the E&Y 

Settlement; 

 

 

January 25, 2013    KIM ORR BARRISTERS P.C. 
      19 Mercer Street, 4th Floor 
      Toronto, ON  M5V 1H2 
 

James C. Orr (LSUC #23180M) 
Won J. Kim (LSUC #32918H) 
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Megan B. McPhee (LSUC #48351G)  
Michael C. Spencer (LSUC #59637F) 
 
Tel: (416) 596-1414 
Fax: (416) 598-0601 

 
Lawyers for Invesco Canada Ltd., Northwest & 
Ethical Investments L.P., Comité Syndical National 
de Retraite Bâtirente Inc., Matrix Asset 
Management Inc., Gestion Férique and Montrusco 
Bolton Investments Inc. 

 
 
 
TO:   Lenczner Slaght Royce Smith Griffin LLP 

Barristers and Solicitors 
Suite 2600, 130 Adelaide Street West 
Toronto ON   
M5H 3P5 
 
Peter H. Griffin (LSUC #19527Q) 
Peter J. Osborne (LSUC #33420C) 
Shara N. Roy (LSUC #49950H) 
 
Tel: 416-865-9500 
Fax: 416-865-9010 
 
Lawyers for Ernst & Young LLP 
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SCHEDULE A 
 

Court File No.: CV-12-9667-00CL 
 

ONTARIO 
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE 

COMMERCIAL LIST 
 

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPANIES’ CREDITORS ARRANGEMENT ACT, R.S.C. 
1985, c. C-36, AS AMENDED, AND IN THE MATTER OF A PLAN OF COMPROMISE 

OR ARRANGEMENT OF SINO-FOREST CORPORATION 
 

Court File No.: CV-11-431153-00CP 
 

ONTARIO 
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE 

 
B E T W E E N: 

 
THE TRUSTEES OF THE LABOURERS’ PENSION FUND OF CENTRAL AND 
EASTERN CANADA, THE TRUSTEES OF THE INTERNATIONAL UNION OF 

OPERATING ENGINEERS LOCAL 793 PENSION PLAN FOR OPERATING 
ENGINEERS IN ONTARIO, SJUNDE AP-FONDEN, DAVID GRANT and ROBERT 

WONG 
Plaintiffs 

- and - 
 

SINO-FOREST CORPORATION, ERNST & YOUNG LLP, BDO LIMITED (formerly 
known as BDO MCCABE LO LIMITED), ALLEN T.Y. CHAN, W. JUDSON MARTIN, 

KAI KIT POON, DAVID J. HORSLEY, WILLIAM E. ARDELL, JAMES P. BOWLAND, 
JAMES M.E. HYDE, EDMUND MAK, SIMON MURRAY, PETER WANG, GARRY J. 
WEST, PÖYRY (BEIJING) CONSULTING COMPANY LIMITED, CREDIT SUISSE 

SECURITIES (CANADA), INC., TD SECURITIES INC., DUNDEE SECURITIES 
CORPORATION, RBC DOMINION SECURITIES INC., SCOTIA CAPITAL INC., CIBC 

WORLD MARKETS INC., MERRILL LYNCH CANADA INC., CANACCORD 
FINANCIAL LTD., MAISON PLACEMENTS CANADA INC., CREDIT SUISSE 
SECURITIES (USA) LLC and MERRILL LYNCH, PIERCE, FENNER & SMITH 

INCORPORATED (successor by merger to Banc of America Securities LLC) 
 

Defendants 
 

Proceeding under the Class Proceedings Act, 1992 
 

QUESTIONS ON WRITTEN EXAMINATION  
ON AFFIDAVIT OF MIKE P. DEAN 
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  I, Mike P. Dean, of the City of Markham, in the Province of Ontario, the Vice-President of 

Ernst & Young Inc. and a Partner at Ernest & Young LLP (collectively “E&Y”) MAKE OATH 

AND SAY that the following answers to the Questions dated January 25, 2013 submitted by the 

Objectors are true, to the best of my knowledge, information and belief:   

 

1. Provide a copy of the insurance policies that provide, or may provide, coverage to E&Y 

in connection with E&Y’s audits of Sino-Forest, including any litigation related thereto; 

 

 

 

2. Describe the coverage amount, available coverage (if different), and any other terms 

and/or conditions of the policies that may affect availability and/or coverage in this 

situation; 

 

 

 

3. What was or is the “opt out threshold” referred to in Schedule B, paragraph I(B)(ii)(a)(iii) 

of the Minutes of Settlement?  

 

 

 

4. Describe any consideration or any arrangement entered into with Paulson & Co. Inc., 

Davis Selected Advisers LP, and/or any current or former Sino-Forest security holder, in 

connection with securing the support or non-opposition of any such current or former 

Sino-Forest security holder to the E&Y Settlement; 
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5. If arrangements or consideration of any kind pursuant to #4 have in fact been entered into 

or agreed to, provide copies of any documentation or correspondence evidencing such 

agreement and/or consideration in exchange for supporting or not opposing the E&Y 

Settlement; 

 

 

 

 

 

SWORN before me at the City of 
Markham in the Province of Ontario, 
this ___ day of January, 2013. 
 

 

A Commissioner for taking affidavits. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

MIKE P. DEAN 
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Court File No. CV-12-9667-00-CL

ONTARIO
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE

COMMERCIAL LIST

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPANIES' CREDITORS ARRANGEMENT ACT,
R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36, AS AMENDED,

AND IN THE MATTER OF A PLAN OF COMPRISE AND ARRANGEMENT
OF SINO-FOREST CORPORATION

Court File No.: CV-l1-431153-00CP

ONTARIO
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE

BETV/EEN:

THE TRUSTEES OF THE LABOURERS' PENSION FUND OF CENTRAL AND
EASTERN CANADA, THE TRUSTEES OF THE INTERNATIONAL UNION OF

OPERATING ENGINEERS LOCAL 793 PENSION PLAN FOR OPERATING
ENGINEERS IN ONTARIO, SJUNDE AP-FONDEN, DAVID GRANT and

ROBERT \ilONG

Plaintiffs

-and-

SINO-FOREST CORPORATION, ERNST & YOUNG LLP, BDO LIMITED (formerly
known as BDO MCCABE LO LIMITED), ALLEN T.Y. CHAN, \il. JUDSON

MARTIN, KAI KIT POON, DAVID J. HORSLEY, \ilILLIAM E. ARDELL, JAMES
P. BOWLAND, JAMES M.E. HYDE, EDMUND MAK, SIMON MURRAY, PETER

WANG, GARRY J. WEST, PÖYRY (BEIJING) CONSULTING COMPANY
LIMITED, CREDIT SUISSE SECURITIES (CANADA),INC., TD SECURITIES INC.,

DUNDEE SECURITIES CORPORATION, RBC DOMINION SECURITIES INC.,
SCOTIA CAPITAL INC., CIBC WORLD MARKETS INC., MERRILL LYNCH
CANADA INC., CANACCORD FINANCIAL LTD., MAISON PLACEMENTS

CANADA INC., CREDIT SUISSE SECURITIES (USA) LLC And MERRILL LYNCH,
PIERCE, FENNER & SMITH INCORPORATED (successor by merger to Banc of

America Securities LLC)

Defendants

QUESTIONS ON WRITTEN CROSS.EXAMINATION
oN AFFIDAVIT OF MrKE p. DEAN, SWORN JANUARY 11, 2013
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a

1. Provide a copy of the insurance policies that provide, or may provide, coverage to
E&Y in connection with E&Y's audits of Sino-Forest, including any litigation
related thereto.

Ernst & Young LLP is prepared to share the responsive insurance policies with Kim On
Barristers P.C., with its agreement on behalf of its clients, on a confidential, without-
prejudice basis and on terms acceptable to Ernst & Young LLP. Ernst & Young LLP
does not consent to their public frling or dissemination or the public disclosure of their
contents. Ernst & Young LLP understands that Kim Orr has already been provided with
particulars regarding its available insurance coverage on a confidential, without-prejudice
basis.

2. Describe the coverage amount, available coverage (if different), and any other terms
and/or conditions of the policies that may affect availability and/or coverage in this
situation.

See the answer to question 1 above.

3. \ilhat was or is the "opt out threshold" referred to in Schedule B, paragraph
I(B)(ii)(a)(iii) of the Minutes of Settlement?

The conditions precedent to the Ernst & Young Settlement and the Emst & Young
Release as defined in the Plan are set out in the Sanction Order. The opt-out threshold
referred to at Schedule B of the Minutes of Settlement, if it ever became operative, is at
the discretion of Ernst & Young and would be set by it at such time.

4. Describe any consideration or any arrangement entered into with Paulson & Co.
Inc., Davis Selected Advisers LP, and/or any current or former Sino-Forest security
holder, in connection with securing the support or non-opposition of any such
current or former Sino-Forest security holder to the E&Y Settlement.

The consideration for the Ernst & Young Settlement, including for the agreement of Ernst
& Young to support the Plan and the agreement of the Ad Hoc Committee of Noteholders
to support the Ernst & Young Settlement, has been set out in the motion materials. No
additional amount is to be paid by Ernst & Young to any entities or persons holding Sino-
Forest securities (including those identified) as consideration for the Ernst & Young
Settlement or its approval, other than defraying certain legal costs to be incurred in the
Chapter 1 5 proceedings.
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5. If arrangements or consideration of any kind pursuant to #4 have in fact been

entered into or agreed to, provide copies of any documentation or correspondence
evidencing such agreement and/or consideration in exchange for supporting or not
opposing the E&Y Settlement.

See the answer to question 4 above. Ernst & Young refuses any further response

January 29,2013 LENCZNER SLAGHT ROYCE
SMITH GRIF'FIN LLP

Barristers
Suite 2600
130 Adelaide Street V/est
Toronto ON M5H 3P5

Peter H. Griffin (19527Q)
Peter J. Osborne (33420C)
Shara N. Roy (49950H)
Tel: (416) 865-9500
Fax: (416) 865-9010

Lawyers for Ernst & Young LLP
TO: THE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST
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Court File No.: CV-12-9667-00CL 
 

ONTARIO 
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE 

COMMERCIAL LIST 
 

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPANIES’ CREDITORS ARRANGEMENT ACT, R.S.C. 
1985, c. C-36, AS AMENDED, AND IN THE MATTER OF A PLAN OF COMPROMISE 

OR ARRANGEMENT OF SINO-FOREST CORPORATION 
 
 

Court File No.: CV-11-431153-00CP 
 

ONTARIO 
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE 

 
B E T W E E N: 

 
THE TRUSTEES OF THE LABOURERS’ PENSION FUND OF CENTRAL AND 
EASTERN CANADA, THE TRUSTEES OF THE INTERNATIONAL UNION OF 

OPERATING ENGINEERS LOCAL 793 PENSION PLAN FOR OPERATING 
ENGINEERS IN ONTARIO, SJUNDE AP-FONDEN, DAVID GRANT and ROBERT 

WONG 
Plaintiffs 

- and - 
 
 

SINO-FOREST CORPORATION, ERNST & YOUNG LLP, BDO LIMITED (formerly 
known as BDO MCCABE LO LIMITED), ALLEN T.Y. CHAN, W. JUDSON MARTIN, 

KAI KIT POON, DAVID J. HORSLEY, WILLIAM E. ARDELL, JAMES P. BOWLAND, 
JAMES M.E. HYDE, EDMUND MAK, SIMON MURRAY, PETER WANG, GARRY J. 
WEST, PÖYRY (BEIJING) CONSULTING COMPANY LIMITED, CREDIT SUISSE 

SECURITIES (CANADA), INC., TD SECURITIES INC., DUNDEE SECURITIES 
CORPORATION, RBC DOMINION SECURITIES INC., SCOTIA CAPITAL INC., CIBC 

WORLD MARKETS INC., MERRILL LYNCH CANADA INC., CANACCORD 
FINANCIAL LTD., MAISON PLACEMENTS CANADA INC., CREDIT SUISSE 
SECURITIES (USA) LLC and MERRILL LYNCH, PIERCE, FENNER & SMITH 

INCORPORATED (successor by merger to Banc of America Securities LLC) 
 

Defendants 
 

Proceeding under the Class Proceedings Act, 1992 
 

QUESTIONS ON WRITTEN EXAMINATION  
ON AFFIDAVITS OF CHARLES M. WRIGHT 
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  THE  Objectors, Invesco Canada Ltd., Northwest & Ethical Investments L.P., Comité 

Syndical National de Retraite Bâtirente Inc., Matrix Asset Management Inc., Gestion Férique 

and Montrusco Bolton Investments Inc., have chosen to cross examine Charles M. Wright, a 

Partner at Siskinds LLP, on his affidavit sworn January 10, 2013 and supplemental affidavit 

sworn January 23, 2013 filed in support of a motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement, 

by written questions and require that the following questions be answered by affidavit in the 

Form attached as Schedule A, served by January 28, 2013: 

 

1. Provide a copy of the opinion referred to in paragraph 106 of your affidavit; 

2. Provide a copy of the insurance policies referred to in paragraph 87(d) of your affidavit; 

3. If a copy of the insurance policies described in #2 is not within your possession and 

control, describe the coverage amount, available coverage (if different), and any other 

terms and/or conditions of the policies that may affect availability and/or coverage in this 

situation; 

4. Provide a copy of the transcripts of the cross examination of Sino-Forest’s CEO as 

referred to at paragraph 49(h) of your affidavit; 

5. Provide copies of any notices of objection that were withdrawn and any accompanying 

correspondence or records of conversation between Class Counsel and the persons who 

submitted and subsequently withdrew their notices of objection as referred to at 

paragraphs 11-13 of your supplemental affidavit; 

6. Identify and provide copies of any documents constituting, reflecting, referred to in, or 

underlying the evidentiary proffer provided by Pöyry (Beijing) Consulting Company 

Limited (“Pöyry”) to the Ontario Plaintiffs and other Defendants in the Class Action; 

7. Identify and provide any verbal and/or documentary information and technical assistance 

that was provided to the Ontario Plaintiffs and Class Counsel as consideration for 

agreeing to settle all claims against Pöyry, including any information and cooperation 

provided under Articles 3.4(2)-3.4(6) of the Pöyry Settlement Agreement; 

8. Describe any consideration or any arrangement entered into with Paulson & Co. Inc., 

Davis Selected Advisers LP, and/or any current or former Sino-Forest security holder, as 
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referred to in paragraph 75 of your affidavit, in connection with securing the support or 

non-opposition of any such current or former Sino-Forest security holder to the E&Y 

Settlement; 

9. If arrangements or consideration of any kind pursuant to #8 have in fact been entered into 

or agreed to, provide copies of any documentation or correspondence evidencing such 

agreement and/or consideration in exchange for supporting or not opposing the E&Y 

Settlement; 

10. Provide copies of correspondence and/or other documentation evidencing the support or 

non-opposition of Paulson & Co. Inc., Davis Selected Advisers LP, , and/or any current 

or former Sino-Forest security holder to the E&Y Settlement, as referred to in paragraph 

75 of your affidavit; 

11. Provide a copy of the list of holders of Sino-Forest securities as of June 2, 2011, 

delivered to Class Counsel as referred to at page 2 of the Order of Justice Morawetz dated 

December 21, 2012; 

 

January 25, 2013    KIM ORR BARRISTERS P.C. 
      19 Mercer Street, 4th Floor 
      Toronto, ON  M5V 1H2 
 

James C. Orr (LSUC #23180M) 
Won J. Kim (LSUC #32918H) 
Megan B. McPhee (LSUC #48351G)  
Michael C. Spencer (LSUC #59637F) 
 
Tel: (416) 596-1414 
Fax: (416) 598-0601 

 
Lawyers for Invesco Canada Ltd., Northwest & 
Ethical Investments L.P., Comité Syndical National 
de Retraite Bâtirente Inc., Matrix Asset 
Management Inc., Gestion Férique and Montrusco 
Bolton Investments Inc. 
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TO:   KOSKIE MINSKY LLP  

900-20 Queen Street West, Box 52 
Toronto ON  
M5H 3R3 
Kirk M. Baert (LSUC #30942O) 
Tel: 416-595-2117 / Fax: 416-204-2889 
Jonathan Bida (LSUC #54211D) 
Tel: 416-595-2072 / Fax: 416-204-2907 
 
SISKINDS LLP 
680 Waterloo Street, P.O. Box 2520 
London ON  
N6A 3V8 
Charles M. Wright (LSUC #36599Q) 
Tel: 519-660-7753 / Fax: 519-660-7754 
A. Dimitri Lascaris (LSUC #50074A) 
Tel: 519-660-7844 / Fax: 519-660-7845 
 
PALIARE ROLAND ROSENBERG ROTHSTEIN LLP 
250 University Avenue, Suite 501 
Toronto, ON  
M5H 3E5 
Ken Rosenberg (LSUC #21102H) 
Massimo Starnino (LSUC #41048G) 
Tel: 416-646-4300 / Fax: 416-646-4301 
 
 
Lawyers for an Ad Hoc Committee of Purchasers of the Applicant’s Securities 
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WORLD MARKETS INC., MERRILL LYNCH CANADA INC., CANACCORD 
FINANCIAL LTD., MAISON PLACEMENTS CANADA INC., CREDIT SUISSE 
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ANSWERS ON WRITTEN EXAMINATION  
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  I, Charles M. Wright, of the City of London, in the Province of Ontario, a Partner at Siskinds 

LLP AFFIRM  that the following answers to the Questions dated January 25, 2013 submitted by 

the Objectors are true, to the best of my knowledge, information and belief:   

 

1. Provide a copy of the opinion referred to in paragraph 106 of your affidavit; 

 

 

 

2. Provide a copy of the insurance policies referred to in paragraph 87(d) of your affidavit; 

 

 

 

3. If a copy of the insurance policies described in #2 is not within your possession and 

control, describe the coverage amount, available coverage (if different), and any other 

terms and/or conditions of the policies that may affect availability and/or coverage in this 

situation; 

 

 

 

4. Provide a copy of the transcripts of the cross examination of Sino-Forest’s CEO as 

referred to at paragraph 49(h) of your affidavit; 

 

 

 

5. Provide copies of any notices of objection that were withdrawn and any accompanying 

correspondence or records of conversation between Class Counsel and the persons who 
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submitted and subsequently withdrew their notices of objection as referred to at 

paragraphs 11-13 of your supplemental affidavit; 

 

 

 

6. Identify and provide copies of any documents constituting, reflecting, referred to in, or 

underlying the evidentiary proffer provided by Pöyry (Beijing) Consulting Company 

Limited (“Pöyry”) to the Ontario Plaintiffs and other Defendants in the Class Action; 

 

 

 

7. Identify and provide any verbal and/or documentary information and technical assistance 

that was provided to the Ontario Plaintiffs and Class Counsel as consideration for 

agreeing to settle all claims against Pöyry, including any information and cooperation 

provided under Articles 3.4(2)-3.4(6) of the Pöyry Settlement Agreement; 

 

 

 

8. Describe any consideration or any arrangement entered into with Paulson & Co. Inc., 

Davis Selected Advisers LP, and/or any current or former Sino-Forest security holder, as 

referred to in paragraph 75 of your affidavit, in connection with securing the support or 

non-opposition of any such current or former Sino-Forest security holder to the E&Y 

Settlement; 
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9. If arrangements or consideration of any kind pursuant to #8 have in fact been entered into 

or agreed to, provide copies of any documentation or correspondence evidencing such 

agreement and/or consideration in exchange for supporting or not opposing the E&Y 

Settlement; 

 

 

 

10. Provide copies of correspondence and/or other documentation evidencing the support or 

non-opposition of Paulson & Co. Inc., Davis Selected Advisers LP, , and/or any current 

or former Sino-Forest security holder to the E&Y Settlement, as referred to in paragraph 

75 of your affidavit; 

 

 

 

11. Provide a copy of the list of holders of Sino-Forest securities as of June 2, 2011, 

delivered to Class Counsel as referred to at page 2 of the Order of Justice Morawetz dated 

December 21, 2012; 

 

 

 

SWORN before me at the City of 
London in the Province of Ontario, 
this ___ day of January, 2013. 
 

 

A Commissioner for taking affidavits. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

CHARLES M. WRIGHT  
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The answers to the Questions on Written Examination on Affidavits of Charles M. Wright, dated 

January 25, 2013, posed by Gestion Férique, Comité Syndical National de Retraite Bâtirente 

Inc., Matrix Asset Management Inc., Montrusco Bolton Investments Inc., Invesco Canada Ltd. 

and Northwest & Ethical Investments L.P. (the “Objectors”) are: 

1. Question: “Provide a copy of the opinion referred to in paragraph 106 of your 
affidavit;” 

Answer: Refused.  As noted at paragraph 106 of the Affidavit of Charles M. Wright, 

sworn January 10, 2013, the opinion was provided to Class Counsel on a confidential and 

without prejudice basis (“Within the settlement context and on a privileged basis, Ernst & 

Young has provided Class Counsel with the opinion of an auditing expert . . .”).   

2. Question: “Provide a copy of the insurance policies referred to in paragraph 87(d) 
of your affidavit;” 

Answer: Refused.  The insurance policies were provided to Class Counsel on the 

following conditions: (1) the policies are only to be shared with plaintiffs’ counsel in this 

proceedings, Kessler Topaz Meltzer & Check, LLP and, to the extent necessary to obtain 

instructions, with the named representative plaintiffs; (2) these policies shall not to be 

made public or filed with the court, except with the consent of Ernst & Young LLP 

(“E&Y”) or as required by order of the court; and (3) should such an order be sought or 

should Class Counsel become aware that these policies might otherwise be made public, 

Class Counsel will provide E&Y with sufficient notice so that it might seek any 

confidentiality, sealing and/or other orders.   
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3. Question: “If a copy of the insurance policies described in #2 is not within your 
possession and control, describe the coverage amount, available coverage (if 
different), and any other terms and/or conditions of the policies that may affect 
availability and/or coverage in this situation;” 

Answer:  Refused.  See answer to 2, above.   In addition, Class Counsel has already 

disclosed the amount of E&Y’s coverage to the Objectors on a without prejudice and 

confidential basis.  Finally, E&Y has advised Class Counsel that it consents to the in 

camera inspection of the policies by Justice Morawetz, should His Honour be inclined to 

conduct such an inspection. 

4. Question: “Provide a copy of the transcripts of the cross examination of Sino-
Forest’s CEO as referred to at paragraph 49(h) of your affidavit;” 

Answer: See attached.  

5. Question: “Provide copies of any notices of objection that were withdrawn and any 
accompanying correspondence or records of conversation between Class Counsel 
and the persons who submitted and subsequently withdrew their notices of 
objection as referred to at paragraphs 11-13 of your supplemental affidavit;” 

Answer: As of today’s date, the following objections have been withdrawn: 2288625 

Ontario Inc., Alain Vallee, Andrea Sullivan, Archie Sullivan, Augen Resources Strategy 

Fund, Brian Gore, Brunhilde and Rudolf Huber, Caldwell Institutional Equity Pool, 

Caldwell Meisels Canada Fund, Chang Teng, Chendreshkumar Amin, Chi Faz Chan/Bi 

Fang Lei, Cindy Mai, Clarence Moreau, Daniel Liu, David Cristina, David Pike, Eric 

Lee, Francis Wing Keung Leung, Gene Manion, Grace Nosal, Grant A. Bears, Gundy 

Inc., Helmuth Slisarenko, Huifang Fan, James William Alsop, Jeannie Mai, John Jeglum, 

Julianna Bears, Lao Fan, Lena Maria Goveas, Lorraine Dahl, Michael Poon, Reginald 

McDonald, Richard Dahl, Richard Laskowski, Siu Hung Mai, Suzanne Rochon, Tammy 

Warren, Walter Nosal, Wei Chun Sun and/or Rebecca S,J, Tsang, William Rankin, and 

Xiaotong Ji.  Copies of those objection forms are attached.  Communications between 
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class members, including any objectors, and Class Counsel are privileged and will not be 

produced.  However, Class Counsel will provide copies of correspondence confirming 

the withdrawal by the above persons of their objections to Justice Morawetz for an in 

camera inspection, should Justice Morawetz be inclined to conduct such an inspection.  

With respect to the December 31, 2012 memorandum from Siskinds LLP which is 

attached as Exhibit “E” to the Affidavit of Eric Adelson (the “Siskinds Memorandum”), 

the Siskinds Memorandum was not disseminated by Class Counsel to objectors per se.  

Rather, the Siskinds Memorandum was sent to twenty-five recipients, including five law 

firms and 12 institutions which Class Counsel believe to be class members.  The Siskinds 

Memorandum was sent to such recipients in large part in order to respond to various 

assertions made by Kim Orr LLP (“Kim Orr”) in two memoranda which Kim Orr and/or 

its clients disseminated or caused to be disseminated to  investors whose identities are 

unknown to Class Counsel (the “Kim Orr Memoranda”).  One of the two Kim Orr 

Memoranda is dated December 14, 2012 and states on its face that it was authored by 

Won J. Kim and Megan McPhee.  The identity of the person or persons to whom that 

memorandum was addressed is unknown to Class Counsel.  That memorandum is 

described in question 16 posed to Eric Adelson and question 8 posed to Tanya Jemec.  

The second of the Kim Orr Memoranda states on its face that it was authored by Won J. 

Kim, is dated December 17, 2012, and is addressed simply to “Investors.”  That 

memorandum is described in question 11 posed to Eric Adelson and question 1 posed to 

Tanya Jemec.   
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6. Question: “Identify and provide copies of any documents constituting, reflecting, 
referred to in, or underlying the evidentiary proffer provided by Pöyry (Beijing) 
Consulting Company Limited (“Pöyry”) to the Ontario Plaintiffs and other 
Defendants in the Class Action;” 

Answer: Refused.  Pursuant to sections 3.4(1) and (11), 6.3 and 8.3 of the Settlement 

Agreement with Pöyry, the requested information may not be furnished to the Objectors 

or their counsel without the consent of Pöyry, which consent has not been given.   

7. Question: “Identify and provide any verbal and/or documentary information and 
technical assistance that was provided to the Ontario Plaintiffs and Class Counsel as 
consideration for agreeing to settle all claims against Pöyry, including any 
information and cooperation provided under Articles 3.4(2)-3.4(6) of the Pöyry 
Settlement Agreement;” 

Answer: Refused.  See 6. 

8. Question: “Describe any consideration or any arrangement entered into with 
Paulson & Co. Inc., Davis Selected Advisers LP, and/or any current or former Sino-
Forest security holder, as referred to in paragraph 75 of your affidavit, in 
connection with securing the support or non-opposition of any such current or 
former Sino-Forest security holder to the E&Y Settlement;” 

Answer: Davis Selected Advisers LP is a client of Siskinds LLP.  Paulson & Co. Inc. is a 

class member.  Communications with both are privileged and will not be produced.  

Notwithstanding the forgoing, there is no “consideration or any arrangement” “securing 

the support or non-opposition of any such current or former Sino-Forest security holder 

to the E&Y Settlement.”  

9. Question: “If arrangements or consideration of any kind pursuant to #8 have in fact 
been entered into or agreed to, provide copies of any documentation or 
correspondence evidencing such agreement and/or consideration in exchange for 
supporting or not opposing the E&Y Settlement;” 

Answer:  See 8. 
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10. Question: “Provide copies of correspondence and/or other documentation 
evidencing the support or non-opposition of Paulson & Co. Inc., Davis Selected 
Advisers LP, , [sic] and/or any current or former Sino-Forest security holder to the 
E&Y Settlement, as referred to in paragraph 75 of your affidavit;” 

Answer: Refused.  Davis Selected Advisers LP is a client of Siskinds LLP.  Paulson & 

Co. Inc. is a class member.  Communications with both are privileged and will not be 

produced. 

11. Question: “Provide a copy of the list of holders of Sino-Forest securities as of June 2, 
2011, delivered to Class Counsel as referred to at page 2 of the Order of Justice 
Morawetz dated December 21, 2012;” 

Answer:  Refused.  This list is not relevant to this motion.   
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COMMERCIAL LIST 

 

 

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPANIES’ CREDITORS  

ARRANGEMENT ACT, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36, AS AMENDED 

 

 

AND IN THE MATTER OF A PLAN OF COMPROMISE OR  

ARRANGEMENT OF SINO-FOREST CORPORATION 

 

 

********* 

 

SINO FOREST CORPORATION  

 

                Applicant 

 

********* 

 

CROSS-EXAMINATION  

VIDEO CONFERENCE 

 

 

Of JUDSON MARTIN, on his affidavits sworn 

September 24
th
 2012 and October 3

rd
 2012 held at 

the offices of Edcom and M.D.M. Reporting 

Services, London, Ontario on the 3
rd
 day of 

October, 2012 at 8:00 p.m., pursuant to 

appointment. 

 

********** 

 

APPEARANCES: 

 

Derek J. Bell                       Counsel for the Applicant 

 (Bennett Jones LLP) 

 

Dimitri Lascaris               Counsel to the Ad Hoc Committee of 

(Siskinds LLP)           Purchasers of the Applicant’s Securities 

      

         

M.D.M. REPORTING SERVICES 

341 Talbot Street, London, ON, N6A 2R5 

vbreakwell@mdmreporting.com  

(519) 672-0246 
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WITNESSES:                   EXAMINATION         

 

MARTIN, Judson     Page 1 – by Mr. Lascaris   

     

         

 

 

********** 

 

 

E X H I B I T S 

 

PAGE NUMBER: 

 

EXHIBIT 1 Affidavit dated September 24, 2012 2 

EXHIBIT 2 Affidavit dated October 3, 2012 2 

EXHIBIT 3 Affidavit dated March 30, 2012 27 

EXHIBIT 4 Material change report 45 
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Undertakings 

 

ONTARIO SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE 

 

 

 

U N D E R T A K I N G S 

 

PAGE NUMBER: 

 

UNDERTAKING to advise of titles held at Swift Tara 

Winds Resources Corporation 

6 

UNDERTAKING to inquire as to how many management 

personnel Sino-Forest employed at the commencement 

of this CCAA proceeding 

8 

UNDERTAKING to advise as to the number of non-

senior managers currently employed at Sino-Forest 

9 

UNDERTAKING to advise of total number of employees 

currently at Sino-Forest 

17 

UNDERTAKING to advise which of the 28 documents has 

not been publicly disclosed 

50 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
NOTE:  The preceding list is provided as a service to counsel and does not 

purport to be complete nor binding on the parties herein. 
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TAKE UNDER ADVISEMENT to advise the volume of 

documents that the committee reviewed during the 

course of its investigation 

4 

TAKEN UNDER ADVISEMENT to advise if number was not 

$50 Million  

23 

TAKEN UNDER ADVISEMENT to inquire as to how much 

revenue was generated from the sale of standing 

timber 

30 

TAKEN UNDER ADVISEMENT to inquire as to how much 

revenue was generated from any of the company's 

business activities in the month of September 

30 

TAKEN UNDER ADVISEMENT to investigate and inform 

what contracting parties have had their identities 

disclosed and of the contracting parties who are 

identified, if any, in the 28 documents have not 

had their identities disclosed 

42 

TAKEN UNDER ADVISEMENT to advise as to whether one 

or more subsidy registered entities identified in 

documents have been deregistered 

50 

TAKEN UNDER ADVISEMENT to advise what business 

processes and internal workings are disclosed in 

those documents that have not previously been 

exposed 

50 
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WEDNESDAY, OCTBER 3, 2012 

JUDSON MARTIN:  AFFIRMED 

EXAMINATION BY MR. LASCARIS: 

 1. Q.  So Mr. Martin, do you understand that this is 

a cross examination under affidavits sworn on 

September 24
th
 2012 and October 3

rd
 2012? 

 A.  I do. 

  MR. LASCARIS:  Mr. Cohen, could you please 

hand Mr. Martin copies of each of those 

affidavits? 

  MR. COHEN:  I’ve only got one copy for you as 

well, okay.   

  MR. LASCARIS:  Okay, so these are without 

attachments? 

  MR. COHEN:  Without attachments, correct. 

 

 2.  MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  So Mr. Martin, could you 

confirm that those are copies of your 

affidavits of those dates without attachments? 

 A.  I can confirm that. 

 

 3. Q.  All right, so I'd like to mark the 

September 24
th
 affidavit as Exhibit 1, and the 

court reporter has a clean copy of that here, 

and the October 3
rd
 affidavit as Exhibit 2.  

Now, Mr. Martin, I want to clarify that in 

this cross examination when I refer to SFC or 

the company I'm referring to the parent 

company or the applicant in the CCAA … 

 A.  Okay. 
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4. Q.  … proceeding and when I refer to Sino-Forest 

or the Sino-Forest group of companies I'm 

referring to the global enterprise excluding 

Greenheart Group, okay? 

 A.  Understood. 

 

   EXHIBIT NUMBER 1 – Affidavit dated 

September 24, 2012 – Produced and Marked 

 

  EXHIBIT NUMBER 2 – Affidavit dated October 3, 

2012 – Produced and Marked 

 

 5. Q.  So let's start with the September 24
th
 

affidavit which we've marked as Exhibit 1.  At 

paragraph nine you state – if we could just 

turn there and have a look at it – you state 

that you have been advised by counsel that 

tens of thousands of documents were made 

available in the data room pursuant to the 

mediation documents order, right? 

 A.  Yes. 

 

 6. Q.  And when you say ‘counsel’ what person or 

persons are you referring to specifically? 

 A.  Uh, Bennett Jones. 

 

 7. Q.  Is there a specific person at … 

 A.  Uh, Yuda Wood. 

  

 8. Q.  … Bennett Jones?  I'm sorry? 

 A.  Um, Derek Bell. 
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 9. Q.  Okay, so let's put that aside and go to 

paragraph 29 of your October 3
rd
 affidavit.   

 A.  Twenty-nine? 

 

 10. Q.  Paragraph 29 of that affidavit, sir.   

 A.  Yes, sir. 

 

 11. Q.  You state there that counsel …. 

 A.  I have it, thank you. 

 

 12. Q.  You state there that counsel advised you that 

18,295 documents were made available by SFC in 

the data room.  Again, when you're referring 

to counsel to whom are you referring? 

 A.  Uh, Bennett Jones and more specifically 

Mr. Bell. 

 

 13. Q.  Okay, so I just want to be sure that the 

number is accurate.  You said tens of 

thousands in the other affidavit and this one 

you say 18,295 is – but is the latter number 

correct sir? 

 A.  To the best of my knowledge and uh, - it is – 

and as – as advised it is – as I was advised - 

excuse me, is correct. 

 

 14. Q.  Okay.  Now, you're aware that in response to 

the issuance of the Muddy Water's report, the 

Board of Sino-Forest struck a committee to 
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investigate the allegations of Muddy Waters, 

correct? 

 A.  Correct. 

 

 15. Q.  And is it fair to say that that committee 

reviewed in the course of its investigation a 

large volume of documents? 

 A.  I think that's a fair assumption, yes. 

 

 16. Q.  Do you have any idea of what the volume of 

documents was? 

 A.  In specific numerical terms, no I do not. 

 

 17. Q.  Okay, Mr. Bell we would like to be advised of 

that number, at least an approximation of it. 

  MR. BELL:  Look, I think for the purposes of 

this examination you can assume that it was at 

least as voluminous as what you've seen so 

far. 

  MR. LASCARIS:  There are indications of the 

second – in the first interim report, that the 

documents reviewed were in the hundreds of 

thousands.  So we'd like to know to the 

extent, you can ascertain at least an 

approximation of, the number of documents 

reviewed by either the special committee or 

its advisors. 

ADVISEMENT  MR. BELL:  I'll take that under advisement. 

   

 18. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  Okay, now at paragraph one of 

your September 24
th
 affidavit you mentioned 
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that you are Vice-Chairman and CEO of Sino-

Forest, but you're also Chairman, CEO and 

Executive Director of Greenheart Group, 

correct? 

 A.  That's correct. 

 

 19. Q.  And that has been true since the company 

commenced this proceeding under the CCAA? 

 A.  That's correct. 

 

 20. Q.  And since the commencement of that 

proceeding, you have been an officer or 

director of other companies, whether public or 

private, other than the Greenheart Group or 

Sino-Forest, correct? 

 A.  Yes. 

 

 21. Q.  Now, I'm not interested in you telling me, 

for the moment, what companies within the 

Sino-Forest Group you were a director or 

officer of during the pendency of this 

proceeding.  I'm talking about companies 

outside of the group.  Could you tell me which 

companies outside of the group you were a 

director or officer of at any time during the 

pendency of this proceeding? 

 A.  You're referring to the non-Sino-Forest 

companies? 

 

 22. Q.  Correct. 
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 A.  And the date on which this commenced would be 

March 30? 

  

 23. Q.  I believe that's correct. 

 A.  Is that correct? 

  MR. BELL:  Yes. 

  THE DEPONENT:  Okay, um then the – I would be 

uh, Swift Tara Winds Resources Corporation 

which is a – a issuer uh, under Ontario 

securities regulations.  It's a non-listed 

company that's got issuer status. 

 

 24. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  And what's your capacity 

there, sir? 

 A.  I am Chairman. 

 

 25. Q.  Are you an officer as well?  I'm sorry? 

 A.  I'm just thinking about my exact title that 

are uh, - I'm not absolutely certain whether 

I'm an officer.  I know I'm Chairman.  I don't 

know if I've got an – an additional title or 

not. 

 

 26. Q.  Okay, if you would please inquire and let us 

know? 

U/T A.  Certainly. 

 

 27. Q.  Okay, what other companies are outside of the 

Sino-Forest Group? 

 A.  That's it. 
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 28. Q.  Now, at paragraph – I'd like to go back to 

your October 3
rd
 2012 affidavit, and 

particularly paragraph 20, and here you 

explain why the company opposes a lifting of 

the stay and you state that there has been a 

significant reduction in Sino-Forest 

management personnel since the commencement of 

the proceeding, and to be clear when you say 

in that paragraph, Sino-Forest management 

personnel, I take it you're referring to all 

the management personnel of the companies that 

make up Sino-Forest other than Greenheart, is 

that right? 

 A.  It does not include Greenheart, that's 

correct. 

 

 29. Q.  But it makes up all the other companies in 

the Sino-Forest group? 

 A.  Yes. 

 

 30. Q.  Okay, so how many management personnel did 

Sino-Forest employ at the commencement of this 

CCAA proceeding? 

 A.  I – I don't have the exact specific number of 

management that it employed with me.   

 

 31. Q.  What's your best recollection, sir? 

 A.  I would say it would be around 20 people 

perhaps. 

 

19 067



8. 

M.D.M. REPORTING SERVICES 

- J. Martin 

  5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

30 

 32. Q.  Can you make inquiries and let us know what 

the actual number is? 

U/T  MR. BELL:  Sure. 

 

 33. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  Okay, and how many management 

personnel are currently employed in the Sino-

Forest Group? 

 A.  I would say there is approximately six senior 

managers that I rely on day-to-day that I 

would deem to be senior managers. 

 

 34. Q.  You're referring to senior … 

 A.  In a management …. 

 

 35. Q.  … senior officers? 

 A.  Uh, people who would report directly to me I 

would deem them to be senior. 

 

 36. Q.  Okay, and how many non-senior managers? 

 A.  Again, I don't have a number of non-senior 

managers with me. 

 

 37. Q.  Could you please inquire and let us know? 

  MR. BELL:  So can you give me some definition 

as to what you mean when you're talking about 

management.  Is it management as was referred 

to in this affidavit or some broader sense? 

  MR. LASCARIS:  Well, in the affidavit.  I was 

trying to get the numbers behind the statement 

that Mr. Martin makes in his affidavit.  There 

he uses the phrase management personnel, but 
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he's now introduced a wrinkle on that and he's 

distinguished between senior managers and I 

take it others who are within the group of 

management personnel.  So I'm just trying to 

get at what the numbers are behind the 

statement made in this paragraph of his 

affidavit.  Okay? 

  MR. BELL:  All right, so why don't I do this.  

We can tell you the number of people that 

constitute the senior management personnel 

before – or at the commencement of this 

proceeding on March 30
th
 and how many are 

there now or you could ask Mr. Martin who he's 

referring to in terms of departures. 

  MR. LASCARIS:  Right, but his affidavit speaks 

to management personnel, not senior management 

personnel.  So we'd like to know the numbers 

also of management personnel as he meant it.  

I'm not sure what Mr. Martin intended, but 

whatever he meant we'd like to know what the 

number was at the outset of the CCAA 

proceeding and what it is now.  And we'd like 

to have …. 

U/T  MR. BELL:  Fine, we'll do that. 

   

 38. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  We'd also like to have the 

numbers for senior management personnel, 

whatever Mr. Martin intends by that phrase, 

both beginning – at the beginning of the 

proceeding and currently and, sir, can you 
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identify for me those six individuals whom you 

regard as senior management personnel? 

 A.  Uh, yes I can.  Uh, the ones that I would 

refer to are Mr. Allan Chan, Mr. David 

Horsley, Mr. Alfred Ip, Mr. Alfred Hung, 

Mr. George Ho, Mr. Simon Young. 

 

 39. Q.  And these were, I take it, the senior 

management personnel in the employ of Sino-

Forest Group at the commencement of the 

proceeding right? 

 A.  That's correct. 

 

 40. Q.  Okay, who are the current senior management 

personnel of Sino-Forest? 

 A.  Uh, myself, um, it would be a – a – a lady by 

the name Ms. Chen Hua, a gentleman by the name 

of Mr. Albert Jou, [ph] uh, Mr. Thomas 

Maradin, Mr. Eric Chan, and Mr. Ringo Yip,   

Y-I-P, Yip. 

 

 41. Q.  So there are six individuals whom you 

currently employ by Sino-Forest whom you 

regard, including yourself, as senior 

management personnel and at the outset of the 

CCAA proceeding there was six persons plus 

yourself to make a total of seven, is that 

right? 

 A.  Yeah, I'm talking about the Sino-Forest 

Group. 
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 42. Q.  Correct. 

 A.  Right, correct. 

 

 43. Q.  Okay.  Now, what about the company SFC.  At 

the outset of this proceeding how many senior 

management personnel did it employ? 

 A.  I believe there was two people. 

 

 44. Q.  And they would be whom? 

 A.  Mr. David Horsley and Mr. Thomas Maradin. 

 

 45. Q.  And you would include yourself, I take it, in 

a group of senior management personnel, so 

that would make three correct? 

 A.  Pardon me, of course.  Yes, sorry. 

 

 46. Q.  Okay, and … 

 A.  Yes, three. 

 

 47. Q.  … currently? 

 A.  Well, I'm not an – but I'm not an employee of 

Sino-Forest.  I'm an officer of Sino-Forest, 

I'm not an employee. 

 

 48. Q.  Okay, and currently the company employs who 

as senior management personnel? 

 A.  The company employs one person, Thomas 

Maradin, today as a senior manager – senior 

manager. 
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 49. Q.  Okay.  Now, you're aware that a gentleman by 

the name of K. K. Pun is the defendant in the 

class actions, correct? 

 A.  I am. 

 

 50. Q.  Okay, and … 

 A.  Yes, I am. 

 

 51. Q.  … has he not held the title of President of 

the company either for part of or the entire 

period of the pendency of the CCAA proceeding? 

 A.  Yes, you're – you're absolutely correct.  

Mr. Pun is …. 

 

 52. Q.  Right. 

 A.  Slipped my mind entirely be – because I ques 

– question he is President of Sino-Forest 

corporation. 

 

 53. Q.  Mm-hmm. 

 A.  He's an officer, he's not employed by Sino-

Forest Corporation, but he is an officer of 

Sino-Forest Corporation today. 

 

 54. Q.  What were his responsibilities as President 

during the pendency of this proceeding? 

 A.  His responsibilities are very few.  Um, he 

was a resource for me when required um, to 

speak to various people in China.  Obviously 

I'm not fluent in – not at all can I speak 

Mandarin or Cantonese languages and various 
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other dialects.  Mr. Pun would assist, but not 

to any large degree.  His role was very, very 

limited and continues to be limited. 

 

 55. Q.  And during the pendency of this proceeding, 

other than perhaps acting as an intermediary 

between yourself and persons in China, did he 

have any role, and if so what was it, in the 

attempted restructuring? 

 A.  He's had no role in that restructure. 

 

 56. Q.  Okay, and I assume that because he occupied 

the office of President he nonetheless has 

been paid compensation during the pendency of 

the CCAA proceeding? 

 A.  Yes, he has been paid compensation. 

 

 57. Q.  Do you know approximately what his total 

compensation has been this year? 

  MR. BELL:  Can you explain why that's 

relevant? 

  MR. LASCARIS:  Well, for the time being he is 

a member of the group of current and former 

directors and officers in the CCAA plan that 

is on file with the court and it is proposed 

in that plan that that group of directors and 

officers receive certain releases if the plan 

is approved and we think the question of 

whether or not he should be accorded a release 

is impacted by the question of what he has 

done in his capacity as an officer or 
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otherwise for the company in the context of 

the restructuring and what he has been paid 

for that service, whatever it may have been. 

REFUSAL  MR. BELL:  All right, well, we'll consider 

that question at the sanction hearing.  Until 

then we'll refuse. 

   

 58. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  So sir, you understand as I 

just recounted to your counsel that there is a 

group of directors and officers identified 

within the plan that's currently on file with 

the court for whom it is in visage that there 

will be certain releases if the plan is 

approved, correct? 

 A.  Yes. 

 

 59. Q.  And you're aware that David Horsley is a 

member of that group? 

 A.  Yes. 

 

 60. Q.  And on September 26
th
 of this year the company 

announced the receipt of a second enforcement 

notice from the OSC, correct?  

 A.  On September 25
th
, yes, they received the – 

the notice and we put a press release out on 

September 26
th
. 

 

 61. Q.  Okay, and on September 27
th
 the company issued 

another press release announcing that David 

Horsley's employment had been terminated, 

correct? 
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 A.  Correct. 

 

 62. Q.  Was the termination of his employment, in any 

way, related to the second enforcement notice? 

 A.  Yes. 

 

 63. Q.  And could you explain to me, at least in 

general terms, what that relationship was? 

  MR. BELL:  We're actually not able to.  The 

OSC enforcement notice is covered by 

confidentiality under the Securities Act and 

it's really impossible to get into this beyond 

what was already stated beyond Mr. Martin. 

 

 64. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  Now, as part of the rationale 

for the inclusion of Mr. Horsley in that group 

of named directors and officers is that he 

performed services for the company in 

connection with this attempted restructuring? 

 A.  Yes. 

 

 65. Q.  What services did he perform? 

 A.  Uh, he took primarily a lead in uh, - role in 

the financial area, uh, assisting – assisting 

myself, assisting the restructuring committee 

- before that the independent committee of 

course, um, with uh, any due diligence matters 

and he assisted in the sales process.  He's 

been assisting up until his termination uh, 

with the actual uh, CCA plan that is being uh 

– uh, that has been made public.  Um, 
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preparing due diligence materials.  Primarily 

taking the lead dangling in the financial area 

with respect to rate matters that are required 

for their success.  

 

 66. Q.  And I'd assume he was compensated for these 

services? 

 A.  Yes, he was. 

 

 67. Q.  Can you tell me what the approximate total 

compensation, including benefits, he has 

received in this year were? 

REFUSAL  MR. BELL:  I'll give you the same response as 

the last time.  

   

 68. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  Okay, it's fair to say that 

now that his employment has been terminated 

he'll not be assisting you or other members of 

management of the Board in the completion of 

the CCAA process, correct? 

 A.  That's correct – correct. 

 

 69. Q.  All right.  Now, the version of paragraph 20 

that is contained in your October 3
rd
 

affidavit has changed from the version that 

was served on the service list last week, 

right? 

 A.  Yes. 
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 70. Q.  And is it fair to say that the change is the 

deletion of the words, including senior 

management personnel, from that paragraph? 

  MR. BELL:  I think that the original version 

stated that there had been depletion in 

employees in general and Mr. Martin, upon 

reviewing the affidavit again yesterday, 

realized that the statement was too broad as 

it was applying to employees in general.  The 

issue was really the fact that there'd been 

senior management that had been lost and that 

was what was intended by the change. 

 

 71. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  Okay.  Now, we have been 

talking up until now about management 

personnel and senior management personnel with 

the company in Sino-Forest group.  I want to 

talk to you now about employees more broadly, 

employees whatever their rank may be, whatever 

their office or function may be.  How many 

employees does the company currently have? 

U/T A.  I can give you an approximate number.  Um, I 

think it's approximately 3300 in total.  I can 

verify that if necessary. 

 

 72. Q.  Please do, and how many of those employees 

reside in Canada? 

 A.  Two. 

 

 73. Q.  And who are those employees? 

 A.  Thomas Maradin and an assistant. 
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 74. Q.  All right, how many employees does Sino-

Forest Group, as we defined it, currently have 

in Canada, and by the way I think you may have 

misunderstood my question now that I think 

about it because you answered 3300 and my 

question was the company.  So do you want to 

rethink that answer?  Was that the answer for 

Sino-Forest Group? 

 A.  Yes … 

 

 75. Q.  Okay. 

 A.  … that's our total force. 

 

 76. Q.  Okay, so the group has 3300 employees 

approximately, and you'll check that and let 

us know, and two of those individuals reside 

in Canada, is that right? 

 A.  That's correct. 

 

 77. Q.  Okay, what about the company?  How many total 

employees does the company have at this time? 

 A.  The company named Sino-Forest Corporation? 

   

 78. Q.  Yes. 

 A.  I just answer – I thought I just answered 

that.  It was two. 

 

 79. Q.  Well, I understood two to be the number of 

employees of the group who reside in Canada. 

 A.  No. 
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 80. Q.  All right, so let's …. 

 A.  There's no – there's no employee …. 

 

 81. Q.  Sorry, let me continue, Mr. Martin. 

 A.  There's no employees other than Mr. Maradin 

and his assistant in Canada at this point in 

time.  There is no employees from uh, Sino-

Forest subsidiaries or the group.  It's 

strictly those two people and that's it. 

 

 82. Q.  Okay, and they're both employees of the 

company? 

 A.  They are employed by Sino-Forest Corporation. 

 

 83. Q.  Okay, and I may – you may have already given 

me this number, but I'm not sure.  So what is 

the total number of employees, whether they 

reside in Canada or not, that the company 

currently has? 

 A.  I believe the number is the same, two. 

 

 84. Q.  And you're not including yourself, because 

you are the CEO of the company you don't 

include yourself in the category of employee 

rank? 

 A.  I'm not an employee of that corporation, 

that's right. 

 

 85. Q.  Right, okay. 

 A.  Of the company. 
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 86. Q.  Going back to your affidavit at paragraph 21 

you think that …. 

 A.  Which …. 

 

 87. Q.  I believe it's the October 3
rd
 affidavit. 

 A.  Okay. 

 

 88. Q.  You say that SFC's ability to continue 

forward with its restructuring and the best 

interest of SFC's stake holders could be 

significantly affected if the time and effort 

of its management, directors and officers are 

diverted from the restructuring and at this 

critical stage, right? 

 A.  I've said that. 

 

 89. Q.  Okay.  Now, when you say that are you 

referring to what you believe may happen if 

the stay is lifted as against the company and 

those of the defendants in the class action 

who continue to be directors or officers of 

the company or are you expressing a concern 

that that will happen if the stay is lifted 

only as against the auditors, underwriters, 

and those individual defendants who are no 

longer directors or officers of Sino-Forest? 

 A.  I'm concerned about this stay being lifted in 

– on – on the company and on the others.  Um, 

that's – that's what I'm stating. 
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 90. Q.  So you're saying that even if the stay were 

lifted only as against those others, the 

auditors, underwriters and the individuals who 

are no longer with Sino-Forest, you would 

continue to have this concern? 

 A.  I'm sorry, let me read – just give me a 

moment to think about this.  I'm sorry, but 

could I – could I just ask you to repeat the 

second part of the question please? 

 

 91. Q.  Sure. 

 A.  I want to make sure I get this right. 

 

 92. Q.  Right, so my question is would you continue 

to have the concern expressed in that 

paragraph if the stay was lifted only as 

against the auditors, underwriters and former 

directors and officers of the company who are 

currently defendants in the class action?  In 

other words, if the stay were to remain in 

place visa vie the company and those who 

continue to be directors and officers of the 

company. 

 A.  Well, what – what my concern is, is what 

would happen if the stay was lifted against 

any party and the effect of doing so would be 

that it would chew up resources and time doing 

any sort of a deep dive investigation, 

forensic work, that would take our management 

team's eye off the ball of getting it 

restructured and done on a timely basis which 
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is our number one goal.  That's the concern I 

have, sir. 

 

 93. Q.  May I infer from your comment, sir, that to 

date, the company has not done a deep dive 

investigation? 

 A.  Well, I – there's been many parties that have 

done deep dive investigations through various 

levels of due diligence including very 

detailed and lengthy independent committee 

process. 

 

 94. Q.  And you understand that the company extended 

an excess of $50 Million in order to conduct 

that investigation? 

 A.  The company invested significant funds to 

complete that investigation, yes. 

 

 95. Q.  Is it correct, because I believe you were 

quoted in a press to this effect, that the 

amount was at least $50 Million? 

 A.  If I w – if I was – if I said that then it 

would be correct, yes.  I don't recall what 

number I actually said, but if I said it, it 

would be correct, yes. 

 

 96. Q.  Okay.  Well, if you come to a different 

conclusion - please make enquiries after our 

exchange this evening.  If you decide based 

upon your enquiries that the number was not 
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$50 Million or thereabouts, please let us 

know. 

ADVISEMENT  MR. BELL:  We'll consider that. 

 

 97. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  All right, let's operate on 

the assumption that it was $50 Million, sir.  

Now, if in fact the company expended 

$50 Million and conducted a deep dive 

investigation aided by experts having various 

qualifications, what additional investigation 

do you think the company is going to have to 

do to respond to the leave and certification 

motions in the class action? 

 A.  It would re – whatever parties would want – 

whatever work each individual party would want 

to do um, and I'm sure many parties involved 

would want to do their own independent deep 

dives and not rely on others as has been the – 

the habit here since June 2
nd
 of 2011. 

 

 98. Q.  Are you satisfied that the company has done a 

deep dive? 

  MR. BELL:  In what respect? 

 

 99. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  In investigating the 

allegations of Muddy Waters. 

A. I believe that the independent committee 

process as sanctioned by the board and 

publicly reported on in full was a very, very 

extensive examination, yes. 
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 100. Q.  Are you satisfied that the current members of 

the board did a deep dive investigation? 

 A.  I am. 

 

 101. Q.  So what additional investigation would they 

have to do, in your view, in order to respond 

to the leave and certification motions in the 

class action? 

 A.  They being?  Can you define they for me 

please? 

 

 102. Q.  Yes, the corporation and the current 

directors and officers of the corporation. 

 A.  Well, again as I just indicated, it would be 

determined by the requests that came from any 

of the relevant parties, not necessarily by 

the directors of the company itself. 

 

 103. Q.  Sorry, you're expressing a view that the 

company and its board would have an obligation 

to conduct investigation at the behest of 

other defendants? 

 A.  I – I don't know what the obligations would 

be.  I'm not a lawyer.  All I'm saying is that 

um, if – if there's people that are going to 

get granted access at any level to the company 

and its employees and its information, it's 

going to be a major detraction from what our 

number one goal is and that is to complete the 

restructuring as has been made public.  
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 104. Q.  And you agree …. 

 A.  That's my number one concern, sir. 

 

 105. Q.  All right, and you believe there would be a 

major distraction, as you put it, 

notwithstanding the investigation that has 

been done to date and the funds that have been 

expended on that investigation? 

 A.  I believe it would be and I believe it would 

be because people would not rely on work that 

other people have done.  They would want to do 

their own work as I also have indicated has 

been the habit since this um, - uh, Muddy 

Waters matter came about. 

 

 106. Q.  And you don't know whether, as you sit here 

now because you're not a lawyer, whether the 

company itself would have to do additional 

investigation or the board would have to do 

additional investigation in order to satisfy 

the desire of these other parties to conduct 

their own investigation. 

 A.  Yeah, I don't know – I – I – I can't give you 

a legal view.  I would imagine though it would 

take a great deal of time from all parties 

concerned to – to um, satisfy everybody's 

obligations to the fullest. 

 

 107. Q.  Let's look at this from another angle in 

terms of what remains to be done in the CCAA 
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proceeding.  There was a sales process that 

was established and that has failed, correct? 

 A.  It's terminated yes. 

 

 108. Q.  And a meeting order has been issued by 

Justice Morowitz, correct? 

 A.  Yes. 

 

 109. Q.  And the meeting materials, including the 

proposed plan and information circular, were 

filed with the court in connection with the 

issuance of that meetings order, correct? 

 A.  Yes. 

 

 110. Q.  And under the meeting order it is the monitor 

who is going to distribute the meeting 

materials to the relevant stakeholders, 

correct? 

 A.  I believe that's right. 

 

 111. Q.  So it's fair to say that neither you nor any 

of your colleagues at Sino-Forest are going to 

be stuffing envelopes in order to get those 

meeting materials out to the stakeholders, 

correct? 

 A.  We certainly won't be stuffing any envelopes. 

 

 112. Q.  Okay.  Now, let's talk about other aspects of 

your responsibilities.  We just talked now 

about the CCAA process.  Let's talk about the 

state of the company's business.  In the 
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affidavit you swore on March 30
th
 2012 you had 

something to say about the state of the 

company's business, correct? 

 A.  Yes, I did. 

  

 113. Q.  So I'd like to ask Mr. Cohen to pass you a 

copy of that affidavit, and I'd ask you, sir, 

to confirm that that is a copy of your 

March 30
th
 affidavit, without Exhibits. 

 A.  It is. 

 

 114. Q.  So I'd like to mark that as Exhibit 3 please.  

Now, I'd like to take you to paragraph 82 of 

that affidavit.   

 

  EXHIBIT NUMBER 3 – Affidavit dated March 30, 

2012 – Produced and Marked 

 

  MR. BELL:  Did you say 82? 

  THE DEPONENT:  Eighty-two? 

  MADAM REPORTER:  Yes. 

  MR. LASCARIS:   I may actually – if you bear 

with me a moment I may have gotten that wrong. 

I meant 182, sorry.  Sorry, do you need to 

take a brief break now or are you fine to 

continue? 

  MR. BELL:  We're fine to continue, thank you 

though. 

 

 115. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  So could you please review 

that paragraph for a moment.   
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 A.  Okay, I'm done. 

  

 116. Q.  So you'll have seen from revisiting this 

paragraph that your March 30
th
 affidavit 

speaks to a material deterioration in the 

company’s business including a, in many cases 

as you put it, a shutdown of its operations.  

You stated that certain timber assets has been 

frozen as Sino-Forest was unable to keep up 

with payments and so on.  Is it fair to say 

that since your swearing of this affidavit the 

condition of the company's business has 

deteriorated? 

 A.  It certainly has not gotten any better, yeah 

–no.  

 

 117. Q.  Would you say that it's deteriorated, sir? 

 A.  In some areas it's deteriorated yes. 

 

 118. Q.  And globally would you say its deteriorated - 

looked at as a whole? 

 A.  Ye – yes I would say it's deteriorated 

somewhat – deterior – de – excuse me, 

deteriorated somewhat as a whole.  More 

specific areas have deteriorated more than 

other areas of course. 

 

 119. Q.  And the principal activity of the company at 

the time that – and when I say the company I'm 

referring to the entire group – at the time 
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that the Muddy Waters report was first issued 

was trading and standing timber correct? 

 A.  That's correct. 

 

 120. Q.  Is it fair to say that the company is not 

currently trading of standing timber? 

 A.  Uh, we are not trading any – standing timber 

to the extent that the company did, that's 

correct. 

 

 121. Q.  So there is some trading of standing timber 

going on? 

 A.  There is – there is some business going on 

yes and uh, the management in the PRC 

continues to try to nurture the business along 

despite our predicament. 

 

 122. Q.  Right, so …. 

 A.  But there is small amounts of business … 

 

 123. Q.  I'd like to …. 

 A.  … being done.  

 

 124. Q.  I'd like to focus on the trading in standing 

timber.  You indicated there is some business, 

but let's just stay focused on that please.  

Is currently the company engaging in the 

trading of standing timber to any degree? 

 A.  Not to any material degree, no, not in the 

standing timber. 
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 125. Q.  What do you mean by material?  What do you 

consider to be to a material degree? 

 A.  Five percent of the former base. 

 

 126. Q.  And what's the former base? 

 A.  Would be in material – sorry, I – I don't 

have those numbers in front of me, uh …. 

 

 127. Q.  Okay, why don't we simplify this …. 

 A.  They're public. 

 

 128. Q.  Okay, why don't you tell us, and you may not 

– well, if you can't now I would appreciate 

your sharing of the information if you can.  I 

would ask you to make inquiries.  During the 

month of September of 2012, how much revenue 

was generated from the sale of standing 

timber?  Do you know the answer to that 

question? 

 A.  Not off the top of my head I don't. 

 

 129. Q.  Could you please make enquiries and let us 

know? 

ADVISEMENT  MR. BELL:  We'll consider that. 

 

 130. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  And are you able to say how 

much revenue was generated from any of the 

company's business activities in the month of 

September?  Whether from standing timber or 

otherwise? 

ADVISEMENT  MR. BELL:  Same answer. 
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 131. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  Do you think it's fair to say 

that the company's business has ground to a 

halt, sir? 

 A.  No, I don't think it's fair to say it's 

ground to a halt.  It has deteriorated as I've 

stated and management is working hard to keep 

um, parts of the business, um, that we can um, 

going, but there's limitations on capital 

investment are being imposed.  There are 

difficulties in collecting accounts 

receivable.  We are being chased heavily for 

our accounts payable.  Um, so it's – it's a 

difficult situation, but that does not mean 

that management in the BRC of the various 

operating entities are not attempting to do 

business um, whether it's small standing 

timber business, purchase and sales within the 

working structure um, or in the manufacturing 

areas including flooring and our other plants, 

but again it is a small amount of the business 

as a whole.   

 

 132. Q.  But you – as we said, expressed a concern 

that a lifting of the stay would cause the 

company's management to become distracted by 

the class action and do you understand that 

the first order of business, if the stay, were 

to be lifted in the class action would be for 

the court to decide whether the action should 

be certified as a class proceeding and whether 
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lead should be granted as against certain 

defendants to pursue a case under part 23.1 

under the Ontario Securities Act? 

 A.  I don't understand the specifics of the 

precise law, sir.  I understand in concept, 

but not the specifics of the law and the 

sections. 

 

 133. Q.  Right.  Well …. 

  MR. BELL:  And they would want to refer to 

that as the secondary market. 

  THE DEPONENT:  Uh, secondary market I 

understand. 

 

 134. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  Right, so there's a 

certification motion of which the proposed 

representative plaintiffs asked the court to 

appoint them as representatives of the 

proposed class and to prosecute a case on 

their behalf.  You understand that, right? 

 A.  Yes. 

 

 135. Q.  Okay, and you understand that there is also a 

separate motion, although the two may well be 

heard together, where the plaintiffs are 

asking the court to allow them to pursue a 

secondary market claim under the Securities 

Act, right? 

 A.  Yes. 
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 136. Q.  Okay, and you understand that those 

materials, the materials supporting those two 

motions, were filed by the plaintiffs 

approximately six months ago with the court, 

correct? 

 A.  Y – uh, yes. 

 

 137. Q.  Have you, yourself, reviewed the materials or 

any part of the materials that were filed in 

support of those motions? 

 A.  I would have reviewed some of the materials.  

I wouldn't say that I've reviewed every single 

page or every detail of the materials. 

 

 138. Q.  And when would you have conducted that 

review? 

 A.  Over time, since the …. 

 

 139. Q.  And are you aware of whether any of the other 

current board members have reviewed the 

materials filed in support of those motions? 

 A.  I – I can't speak for the other members of 

the board. 

 

 140. Q.  So do you understand that in order for the 

court to adjudicate those motions the next 

step would be for the defendants, if they so 

choose, to file evidence in opposition to 

those motions?  Do you understand that? 

 A.  Yes. 
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 141. Q.  And do you understand that if the stay were 

lifted, your counsel, or counsel for other 

defendants, could ask Justice Perell to 

require those materials to be filed sometime 

after the meeting that is called for the 

stakeholders’ approval of the plan? 

  MR. BELL:  It sounds like your legal argument 

Dimitri, which you can make to the judge 

yourself. 

 

 142. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  Do you have an understanding 

of what discovery means in litigation 

Mr. Martin? 

 A.  I do. 

 

 143. Q.  And do you know that discovery would 

generally take place after the adjudication of 

the certification of lead motions? 

 A.  Can't say that I – I know that fact or not, 

no. 

 

 144. Q.  Now, on paragraph 23 of your October 3rd 

affidavit you state that many of the 

defendants in the class actions seek to be 

indemnified by the company for the cost and 

liabilities in those actions, right? 

 A.  I'm just reviewing it, one moment please. 

 

 145. Q.  Sure. 

 A.  Okay. 
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 146. Q.  So are you of the view then that these 

indemnification claims would constitute a 

reason for not lifting the stay as against 

those other defendants? 

 A.  I – I – I don't know if I'm qualified to 

answer that question, sir. 

 

 147. Q.  So you, yourself, don't have a view as to 

whether the advancement of those 

indemnification claims would distract 

management to the prejudice of the CCAA 

proceeding? 

 A.  No, that I – if that's the question that you 

are asking me - as I said before I'd be very 

concerned about that.  That would be my number 

one concern is the distraction away from the 

process that we are in. 

 

 148. Q.  Right, so you are concerned that the 

advancement of those indemnification claims 

would distract management?  Is that fair? 

 A.  It – if it took management's time to respond 

to matters as a result of that action then 

yes, I would be concerned as my number one 

concern is the time that management is 

spending on matters other than the CCAA plan 

as well.  That's my number one concern, sir. 

 

 149. Q.  Well, you say ‘if’.  Do you have a view as to 

whether it would require your time and energy 
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to deal with the advancement of those 

indemnification plans? 

  MR. BELL:  I think that he'll take advice from 

counsel as to what evidence is required and I 

think that the evidence that Mr. Martin has 

provided is pretty clear that insofar as any 

effort is required on the part of the company, 

that's a concern of his.  We can make our own 

arguments and objections as to whether or not 

that would be required in the end. 

   

 150. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  Well, I'd like to hear from 

Mr. Martin as to what efforts he thinks he 

would have to make in order to deal with those 

indemnification claims in the context of the 

certification and lead motions because that's 

what we're talking about here.  We're talking 

about lifting up a stay through the purpose of 

pursuing those motions.  So why is it, 

Mr. Martin, if you in fact have this concern, 

that you believe that the advancement of those 

claims at this stage of the proceeding would 

require a significant expenditure of your time 

and effort? 

 A.  Because I don't know what would be required 

by the company and/or its management and 

employees um, to support that.  I just don't 

know.  That's my concern, is the unknown. 

 

 151. Q.  Now, at paragraphs 24 to 32 of your 

October 3
rd
 affidavit you explained why the 
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company is opposed to the production of 

certain documents that were deposited in the 

data room, right? 

 A.  Paragraphs 24 and 25? 

 

 152. Q.  From 24 to 32. 

 A.  Twenty-four to 32.  Yes. 

 

 153. Q.  Now, the heading to that section describes 

these documents as confidential, right?  

That's the heading just before paragraph 24. 

 A.  Yes, I see that. 

 

 154. Q.  So I'd like to understand what you mean by 

confidential.  Do you mean that you understand 

that those documents are covered by the non-

disclosure agreement or do you mean something 

more than that? 

 A.  Uh, I believe I – I'm – well, I'm referring 

to confidentiality agreement that was signed 

by the parties on as part of mediation. 

 

 155. Q.  All right, it's not your understanding, is 

it, that the company owes an obligation to 

third parties to keep those documents 

confidential? 

 A.  Can you – can you say that question again?  I 

wasn't sure what – were you asking that in a 

positive and negative way. 
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 156. Q.  It is not your understanding, is it, that the 

company owes an obligation to third parties to 

maintain the confidentiality of those 

documents? 

 A.  Again, I don't understand the double – the – 

I don't understand the question that the – the 

part of the question. 

 

 157. Q.  Do you have an understanding that the company 

has an obligation to third parties to maintain 

those documents in confidence? 

 A.  All of our documents - corporate documents 

are confidential other than those that are 

publicly disclosed through the Board. 

 

 158. Q.  But if the board chooses to, or you choose as 

the CEO, whoever has the proper authority, to 

make this decision at Sino-Forest Corporation, 

to release those documents to the public, you 

don't have an understanding that there would 

be a legal impediment to you doing that do 

you? 

 A.  I don't – I – I can't think at this point in 

time that there's a legal impediment of doing 

that other than um, making sure that uh, 

everybody at the company un – under governance 

rules would agree to the release of those 

documentations. 

 

 159. Q.  Okay, are you aware that of the 18,925 

documents which you say were deposited into 
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the data room, we are seeking in this motion 

an order requiring that less than 30 of them 

be produced? 

 A.  I wasn't aware of the specific number. 

 

 160. Q.  Are you aware that last week we provided to 

your lawyers an appendix listing the documents 

which we want the court to order to be 

produced? 

 A.  I'm not aware of that specific – I haven't 

reviewed that specific document. 

 

 161. Q.  So you've not seen the list of documents that 

we would like to have produced in this motion? 

 A.  I have not reviewed it myself, no. 

 

 162. Q.  Okay, now have you, yourself, read the 18,295 

documents which you say the company deposited 

in to the data room? 

 A.  No, I have not. 

 

 163. Q.  Have you, yourself, read the 28 documents 

which our clients seek to have produced? 

 A.  I have not reviewed them all at this point in 

time. 

 

 164. Q.  Do you recall which ones you reviewed? 

 A.  I reviewed some – I believe some 

communication between the auditors and 

management.   
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 165. Q.  Do you recall which communications? 

 A.  Not specifically, no. 

 

 166. Q.  Okay, so on paragraph 29 of your October 3
rd
 

affidavit you say that the documents deposited 

by the company in the data room “contained 

information regarding Sino-Forest business 

processes and internal workings that has not 

been publically disclosed.”  So if you've not 

read those documents, sir, how do you know 

that? 

  MR. BELL:  That wasn't what his evidence was. 

 

 167. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  What's your evidence sir? 

A. I was advised by counsel I believe. 

  MR. BELL:  Well, the witness testified that he 

had reviewed certain of the documents, but not 

all of them and he referred to various 

communications between the auditors and Sino-

Forest personnel. 

   

 168. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  So you're not saying then that 

all the documents in the data room contain 

information regarding Sino-Forest business 

processes and internal workings that has not 

been publicly disclosed? 

 A.  No.   

 

 169. Q.  Do you know how many, approximately, of those 

documents contain that type of information? 

 A.  I do not at this point in time. 
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 170. Q.  Do you know how many, if any, of the 28 

documents that we seek to have produced 

contain that type of information? 

 A.  Not at this point, I don't. 

 

 171. Q.  At paragraph 32 of your affidavit of 

October 3
rd
 you say that SFC has kept 

confidential the identity of most of its 

contracting parties in the PRC.  You see that? 

 A.  Yes. 

 

 172. Q.  Does the phrase, as you used it, contracting 

parties, mean or include suppliers and 

authorized intermediaries?  

 A.  It would include those parties. 

 

 173. Q.  So when you say most - that you kept 

confidential most of the – the identities of 

most of these parties, we can infer from that 

that some of these parties have had their 

identities disclosed to the public right? 

 A.  Yes. 

 

 174. Q.  And one such party is Yuda Wood, correct? 

 A.  Correct. 

 

 175. Q.  And which of Sino-Forest contracting parties, 

other than Yuda Wood, have had their 

identities disclosed to the public? 
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 A.  I would have to do a fulsome review to give 

you a specific answer on that question, sir. 

  

 176. Q.  Okay.  Well, we'd like you to do that because 

you've expressed a concern here about 

disclosure of identities of contracting 

parties, and of course I think you'll agree 

with me, sir, that if your identities have 

already been disclosed the concern you're 

expressing here would not be applicable, 

right? 

 A.  Certainly if – if the – if it is made – if 

the information has been made public in one 

form or another than um, I would have no 

concern about making it available again. 

 

 177. Q.  Okay, so we would like to know which 

documents of those that we are seeking – so 

the first question I've asked you investigate 

and inform us about is what contracting 

parties have had their identities disclosed 

and secondly, of the contracting parties who 

are identified, if any, in the 28 documents 

we're seeking to have produced, which of those 

contracting parties have not had their 

identities disclosed. 

ADVISEMENT  MR. BELL:  We'll take that all under 

advisement. 

 

 178. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  Okay.  Now, to the extent that 

a contracting party has not had its identity 

54 102



43. 

M.D.M. REPORTING SERVICES 

- J. Martin 

  5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

30 

disclosed and is referenced in one of those 28 

documents, you would agree with me that your 

concern would be satisfied if the name of the 

contracting party was redacted. 

 A.  That's reasonable, yes. 

 

 179. Q.  In paragraph 30 of your affidavit you state 

that SFC has experienced difficulties in 

connection with a collection of accounts 

receivable and in its relationships with some 

contracting parties, right? 

 A.  Correct. 

 

 180. Q.  Now, are we to take it from your statements 

about these difficulties that the company 

hopes to be able to preserve relationships 

with its contracting parties in respect of 

whom it has experienced collection issues? 

 A.  It would be – that would be a goal of ours to 

preserve those um, so that once this process 

is complete and uh, the new company emerges 

and can get back to business, that the people 

that we have done business with that may owe 

us money, will recognize the fact that this 

company is back in business and is – will 

continue to be a force in the future and 

therefore um, honor its obligations as they 

exist today and do business in the future. 
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 181. Q.  Okay, on August 7
th
 of 2012 the company issued 

a material change report with respect to these 

collection issues, correct? 

 A.  We issued a press release.  I can't recall 

the exact date, but yes. 

  

 182. Q.  And it was part of a material change report 

that was filed on SEDAR, correct? 

 A.  Again, I believe that's right. 

 

 183. Q.  Okay.  Well, maybe it will help you if we put 

the document in front of you.  I'd ask 

Mr. Cohen to provide you with a copy, and 

could you tell me, sir, if you recognize that 

material change report? 

 A.  I do. 

 

 184. Q.  Okay, so can we mark that as Exhibit 4, 

please.  So I'd like to go to the second page 

of the press release that is attached to that 

material change report and in the first full 

paragraph you'll see that it states the 

company has continued efforts to collect 

receivables owing to its WFOE subsidiaries and 

to preserve receivables owing to the company's 

BDI subsidiaries and it goes on to state in 

taking these steps the company has learned 

that certain of the entities with receivables 

owing to the company's subsidiaries have 

recently deregistered under PRC law.  De-
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registration has the effect of terminating 

existence of the entity.  Do you see that? 

 A.  I do. 

 

  EXHIBIT NUMBER 4 – Material change report – 

Produced and Marked 

 

 185. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  And then further down in the 

last paragraph before inquiries, in the first 

sentence it says, the company believes that 

the de-registrations were improper under PRC 

law and that remedies are available to it as a 

result of the actions taken, right? 

 A.  Correct. 

 

 186. Q.  And are you aware that in the sixth report 

issued on August 10
th
 2012 the monitor 

disclosed that the company and the monitor 

were seeking advice regarding possible 

criminal remedies that might be available to 

the company as against the shareholders and 

related parties of the de-registered entities? 

 A.  Yes.  I am aware that there was both - uh, 

both civil actions possibilities of course  

and criminal that could be investigated. 

 

 187. Q.  So could you help me to understand, sir, how 

the company hopes to preserve relationships 

with entities that no longer exist and whose 

shareholders may become the subject of 
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criminal proceedings at the behest of the 

company? 

 A.  Well, I – I think uh, the – the very last 

thing that we do is to uh, take somebody to 

court.  We – we would hope that the process, 

up to and including the court house steps, 

would be uh, one that would uh, provide for a 

solution, but let there be no mistake that the 

company is – has indicated to everybody that 

does owe us money and who refuses to pay that 

we will exercise all rights that we have, um, 

however we will try and do it on a consensual 

basis, and are trying to do it on a consensual 

basis as we speak. 

 

 188. Q.  But even if you manage to resolve it without 

recourse to criminal or civil proceedings, the 

fact is these entities no longer exist, sir.  

Correct? 

 A.  Correct. 

 

 189. Q.  And so there's really no possibility of a 

relationship being preserved because these 

entities are gone. 

 A.  This is – these are entities – there's other 

entities um, that can be created and there's 

other entities that may in fact exist that can 

do business. 

 

 190. Q.  But you've expressed …. 
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 A.  Uh, with the company, not just these 

particular ones. 

 

 191. Q.  But the concern that you've expressed in your 

affidavit is to the disclosure of the names of 

the entities, right?  The entities with which 

the company did business in the past and no 

longer exist right? 

 A.  Yes. 

 

 192. Q.  Okay, so would you …. 

 A.  Yes. 

 

 193. Q.  Would you agree with me that disclosing those 

names is not going to prevent you from 

reviving or preserving a relationship with 

those companies because those companies are 

gone. 

 A.  The disclosure of that information, in my 

view, would be the very last – part of the 

very last step.  We would want to negotiate, 

discuss at length with these parties to figure 

out if there is other ways within PRC that we 

can recover amounts that these companies owe 

us.  Disclosure of the name would not be the 

proper thing to do at this point in time, in 

my view and certainly it's not at the – not – 

not – not the view of other people I've talked 

to who do business in PRC and are far more 

knowledgeable about these things than I. 
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 194. Q.  What people would that be? 

 A.  My management team. 

 

 195. Q.  Okay, have you specifically asked them 

whether the disclosure of the names of 

entities that no longer exist would prevent 

the company from reviving relationship with 

those entities? 

 A.  I'm not sure I proposed the questions – if 

they were in those exact words, but certainly 

myself and the senior management that I'm 

referring to have had lengthy discussions on – 

about suppliers and – and customers and other 

contracts that we have and the common sense 

approach in China to – that is represented to 

me by management in the PRC that I respect – 

who's views I respect – is that we should not 

do anything that could make these guys run 

away and hide so that when we come out of this 

business, we can't revive the business that we 

had and our chance at recovery of the – of the 

assets that were contained within these de-

registered companies in one way or another. 

 

 196. Q.  Do you know whether …. 

 A.  And to me – and sorry, one – just last thing, 

to me the most important aspect for the 

company is to recover these very, very 

material amounts of money. 

 

 197. Q.  Right. 
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 A.  So anything that we do that's got to be our 

number one – and it is in fact our number one 

goal is to not close that door. 

 

 198. Q.  And you're hopeful that companies owing 

hundreds of millions of dollars to Sino-Forest 

Corporation, or its subsidiaries, and that 

were improperly deregistered, and potentially 

in a way that gives rise to criminal 

liability, that those are companies or 

organizations with which this company can have 

a productive relationship in the future? 

 A.  I'm certainly not saying it's perfect, but 

it's um – find a way for this company to 

recover those material assets is number one 

focus. 

 

 199. Q.  Are you aware of whether the names of any of 

these deregistered entities are disclosed in 

the 28 documents that we seek to have 

produced? 

 A.  I don't know if those – those – those names 

are disclosed in there.  I would have to do a 

fulsome review. 

  

 200. Q.  I would ask you, sir, to do that review and 

if there is in fact one or more subsidy 

registered entities identified in those 

documents, we'd like to know which ones - 

which of these entities have been 

deregistered. 
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ADVISEMENT  MR. BELL:  We'll take that under advisement. 

 

 201. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  We'd also like to know – if I 

haven't already asked you this – to advise us 

which of those 28 documents contain what you 

believe to be information regarding Sino-

Forest business processes and internal 

workings that has not been publicly disclosed.  

And we'd like to know …. 

U/T  MR. BELL:  Yes, we'll do that. 

 

 202. MR. LASCARIS:  Q.  And we'd like to know what 

business processes and internal workings are 

disclosed in those documents that have not 

previously been exposed. 

ADVISEMENT  MR. BELL:  We'll take that under advisement. 

  MR. LASCARIS:  Okay, I have no further 

questions sir.  Thank you very much. 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: Ffl CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario MSK 108 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi .porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT') 

I , 2. 2- 8 ~ 6 ZS O tJm e. l 0 T~J c. (please cbeck all boxes that apply): 
(insert name) 

BY am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a fonner shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a fonner noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 

______ _;:::~ .. Sctte:t:>u ~r.e A ArrAc.HM 
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• 2-

.,/ I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

0 I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 1,;1. 'iJ~ 6;).. 5 OtvrA 'R.I. 0 %~-Jc... · Name: 

c/o M~lR.K MJtb KA-'fS"r'ljU/t G-R.t:.t:"-.) 

Address:-,J Me Mt1~i~ICH St. 2 PH l J 
-rl) Rt:> "'' 0 I Or.) A1 5 'JI( 3\/3 

Tel.:L.f/~ -q2-1- 1~91 
Fax: 

Address: 

Tel.: 

Fax: 

Email: 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION- SINO-FOREST CORPORATION 

SCHEDULE A 

We hereby give notice that we object to the Ernst & Young ("E&Y") Settlement, for the 

following reasons: 

An investor is entitled to place reasonable dependence upon an auditor's certification with 
respect to the financial position of a company in which an investment is made. Either through 
negligence, or incompetence, E& Y abdicated their duty of care and assisted (whether 
unwittingly, or not) in the perpetration of a monumental fraud. 

Given the scale of the losses in the Sino Forest fiasco, the settlement amount contemplated is 
woefully inadequate. The amount to be received from E& Y should be both compensatory, as 
well as punitive and the amount offered is neither. 

Further, to put this into perspective, E&Y is a giant enterprise with more than USD 24 billion in 
annual revenue (source: Forbes, December 24, 2012), which suggests sufficient resources 

available to substantially increase the settlement amount (not to mention, an insurance company 
is likely to be behind the scenes, spreading the expense beyond E&Y alone). 
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A VI.S O'OPPOSITION 

ATT; F1l CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
agissant eo sa qua lite de controleur de Sino-Forest Corporation 
TO Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box l04 
Toronto. Ontario M5K IGS 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulling.com 

OBJET: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION- AVIS DE REGLEMENT PROPOSE 
AVEC ERNST & YOUNG LLP (le « REGLEMENT ERNST & YOUNG>>) 

J e, -~/!....:.....;~;.;..;/I:...::/.-=./V=--...L;1;~'/;--_' _L.::.t;--=~=------- (V euillez coch er c h a que case s 'a pp liq uan t): 
(lnscrh ez \ otre nom) 

~ suis actucllement detenteur d'actiou(s) de Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 suisun ancien detenteur d'action(s) de Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 sui.s actuellement dctenreur de tilre{s) de Sino -Forest Corporation 

D $uis un ancien dctcnteur de titre(s) de Sino -Forest Corporation 

D autre(s) (veumez cxpliquer) 

Je reconnais que. conformbnent a J 'ordonnance du juge Morawetz datee du 21 decembre 2012 
(«!'ordonnance »), les personnes souhaitant s·opposer au reglement Ernst & Young soot tenues 
de remplir et transmeure cet avis d'opposition aupres de FTl Consulting Canada Lnc., agissant en 
sa qualire de controleur de Sino-Forest Corporarioo, par courrier, service de messagerie ou 
courriel afi.o qu'il soit re~u au plus tard , a 17h00 HNE (5:00p.m. Eastern Time), le 18 janvier 
2013 et aux VlJS de respecter le calendrier de procedure joint en annexe C de I' ordonnance 

Par Ia pn!sente, je donne a\'is que je m·oppose au reglemeot Ernsr & Young pour les raisons 
sui\'anres: 

~cv/'~c:e &It 

~c /.~:s. l'df6.~ 

t/AL.c-vc Ae s flcu"/t}.J JJ&1ti<.)f; /l/-''S/ 

8/cou~·(J s (5£o ttcf/p ~j} 
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V JE N'Al PAS !'intention de comparn'itre a !'audience de Ia requete eo approbation du 
reglement Ernst & Young et je comprends que mon opposition sera deposees aupres de Ia 
Cour avant !'audience de Ia r,equete, a IOhOO HNE (10:00 a.m.), le 4 fe\'Tier 2013, au 330 
University Ave., gicmc etage, Toronto, Ontario. 

0 .T'AI !'intention de comparaitre en personne ou par le bia1s d'un avocat, et de sou.mettre 
des arguments lors de !'audience de Ia requete en approbation du reglemen~ Ernst & 
Youog, a lOhOO HNE (10:00 a.m..), le 4 fevrier 2013, au 330 University Ave., 8'cme etage, 
Toronto, Ontario. 

MON ADRESSE AUX FINS DE L'AORESSE DE MON AVOCAT AUX 
SIGNIFICATION EST: 

Adres.se: 

Tel.: 

GS1 ..5T-6 {:;'.o/!!~cS . 
.S /- J7:;:')'1,U -SJ f- If I c,/;ie L./W 

cp e :::r-:3.8 / c ~ 

:7/.S() . 5"/6--/~ Y' tJ 

Telecopieur: 

FINS DE SIGNIFICATION EST (le cas 
echeant) : 

Nom: 

Adresse: 

Tel.: 

Telecopieur: 

Courriel: • , CourTiel: 
$tJ2111fJ-!.J6 . J"Ac/ € j//!Ji!o1fl~;()~ t".& 

Date: -~/f--t¥~_,.-.::::~_,r..,/--=-~=1?."'-'V3=---- Signature: -~ 
~ 
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NOTJCE Of OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSUL TJ NG CANADA INC. 
acting in its capac11y as Monuor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TO Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suuc 20 I 0, P.O Box l 04 
Toronto. Onrano M5K I G8 

Auencion: Jodi Porepa 

Emoi l : Jodi.porepa@·l'l lconsult ing.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SEITLEMENT WJTH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I , (j tv 0 R.. l' J} J V 1-L I { A~ (please check all boxes that apply) : 
(in:-.en nmlli!l 

~ am a curren t shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a fonner shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noreholdcr of Sino -Forest Corporm ion 

0 am a fonner noteholdcr of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuFtnl to the order of Mr. Justil;c Morawetz dated December 2 I, 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wrshmg to object to the Emst & Young Senlcment are required lo complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consult ing Canada Inc .• ncting in its capacity as 
Momtor of Srno-Forcst Corporation. by ma1l, couner or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on Janllrlt)' 18, 2013, and comply wtth th<: litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Orcler. 

I heteby gtvc notice thar I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement. for the tollowmg tensons: 

My objectron ts tliat I beheve the settlement to be fa r too low. Proceedmgs must consider the actual foss to the investors 

because of the figures provtded by Ernst and Yaung, and adequately compensate the investors for the loss res~lt1ng 

from muhi-year misrepresentation of the actual financial position of Sino Forest. 
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The proceedings cannot just provide compensation for the accountants, consultants and lawyers bringing this action 

forwarcL..l..e¥peet an¥ serrteme.ot appcoved..bl,U.be co••as to pt tt the i!lllesto~nsa.tio.J:Uic:s.trat.all-adeq.tJate level, 

and to prevent intermediaries from collecting tens of millions for only thousands of dollars worth of work at the 

investo 

o/ I DO NOT intend 10 appear a1 the hearing of the motion 10 approve the Ernst & Young 
V Scltlcmcnr, nnd I Ltnderswnd that my objection will be filed wi1h the court prior to the 

hearing of the motion a1 I 0:00 a.m. on Febmary 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Onta rio. 

0 I DO intend ro flppenr, rn person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hear ing of 
the mmion to approve 1he Emsr & Young SeLtlement <II 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 Universiry Ave, 8th Floor Toromo, Ontarro. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS; 

Name: rJ ('I p Q r., {t J 01- J_ I 't 1/f.J 

Tel.:( foOL() 7 g \J 7 S 7 C, 

Fax: '6o4) '1So 7Sc;~ . 
Emai l: 4 .s._,JJ; lt.KJ "l (;.· 1 fw.t,V.CA-; 

MY LA\VYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 

Address: 

Tel. : 

Fax: 

Email: 

1'~ Signature:_.._( ___________ _ 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTJ CONSULTING CANADA JNC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 20 I 0, P.O. Box I 04 
Toronto, Ontario MSK I G8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulring.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORA TJON- PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I' {}~ uM I C' j ' v l- L I,; 11 )"./ (please check all boxes that apply): 
(insert name) 

o/ am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporal ion 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
"Order"), person!i wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Sertlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to rhe Order. 

I hereby give notice that I obJeCt to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 

My objection IS that llSel'ieve the settlement to be far too low. Proceedmgs must consider the actual loss to the investors 

because of the figures provided by Ernst and Young, and adequately compensate the investors for the loss result ing 

from multi-year misrepresentation of the actual financial position of Sino Forest. 
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The proceedings cannot just provide compensation for the accountants, consultants and lawyers bringing this action 

forward I expect any settlement approved by the co11rtS to p!!t-the...ill\lestors 'compensation fil:St,-at-a.A-adequate level, 

and to prevent intermediaries from collecting tens of millions for only thousands of dollars worth of work at the 

investo 

0 

I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Setllement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at I 0:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submiss ions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Emst & Young Settlement at I 0:00 a.m. on february 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 

Address: ~ 9 '-i C: IU r {) ~<Un.of.rJ. 
rvo rth 11.:./hu• .. '"'"'"' be- V7rl/,.f'L-

Tel.: (~.J'{ J 
Fax: ( (o 0'1/ 

C3o6- 3..\ l.l 

'7 '6o ~ 7C:Or'b 

Date: ~ n I { ~ . 
I 

SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 

Address: 

Tel. : 

Fax: 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TO Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto. Ontario M5K I G8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETI'LEMENT") 

I, Auqm RR.s041 CL ~ trCL Wu \,1 (plea~ check all boxes that apply): 
(insert name) 1 fL.th...d 

0 am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

~ am a former shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21. 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc .• acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013. and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that r object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 
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I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto. Ontario. 

I DO intend to appear. in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013. 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 

PM: B(~~ ..,. .. N. toJdw~Ll 
Address: \50 k LNo. St 1 ·' 0 · ..L. Address: 
~- u ~. ~~c~(~ ID 
Tel?'( ord o 0 t--.J H5 H ':r c; Tel.: 

4lb ~ Co24·-=t~~ 

Fax: 4 \~ ~<tt "l L '-i <""1 "S Fax: 

Email: l.:JCn.tch,"<.:.. Q_Q c~ 
CtLtclcoc Q..(~-:>c (. ~ t t"tt o ) C.<..))-v, 

Email: 

Date: :-.4(\."- c, /1 ··3 

0 
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NOTICE Of OBJECTIOl'i 

TO: FTI CONSULTlNG CA ADA I C. 
acung tn •t<> cap.,city as. ~fonnor ofStno-Forest Corpomtion 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
-q \\ clhn~ton trrel we~t 

utte .'!010. P.O. Box 104 
T oromo. OnUtno M5K I G 

-\ttentiun: Jot.fi Porepa 

Email: JoJe.porepa@fiicofl!)uhmg com 

R£: I . '0-fOR CORPORATlO. - PROPO EO £1TLEME iT \VfTH ER.J'i -r & 
\ 0 • G LLP (rbe -~RJ~ST & \0 G EITLEMENT") 

""' 
I , 6 (2, Pr rJ d • G 011.. E {pJtase check all bou!l lbt :~pply): 

( tru.c:n IQlDC} 

Jm a current ~h ... treholder of Sino -fore~t Corpormion 

0 :.una tormcr ~fuuchofdcr of$inu -f~' Corpur.llion 

0 am a ctl1Tt'nt notehofda ofS1no - Forc:st Corporauon 

0 am a former notcholdc,- ofSmo -Forc-.1 Corporation 

0 other (pft."a~ c"tpbin) 

I :tCkno\\ ledge lhlt putSU3nt to the order of \,fr. JlbUCe ~forawetz d.Jted o~mber 2 I' :w I:? (the 
··ordl!r'"). persons \~i hmg to object to the Ernst & Young Sdtkmcnl .trc required to complete 
and deh\.er thts \iottcc of Objection to F fl Coru,~Jltang Canad:l Inc., .~cung in its C:Spoll..lt)' 3:, 

~fonuor of Stno-Forcst Corporation. by rruul. eouner or em.1il to be recctvcd by no later th:lll 
" 00 p.m ( Easttm Time) on January 18. 2013. and comply wuh the htiga.tion timetable 
Jppcnded as SchcJule C ro the Order. 

I here~ ghc ooticc lh.Jll object to the Ernst & Young SenJemcru. for~ following rea:,oo· · 

3 
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flf I DO . OT mtl!nd to :1ppenr ut the h..:anng of the motion to .tppro'e the Ernst & Young 
Scnlcmcnt . ..tnd I understand th..tt my objection will be filed '" uh the coWl prior to the 
heann ~ of the monon 3f 10:00 a.m. on February -l, :!013. Jt 330 L.:mvcr.:ary A\e . gth 
floor Toronto. Onurio. 

'II I DO mh:nd to appear. in pen,on or b~ counsel. and to maLe ~ubm1 tons :n tiK' he3nng of 
the mouon 10 .1ppro' t! the Ernst & Young $(:nlcrnent at I 0 00 a m. on fcl>ru:uy ~. ~0 13. 
at 330 Um\'ci'Stl) A ,-e.. 8rh Floor Toronro, Ontano. 

~lY ADORE ~ FOR ERVfCE J 

lvl; Ill~., t2. >fo:/ SiJ 
\ddress: '-1..QY, . ~ t\J' · h, 

Tel.: '{0~ K Ot '"(I 

f x: 

Enutt: bhyr e. f(/0 .,.(( 

Oa~: ~~~~,~~-J+-~(~~~1o~c3~-----

Tel.: 

fa:t: 

Em!lll: 

2 

75 123



FTI_Sinoforest11012013.txt 
O: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 

acting in its capacity as Monitor of sino-Forest corporation 

TO Waterhouse Tower 
79 wellington Street west 
suite 2010, P.o. Box 104 
Toronto, ontario MSK lGS 
Attention: Jodi Porepa 
Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

we, Brunhilde und Rudolf Huber, rm Tann 1, 82269 Geltendorf, Germany 

- we are current shareholder of Sino-Forest corporation; 
we purchased the 500 shares on December 30, 2008 in Germany 

we acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr . Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 
2012 (the "order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young settlement are 
required to complete and deliver this Not1ce of objection to FTI consulting canada 
Inc., acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest corporation, by mail, 
courier or email to be received by no later than 5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on 
January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable appended as schedule c 
to the order. 

We hereby give notice that we object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the 
following reasons: 

- For us it is not readily understandable that the auditor Ernst and Young did not 
operate with the necessary care in checking the procedures and business 
practices of sino Forest; we hold shares in various corporations in Australia, 
u.s. A., Europe and canada and expect solid accounting standards 

- we only hold 500 shares; we do not think that it is worthwhile to get a counsel 
involved; therefore, we trust that we will not be charged with any or any 
excessive fees 

we DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
settlement, and we understand that our objection will be fi l ed with the court prior 
to the hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 university 
Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

Our ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: 

Name: Brunhilde and Rudolf Huber 

Address: rm Tann 1 

Tel.: 
Fax: 
Email: 

Date: 

82269 Geltendorf 
Germany 

+49-8193-999164 

rudolf.huber@web.de 

January 11, 2013 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TO Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario MSK I G8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Emai I: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulti ng.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I ,to..\d\....:)e_\\ \ o~o~fqui~(please check all boxes that apply): 
( insert name) :;x>) 

0 am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

~/ am a former shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
.. Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 
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I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS fOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: Name: 

C.:..ALJ)WE_LL \ \'-\~\ i \ Wo~A L-

~u r1'i ~CC>l-
c_\ (J -rYJO ~ "S. (o._'dv..::Q_ \ \ 

Address: 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K I 08 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulti ng.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION- PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I,( ~\Owdl He \se..\~CMo.c\c\£Xx.\ (please check all boxes that apply): 
(insert name) 

0 am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

/am a former shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a former note holder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
··order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 
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~ I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at l 0:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

0 I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at l 0:00a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name~c...\d"-.)~\\ \-'\~,se'6\~c..~urd Name: 

<:Jo~~ S Cc-..\dwe\1 

15c ~' nc; ~ . l,...:, 
Address: ~u~+~ \fO ~ Address: 

T .::>'C)n-\ o On 
Tel.: h ~ \-\ a::s<; Tel.: 

Ullo -~<od,.-1'1~5 
Fax: W 1 \c, - ~b;) _q, ... .r~ ~ Fax: 

Email: 5h"'Q C.<A-khJe.H~uc-1-{-\·(.>.~~1: 

Date: (\-J.A, <j \ I:'> Signature~.(~ 

80 128



NOTICE OF OBJECfiON 

TO: Ffi CONSULTING CANADA INC. 

RE: 

I' 

0 

0 

0 

0 

acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TO Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K IG8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

SINO-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

cl/ :~- f f<,tu ! 7- __.. Y (please check all boxes that apply): 
I (insert name) r (j 

am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

am a former shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

am a current noteholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 
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I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: Name: 

Address: 

Tel.: 

Fax: 

Email: Email: 

I 
Date: --L-J,....{tJ_I/l_,_;_S-r'....;;..2-_0_I ;.__3 __ _ 

V I 

Signature: 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 20 10, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K J 08 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jod i.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SETTLEl\1ENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I , CHBUb[2fSHkeH IJ fZ f)ll11 rl (please check all boxes that apply): 
(insert name) 

~if am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 201 3, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

1 hereby give notice that 1 object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 
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rJ I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and [ understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at IO:OO a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

0 I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

, A" 1 lhl~9HJK 
Name: C H IHv 012-e- 51-< '"' · Name: 

, n D . M Af>L-ts" 
Address: 5 i L 1 N )(' S 1 v- ' Address: 

oiJ'T ~,;p, tL.S 
Tel.: '- qo s- 7 (:,o~ 0 <? g I Tel.: 

Fax: ·- qo S- 7 6 0 - I 0 7 6 Fax: 
·<'HAM /AI @ /lot fi'IJJl, 0:7-f 

Email: C HAND£ E._;) Email: 

Date: J A tv i3 I 13 ~ SL-Signature: (;,~?5?)\ 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K 1G8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I, C~/1 fAJ. de.."" L /31 A~~.;~ Ll7 (please check all boxes that apply): 
(insert n e) 

0 am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

g am a former shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 
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I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 

Name: 

Email: 

c),,- ft\-i o.~V\ 1 
G I Fr"·"~ lei 

lr) ach.c;.~ ( - Ch(/vl\ Sltf@ 
ho"fM~;I · COW\ 

Date: ---'j~()J:..::....;II\;_;__....,:!:'2:::::.~f-..,.-...L:-(..1t!.o....l.::(_)::::....._ __ 
- I 

SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 

Address: 

Tel.: 

Fax: 

Email: 

Signature: ___________ _ 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTJ CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TO Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K 1G8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION- PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I , C. J !Vi::>--1 ) V/ ,4 I (please check all boxes that apply): 
(insert name) 

0 am a current shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

am a former shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order u1 r~.r. Ju~tice Morawetz dated December 2 I, 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 

I 
' / 

------~-----
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I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and 1 understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 20 13, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

0 I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at I 0:00 a.m. on febmary 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: Name: 

a 
.tJ c 1 ·" r.: ·. ~._"? 1 r f{A: ,. ,w-(o . t.N/ ;r 11 X .) A 7 

Address: / t :':7 ~/k 1 C.'- '' >I Address: 

Tel.: ~!b _ >1
1,)) 6 3 l Y Tel.: 

Fax: Fax: 

Email: Cl A lj , '( H MM (! ·, " Z•• ( ' Ifm{;f:v1 

Date: -....,,,~[..!J,·"'-t'~' --'--1 ~Gr-:-J _.)_C;;.....:_I_;"--_ Signature:. ____________ _ 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K IG8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi. porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION- PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I, ~~£6 ~ase check all boxes that apply): 
(msert name) 

am a current shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

am a former shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

am a current noteholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

):-::j,vrJ ({eps ~(;ow' AA C s , -,..~ (/) f "TU--s-<. ~tz('~ 

S F ·P- /,t r:, oA~M 
U 0'3 (!.c ~0 ·s ,_ ~d(Jj./:tr/b oh_~-t.LJArv · t.._,~ a 1./'f ~ 

I acknowled~e that pursuant to tlie order o Mr. Justice Morawetz dafed t1e'Cember 21 , 201"2 (the 
"Order''), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 
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n.-/ I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

0 I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: 

Name: ~~u/P/.~ 

Fax: -

Email:/ 

MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 

Fax: 

Email: 

Signature: r!/~~ 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTJ CONSULTING CANADA INC. 

RE: 

acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario MSK IG8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Emai [: Jodi. porepa@fticonsulting.com 

SINO-FOREST CORPORATION- PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WlTH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

...i'JM-ftf-L L,J 
1 , ------------- - - (please check all boxes that apply): 

(insert name} 

~ am a cun·ent shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a curren.t noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a fonner notehoJder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTl Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the followjng reasons: 

-to A~ xr ''? .J-11$·~ 
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I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed wjth the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

1 DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: )J f.rtv J e:L L I J Name: 

j J.o 6 ?1 ;,f 7 o f'/Jre& 
h1 ts f l J:ttru(,j 4-. r; N. L,flt 'r'7 

> 

Address: Address: 

Tel.: 6<t-J --:).J1 ·-J .2-() b Tel.: 

Fax: Fax: 

Email: r£ft2.J~. TM.J)fJWjfZIN't 'b-. Cf) ICIJ Email: 

Ll>l.JU) 

Date: c;;~~ _ I J '~ 1J 
I 

Signature: ___ ________ _ 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 

RE: 

acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TO Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K 1 G8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

SINO-FOREST CORPORATION- PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I ' _ _ 11_.;_.:.._V_I--'-d'-..,.,...;=c:;...,_,_s_-h_'_n_A _____ (please check all boxes that apply): 
(insert name) 

0 am a current shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

g" am a former shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 

- SvHioY!t" t w'~ s u.flsJis;.t.b?. 
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I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 

Address: 

Tel.: 

Fax: Fax: 

Email: 

Date: --=j:...._tA_V\._I_~~L:...._I..:::;_3 _ _ _ Signature:._~Jli..L--=·-~-__;;_~::__-...:..· ___ _ 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TO Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K I 08 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi .porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I, ~0. P, tsf (pleasecheck all boxes that apply): 
msert name) 

p!lJ am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21 , 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or -email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 
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- k tf'J'~-. -.-

~ I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

0 I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 

3~3 lk • '-'-Jt(~ f'LAu! ciw 
Address: CA '- c..A €.'"(' .A .6, Address: 

·-r~r z_x(.,. 
Tel.: tf.-> 3 - ::< /&- ~ 7 ~))-1 Tel.: 

Fax: Fax: 

Email : ,P ,' k e. ~.i c.. v ,I c..! ~ ~ A q, '-" • ~""- Email: 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TO Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box I 04 
Toronto, Ontario MSK I G8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I, Frgnc'tS ~in~ \-(eu~ku.nj 
(ms name) 

(please check all boxes that apply): 

~ am a current shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a former shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 

~:~ ~;:, ~!::::~:;:~:;~~~ 
'mve>h.c<. The ~1±1el\w~i- *= i I) 1 Opn 'Ooo'- \S vtck .... 

I I 
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"'-~~ ""'& ~ • ...,t. ... (lccef o.kle . \\or ~ lo.w 50\- :;._-\;., "-"' 
u""'f-- ~ wru-n cA~r= cy..J,*"({£h·"$ ±o ~V<4 f"'~H:C<J. 
&h~<2~ce- 'r'-\ ~ \c '»o'k . 

1 DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

0 1 DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR S'ERVICE IS: 

Address: 2..54-B f:'u.c. ~~\a... P\ ~U2.. 
Cut\,.('•tlC\CM., ~.( ·. CG'o\"'-ad. tt... 

Tel.: \1'3~- .:L M !.o ' 
tb0'1)'t4 t-8.5' ( ~ 

Fax: ~o4i'fl[- &56o 

Email: ~"'c..~s \e"-.~ (-VS ~tllW, c ct. 

Date: ..fttV\. ( ] 1 2o /3. 

M Y LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 

Address: 

Tel.: 

Fax: 

Email: 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TO Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K 108 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I , (please check all boxes that apply): 
(insert name) 

1l( am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

~ am a former shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
"Order''), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 20 13, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement. for the following reasons: 

,.. - -
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IW I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at I 0:00 a.m. on February 4, 20 I 3, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
floor Toronto, Ontario. 

~ I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at I 0:00 a.m. on February 4, 20 I 3, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: 

Name: 

Address: 

TeL 

Fax: 

Email: 

G&neManion 
18 Howe ISle Or 
AR4 Sin Main 
Gananoque, ON K7G 2V6 

• 

MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 

Address: 

Tel.: 

Fax: 

Email: 

Slgnature:.__,.~::;._ _ __.:___:lr-, _hb._~~N¥'0.:;.:: .. ~--
c;>- /V ~I( tt:J 
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SCHEDULE "B" 

NOTICE OF OBJECTIO 

TO: Frl CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corpoo tion 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario MSK 1G8 

Attention: Jom Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsuJti.ng.coro 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SETTLE.MEN1£' WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLE NT") 

GRACB NOSA-v 
1'----------~----~-----------(insert name) 

am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a fonner ooteholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Mora 
"Order") , persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting C 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) oo January 18, 2013, and co 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

Zl.ffl 
etz dated December~. 2012 (the 
ttlement are required to complete 

ada Inc., acting in irs capacity as 
i1 to bo received by no later than 
ly with the litigation timetable 

ent. for the following reasons: 

CO Uf{!'C.Mk1l o fJ 

NP l2e&:Teucrv ~ 1 /JC 
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I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the mo pon to approve the Bmst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection wiU pe filed with lite court prior to the 
bearing the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 201 , at 330 Univr:rsity Ave., 8th Floor 
Toronto, Ontario. 

I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions a! the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement iat 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LA!WYKK'S ADDRESS FOR 

i ~ 3 ((._l 'Y&-e R't> 

Address: R..oc.,~L-wOoD I orJ 

Tel.: 5 lq- 85'6 - g 2-7 ° 
Fa:x: 

SERVICE S (if appUcable): 

Name: 

Address: 

Tel.: 

Fax: 

Emaitjw -~oodse.wice (OJ ho-tvt1a ( l · 
L.O rv'l 

Eroail: 

Date: "J'f.}f'v' Z- / ·1-.0 l.3 
I 

n ,~ 
Stenatu.-e: ( C ~ / 

"=F' \ 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 

RE: 

acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TO Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K 1G8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fiiconsulting.com 

SINO-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I. 4~?1AJ1 ;Q, Ji (?! fl 5 (please check all boxes that apply): 
(insert name) 

if am a current shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a former shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 20 I 2 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or emai l to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 

4tvf,.v 7dz. LAc'< tJ/_;/I:?IL ,41'/Atlt~£ j2ut ';;/t?tt?/fAJt'L Ap..JO 

·:fw2 scvr't o~ ?tit t'tlit'l Cl/~,..~ tt?zts /K1 u.f<>ltJ ;,ut/t5r~;f2s 
I 
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ilf I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013. at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

0 I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 

Email: 

Date: _1_~_-_o_r _._, _7 ____ _ Signature:.~5f_...::~-;~:::....- ~£----!:::.~~-----
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TO Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 20 I 0, P .0. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario MSK JG8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Emai I: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION- PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I, Ct-.. r-ll?)' ':t"AJ c.. • (please check all boxes that apply): 
(msert name) 

0 am a current shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

-yl: am a former shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino - Forest Corporation• 
• • I 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino - Forest Corporatioo .. • .,. 

0 other (please explain) 

. . 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Jusfice ·Mbrawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst.~ Y.oun~ Settlement aJe required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consultihg Canada Inc., ac~ing in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest COI'poiation" t1y mail, co~rier or: email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) gn January 18, 2013. and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Ord~r. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 
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I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at I 0:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement ~t I 0:00 \l.m. on F~bru~P'' 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave .• 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 6 ""'JJO"f -;CN ~ • Name: 

% fvt,' ~ l G ,.,..~'t)r 

Address: 

Tel.: 

0 

0 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario MSK 108 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi .porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION- PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I , N&M cArl+: )L 1 SAR E NJ<.Q (please check all boxes that apply): 
(insert name) 

am a current shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a former shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 20 13, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that t object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 
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-------- ·- -

r/ I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

0 I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4. 20 13, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: Name: 
If r=.t-M vc:r H 

S~tsAR£ tJII-..0 

Address: B2 i ~VA-\S 0 IJ R C S · Address: 

Tel.: _,-1 't g 7' C) { ::( T Tel.: 

Fax: 5") q ~ ·~G C{ 3 :2 1... Fax: 

Email: 'jtH" j \ ~ v· c~~.J'$ , c..¢M 

Date: )tJ z\) I 0
1 

20 I 3 

Email: 

Signature:~~ 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTlNG CANADA lNC. 
acting in its capacity as Moniror of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K IG8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: Sl.t'lO-FOREST CORPORATION- PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERJ'iST & 
YOUNG LLP (tbe "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I , lduA ~ ( OJ'!v (please check all boxes that apply)' 
sen name) 

~ am a currenL shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former shareholder ofSi.no -Forest Corporadon 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former notebolder of Sino -Forest Corporal'ion 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of?vlr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
"Order'), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation. by mail, courier or emai l to be received by no later tbao 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January J 8, 20 l3, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernsr & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 

-rh& settl.vruttt Ck1ulbtt r5'o':t rt!{t~u'otrt to 
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r DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Set1lement, and l understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Torooto, Ontario. 

0 I DO intend to appear, io person or by counsel, and to make submissions at tbe he.ari.ng of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at I 0:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave .. 8tb Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVlCE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 

Tel.: 

~Lr'6 (ratdv ~t./ 
Address: VCM.Lt'lfVBr" BC, V b p /.f1N2 Address: 

6u~- ~/ 6bb~ Tel. : 

Fax: Fax: 

Email f<tiL~"frt, I 0 (§J 1 aht/1}- C)). Email: 

Date: W,. y{ , b--0 ( 2-
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K I G8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

(insert name) 

0 am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

)(' am a former shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
"Order .. }, persons w ishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

J hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 

4 Ar:I/~Jtf. , (1;t,v?(li)cK.61:J C/Re: ·7/f;th- J-.e--1-r :St:~N4: ric.J"'JtJG 

CIV0ttcl2 Wr nr t/c:; ?.ti-;z£ c~~-Trwu- o.c \kt?77c£" &f2-

tJY<t6Li! Ct..41/tf !</tPT>AJ~I S./-,Ah? ~£i.fS7: .7//'C 0£-C. 
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dtA-fl'of!.-- WIH¥ ~(.~_4- ~dt~ fN UfrJ#Cbl/ fCPe_ t~·/r 

'I;JJ-,c.1 re:2tf!JZ , Jig yt(J cbttu~¥ d1N [)(Ill. o~e.. 

0 

I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at I 0:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at I 0:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 

Address: 

Tel.: 

Fax: 

Email: Wl'f.v?o/ e_1 }1~ ~..c'J' Email: 

Signature: ~k! 
c F 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TO Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K I G8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Emai l: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION- PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I , __ _,__ __ J "'--\.::-., -"'--~-' .......:....;'- ' ___ (please check all boxes that apply): 
(insert name) 

0 am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

1;3 am a former shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 

115 163



-2-

0 I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at I 0:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

0 I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at I 0:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: Name: 

Address: -: J..- \,; (:- J:. f1 f ' N }.} 

Tel.: /I b f? Jl- ' ('v;t1 Tel.: 

Fax: Fax: 

Emal.J· ·" ) l J'" ' J 1.:'1 ·; ~c 
. . v~ - ,. I - C JV) Email: 

Signature: ______ '..:-1-----;;..=:::.:'~----
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA JNC. 

RE: 

acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
79 WeUington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario MSK 108 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jocli.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

SINO-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I • _.:::J:~o..:..}!l __ V)--!.-:..,.1{~ . ..:;.ch __ £=-,41-L/_..v'-!..(.:...111;;...&._ ___ (please check all boxes that apply): 
(insertn~ 

0 

0 

0 

am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 
~ 

am a former shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 

!Is CLf'l e.tiAA!y th~refuilvt:) .r /Je};-~V-R_ r :5hr)dl ke_ 
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4- sr::u wh:tcA 'r1lf/s#-r n-o l/6du f2_' s:.me.. oct.&lv;; ~ 
ff'r115f >'4,A'lJ :s4f(enu?-.yl ~{;uz_ ~f2d+o 

I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave. , 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

I DO intend to appear, in person or by cmmsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 

Address: '/() 6- ]., l5 i}JZ/ki/; J/ e_ 5/; Address: 

Tel.: l 25u 3-:g ~ _5P,2-~ Tel.: 

Fax: err I 77 g 'f- ~2-- 5Z,Z '3 Fax: 

EmaiJe_qkMI"5j@5haW-M..... Email 

J jeJium:;@slr«vtJ,t/~ 
Date: Signature:.~~:;..._t_~:........;.._...&...:,.--+~~~~ 

!1 Ua1111.CtYJ 7-t> 13 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto. Ontario M5K 108 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsu It in g. com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION- PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I , ;It ;, ,\ ~ 0.. n n CL t3 £ 8 ~ S (please chtck all boxts that apply): 
(in sen name) 

r/ am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
.. Order"). persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTJ Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail. courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18. 20 13, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 

85 -fo JD(f u.odervfaoaR,'n0) Cr!Y5-f 17 [ou.ng did oo-1 pmvide prupet 

_due cl d;<ience) beoce. ---t6e; ..-- $ II r f0 ----iota. I o-ffer: 5ee rYl 5 

u oclertdai-e~. 
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I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and 1 understand that my objection wiJI be fi1ed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at I 0:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 

Address: ~b I Vo.. \ \ei ~; d~e G~n tv. w. 
Cc.._\~a.fl.~ 1 f\ B. I~ .B ".::> L:t 
Tel.: C '1o-3) ~'-I =t- 3 850 

Fax: 

SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 

Address: 

Tel.: 

Fax: 

Email: 

~ 

Date: (a nua.rd 1 & } IX 0 \ ~ 
0 

Signature:_~~tt~GJVt--=-...::_'1...:.._-t.t-,e..:=......::Q::::...Jl_5_ 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTICONSULTING CANADA INC. 

RE: 

acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-For~st Corporilt ion 
TD Waterhous~ Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 20 I 0. P .0. Rox I 04 
Toronto. Ontario MSK I G8 

Attention : Jodi Porepa 

Emai I: Jodi .porepa(tljfljconsulring.com 

SINO-FOR EST CORPORATION- PROPOSED SETTLF.M'ENT WITfl ~RNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEl\trENT") 

/_~"Q - - (1 -A ( I , ---.b~f-~H-,.,___._-.-1 ~L....:l,___..J:f:...t..J..;f\1-3.1....---- (please check all boxes that apply): 
(in sen name) 

:tm a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former shareholder of Sino ··-Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noll:holder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21. 20 12 (the 
'·Order''). persons wishing to object to the r:rnst & Young Settlement arc required to complete 
and deliver this Notice or Objection to FTT Consulting Canada Inc .. acting in it:-; capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation. by mail. courier or email to be receiv~d by no lat~.:r than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I ob_iectlo the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 

. .; e H £, d}\!L 

.1\Pfrb~ dn .\;ho .-

oyu·, ns-f +/,g E olLL-nud..<:.-f~...o~i--'1~-~.a"'-"HLLljY---rt _,..lou.. ""'-'---

[ n re<: f er!Yff) ~'fJ 1-t,qy.._, 
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~/ I IJO NOT in£end to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Emst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the courl prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013. at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

0 I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make suhmissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013 , 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Ploor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: 

Name: LA V 1 T[: f FA 1J 

40 HA~V£~1 T GU:tJ Mt:.~.,Js N.t. 
C ALG A P-1 , A B 

MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 

T3 k. 4- C 2. 
Address: Address: CMJADA 
Tel.: c4-0~) 5 90 -5{5( Tel.: 

Fax: fax: 

Email: fa.o ~ vlendy6J f.. of rt\4. ;R. c.~ Fmail: 

Date: Ja(l\ I 7 I ao I 3 

f'OR 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TO Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario MSK lG8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

1 , Le:tJFt N lh~ I A- Gov t: A 5 (please check all boxes that apply): 
(insert name) 

~ am a current shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a former shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

--- - ---··-----·-- - ------
r acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21,2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wish ing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc .• acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 
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I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at I 0:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. - J !-v..=i:.[ t~ bl:-vT i,' fl,...e _ C,c-vA"--/-(} 

0 r DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: Le.tifr fV)fttZIA- G_r.vEAS Name: 

1 b 
0 3 _ gc. c;;r c w 1 R !rl/f , E ·· 1 

/c./<otJTC., Ctv'·IA:f!, JC 

\..1'·--- I rV b Address: I 1 1 

Tel.: bl.f7 )zJI 1'1 3J_ 

Fax: 

Address: 

Tel.: 

Fax: 

Email: 

FOR 

/ ... 

Date: -:z,;:;} q' J.L I 3 Signature:--... ~--/:.::::::_----..· ·-'~---_-=-~\_6'_\_' eJ..c;_ . -'·~=· ___ , _ _ 

P~~&tr-S ;tdJ~. 
1 }...b r:;_:/;)-cA-- L--~ ~~ v-e. 

;2_ (Jv /v--~ I iJlr o7J ~l-t-D 
LLflJ -;s , ;z_ 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TO Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K IG8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I , L c> R RA !I...Jt Q A /.1 L- (please check all boxes that apply): 
(insert name) 

0 am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

J!l am a former shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail , courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 
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9( I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and 1 understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

0 I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at l 0:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 

Address: Address: 

Tel.: Tel.: 

Fax: Fax: 

Email: 

Date: ~!1 I i) 2()0 3 
Q 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K I G8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi. porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: SINO~FOREST CORPORATION- PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I, ~\S-%f=\ Q.-\H'J6lt\\.~ rot>~ (please ch~ck all boxes that apply): 
(insert name) 

am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

am a former shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a CWTent notebolder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) · 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on J~uary 18, 2013, and cOmply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 
' .. 

I~·-·-I.£Rms Kt: tfu:::·· et?..cec-SS;D ~~~ ~ 
~~ t.f\-\·R T\:) f:LL PM1JB ~~()~. 
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I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & YoUng 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection wiH be filed With the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, -2013, 
·at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, .. Ontario. · 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
. SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

N~e: M tel.\.~"=-'-~'-'--~\>..~ ~t~b~ . Name: 

Address: (.l (~~-E:UtF..Wt.--1 C '.:)w/C\' SW.Address: : · 
c~~{l>-f. ~f) T2.\..l &c..t. · · 

Tel.: 4~\ .. (.b~~ t) boo Tel. : 

Fax: 4.::)\ -1.-6~- Q. o \"t.. Fax: 

Email: 'M~ \ \'00"@_ sho..~ · «:!&... Email: 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTJ CONSULTING CANADA INC. 

RE: 

I, 

acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K I G8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

SINO-FOREST CORPORATION- PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP {the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

e~~lrt.ALj) rM.t;uoA[A-l-lJ {please check a]} boxes that apply): 
(iosc11 name) () A 

tfll & (Ytt l ~~ CA.vL ~c(. 
0 ow<-n. s 0 u 1'\~ 0 t\.1 

I 
am a current shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

am a former shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation ,--J 4 (< ~I'{ '-f 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former notcholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Emst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTf Consulting Canada lnc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastem Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that [ object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 

.fN <j~fiCt/!tv'(' f .. ,JJ~ 

I 
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I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and 1 understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

0 I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the bearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: 

Name: if~, rJ It"~ ww~,.JA-d) 
V 71 fl; Pt ( t'- '1 ~ eed-- ;2). 
v(rl ~ Sov.('. d I Orl 

Address: 
N lf-IC SI'J. i 

Tel.: c;, '1 "fr 7t 7ofs 

Fax: 

Email: 

MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVlCE IS (if applicable): 

Address: 

Tel.: Sl q > /2- f<i )O 

Fax: 

Email: 

Date: -<:::::-j-r:-ftrl..J...L___ l----"f-f/--"-t _2. __ Signature:~#d---=-~-~---~-
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 

RE: 

acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TO Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K 1G8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Emai I: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

SINO-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I , _R__;_\_C_t-....;..l .;...;f:Wl-...;.......::O'-:-:-_Q;._..:A'-':-'f ..... -I .... L _____ (please check all boxes that apply): 
(insert name) 

0 am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

am a former shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 20 12 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 

-------
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~ I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement. and I understand that my objection will be fiJed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

0 I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 201 3, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: (C lC. H f.\ ftiJ D A /I L Name: 

L( I t<. r Vt;, L-AA/i'.J C-~ t:""S 

Address: 
·rv (1.. o ttJ7V o ~ 

f'A ;;._') ~ t3 ~ Address: 

Tel.: 4r& -l{ Cir -3 3J i Tel. : 

Fax: Fax.: 

Email: Email: 

Date: ---r-~1-----( i---~/'--:z-.v_...:....:.r_.,):;___ 
~I 

SignatWZP /b-tl 
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NOTlCE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 

RE: 

t~cting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corpomtion 
TO Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Stre~.'t West 
Suite 2010. P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K I G8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porcpa(!gfticonsulting.com 

SINO-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT'') 

I , _\:(..;__~C.:::..\\..:......:....A_R_l) __ lA6 __ ~_0_vJ_S.::....\<._\ __ (pleose check all boxes that apply): 
(ins.:rt name) 

0 ;:una current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

~ am a former sh<~reholder of Sino -fLH·~sr Corporation 

0 am il current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corpori'ltion 

0 am a fonncr noteholdcr of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I ;\cknowledge that pursuant ro the order of Mr . .lust ice Morawetz dared December 21 , 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required tCl complete 
and deliver rhis Nor ice of Objection to FTI Consulting C:mada tnc., Ctcting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Cnrporation, by maiJ. cnurier or emai l ro be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January l R. 20 JJ. and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give ootice rhat I object to the Ernst & Young Scnlement, for rhe following reasoos: 

r0o 0 ~ :s-6c. \ ..:..;(O:...;~....;.__s ____________ _ 
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I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Emst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at I 0:00 a.m. on february 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto. Ontario. 

0 I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions ar the hcnring of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVrCE IS (if appUcsble): 

Name: 

~~;~ i+\c_~u9-.. '\ S \. 
Address: C jtu\t.?,R• }) (,..-{;-

1 
0 ,__) Address: 

Tel.: Tel.: 

Fax: Fax: 

Email: 

Date: 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K l G8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I , _ __;;;S;;..._,_v."--'t'----'l-.,...--1-'l·J_""...;_;_c;_., __ lv)__:._JJ-_1 __ (please check all boxes that apply): 
(insert name) 

0 am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

d am a former shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated Decembt>r 2 I, 20 I 2 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mai l, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 

' 

I v 1-:1 aG?J \ tw .. •t --7 .• =''· 
'J 

//..-1,.--v - l. ~ t - ,"\,..;_1 
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~ I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

0 I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 20 I 3, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS 
SERVJCE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 

Fax: Fax: 

Email: S'!·1. \I I.(('. j1.J/H (. {.;.,/'JA L 'E[~~(t~7 

) 
<.') .. ( ) ") Sign1ature·; .. 

FOR 
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A VIS D'OPPOSffiON 

A lT: FTJ CONSUL TIJ'IlG CANADA INC. 
agissant en sa qualite de cootroleur de Sino-Forest Corporation 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suire 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K l G8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsultiog.com 

OBJET: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION- AVIS DE REGLEM.ENT PROPOSE 
AVEC ERNST & YOUNG LLP (le « REGLEMENT ER~ST & YOUNG>>) 

Je, .5'v21l IVA)~ ftJ C./-/o~ (VeoiUcz cocber chaque case s'appliquant): 
(lnscrivez votre nom) 

Gt' suis actuellement deteoteur d'action(s) de Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 suis un ancien deteoteur d'acrion(s) de Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 suis actuellement detenteur de titre{s) de Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 suis un ancien detenteur de tirre(s) de Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 autrc(s) (veuillcz cxpliquer) 

Je reconna is que, conformement a l'ordoilllance du jugc Morawetz datee du 21 decembre 2012 
(«! 'ordonnance >>), les personnes soubaitant s'opposer au reglement Ernst & Young sont tenues 
de remplir et Lransmettre cet avis d 'opposition aupres de FTf Consulting Canada Inc., agissant eo 
sa qualite de contr61eur de Sino-Forest Corporation, par cowTier, service de messagerie ou 
courriel afin qu'il sort r~u au plus tard, a 17h00 HNE (5:00p.m. Eastern Time), le 18 janvier 
20 13 et aux vus de respecter le calendrier de procedure joint en annexe C de I' ordonnance 

Par Ia preseote, je donne avis que je m'oppose au reglement Ernst & Young pour les raisons 
suivaotes: 
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rii JE N'AI PAS l'i.ntenlioo de compara1tre a !'audience de la requete eo approbation du 
reglement Ernst & Young et je comprends .que rnon opposition sera deposees au pres de Ia 
Cour avant I 'audi~ce de Ia requete, a J OhOO HNE (I O:Oq a.m.), le 4 fevrier 2013, au 330 
University Ave., g•cmc etage, Toronto, Ontario. 

0 J'.AJ l'inteotioo de comparaltre en personne ou pa:r Je biais d'uo avocat, et de soumettre 
des arguments fors de l'audieoce de Ia requete en approbation du reglerneot Ernst & 
Young, a JOhOO HNE (10:00 a.m-), Je 4 fevrier 2013, au-330 University Ave., gicmc etage, 
Toronto, Ontario. 

MON ADRESSE AUX FlNS 
SIGNIFICATION EST : 

DE L' A DR ESSE DE MON A VOCAT AUX 
FINS DE SIGNIFICATION EST (le cas 
echeant): 

Nom: SdZ!IttJJ()C: l?oc#"rJ Nom: 

Adresse: 6S"f' .S i- {;co,<?t;c:S 
sr-3'a+tU-s"J.c- .-f/c~/~/t:v pc 

T 'l. .f38 7C .y' e .. 
1/.ro -S"/s-- /6 YO 

Telecopieur: 

Adresse: 

Tel.: 

Telecopieur: 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TO Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K 1 G8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email : Jodi .porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION- PROPOSED SETILEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

---- ( I , / ~ 1: itt ( u· 0 4 u.':>f>r •v (please check all boxes that apply): 
1 f (insert name) 

~ am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino-Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 

1 A (t-v.._.(" /) Nt / L- /J.c t: (.) z::· /}C. Lij ;)/" / (•-? -,vC.. · ~,., 

J • ! ' - ,., . l' "'I - - -r 
'+ .' • ~ .,. ' 

L I f- ,<2 td:.) 
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[Q/ I DO NOT intent.! to nppem at the heari ng of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and l understand that my objection wW be filed with lthe court prior to the 
bearing of the motion at 10:00 n.m. nn February 4, 2013, 31l 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto~ Ontario. 

0 1 DO intt•ml to appear, in person or by counsel , and to make S\lbmJssions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at iO:OO a.m. on February 4, 20 l3, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE lS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 

Address: ~[Tift/~ ,AJ.i Address: 

Tel.: 
A ( "'r 1ft (_},..J I 

4 ~ ~= r. f2 r.., J-7 
Fax: Fax: 

email: __,,1-1'1\?"Y 
- ft,.-11'\ 1-

0nte: _J_r,~}"'_.;_/ 1..;:_,--, ...::.7 ...;;.u-+,h...-'J:.....-__ 
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SCHEDULE '"B" 

NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010. P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario MSK 1 GS 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Emai1: Jod.i.porepa@fuconsulting.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION- PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I , \NA-L-1 f-R N 0 g A L- (please cbeck all boxes.tbat apply): 
(insert ll&IJ\C) 

fll' am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest COIJ'Oration 

0 aro a former shareholder of Sino -Forest Corpora~ion 

0 am a current notebolder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholdcr of Sino -Forest Corpora1ion 

0 other (please explain) 

2,/111 
I acknowledge that pursuant to the order ofMr. Justice Morawelz dated December '16, 2012 (the 
"''rder"), p~ons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young So!ttlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection 1.0 FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mai~ courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give ootice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settletne:Jt, for the following reasons: 

No se. -r--rLG-n161J1' s HvVL--)> r56 i1--l-L 0/N.&) E.~o f?-£ ·rftG 
oscl.s- H6412• JJ6=-- ¢ .1Jfe 0ou~Z I c ovi=tPiv;A-rtov or 
·rJ<.. f1rcJ]> ,A-t-so · f\)D !<.BS7/2.UC ·ruJ21 1\/C- Pt-./f-~ ;::=i://2--

,4-~ v & rz_ f;:l+-7-tof\/ . 
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I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approvt: the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with tlhe court prior to the 
hearing the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor 
Toronto, Ontario. 

I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 

I~ ·3 IZ i !>C--rE:I< P 
Address: ·f(_ o tV- ;,ro 10 I> 

1 
0 t-1 

Tel.: s-;r:; - §'>0·-8270 

Fax: 

SERVICE IS (If appUca ble): 

Name: 

Address: 

Tel.: 

Pax: 

Email: Email: _iw poodse .. v;ce. e hot)fa.l!_ 
voM I'\ 

Signature:~;.::~-·\-· ~~9-:::::A::,;-...::::.~t---
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P .0. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario MSK I 08 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION- PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

1 , WE I Cflw 5°N AIJfJ/oR !<EBECC4 S:1·(.J!at'thlc~':'ft0toxes that apply): 
(insert name) 

0 am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

1M am a former shareholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

JA/E /Jou~~~ r STNO- 'FoP,6~T STocks T/TIJOU 9~ 8~ o j CM~(AA/f, 

I ac1mowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 20 12 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 20 13, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hl~reby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 

- --------- - ------- ------------

' ( ~ -----~=--·--" _7_0_
1

_1--_St _ _ l~~'_u.._.c_l --__ c._~_----__ · ----~~",..l._-1_,_, ~ ~~--:t 
J ftn . I '7 ,-t.;"l ~ 
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I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University A\ 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

0 I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hea 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 

I~ (}:2 , c{. '\... (.. J m::1( "- \)(' 

Address: -rc. (' (}1'-fLt 1 ' ON ,M:lL "t X'~ Address: 

Tel.: 41t 4-4-1 ~ ~ r7 Tel.: 

Fax: Fax: 

Date: _· ,J...r...::"..:.''.;::;...;.~ - '---J\ ''-1 _ <l>;;_· _c_' _, .; Y'----
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
TD Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104 
Toronto, Ontario M5K lG8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsuJting.com 

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT") 

I , l t.. r l ( \ t- ' ~ \, ...._u, k" f..{t }1 (please check all boxes that apply): 
(insert name) 

0 am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

/ am a fonner shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a fonner noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explain) 

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to complete 
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FTI Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as Schedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that I object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 

y ...., '.l;_ _ _ ;_( _c.J tYrO I 11 'j- .v !. c I )..v r' rc (! ..J-

c;(/o" ....:: I ' 's'1( p I/} /f., ~I r (1 '-"d ( fr::, 
~~~~--~----~--~------~-----------------------

o+ ·--·----
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l DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and r understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

0 I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: 

Name: 

/ 

d _ G t( ) c.f ) I I '"') Tel.: T I • 

G . '; 'J- tf ·J../1 ~ 
Fax: "/ I 

Email: 

/' 

Date: ----"'11-J ....:..' 1---'-l."\-'-..:....{~(_r;::....-...._./_1 _< __ 

MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SER CE IS (if applicable): 

Name: 

Address: 

Tel.: 

Fax: 

Email: 

/ ./ ; )11') (/. ~ 
Signature: ________ ~_ .. _,_v ___ _ 
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION 

TO: FTI CONSUL TJNG CANADA JNC. 
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation 
m Waterhouse Tower 
79 Wellington Street West 
Suite 20 I 0, P .0. Box I 04 
Toron~.On~rioM5KlG8 

Attention: Jodi Porepa 

Email : Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com 

RE: Sli~O-FOREST CORPORATION-PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH E RNST & 
YOUNG LLP (the "ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT,) 

[, X JAO ( 0 N &' .f 1 (ptease cbeck an boxes that apply): 
(insert name) 

Cil am a current shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a fonner shareholder of Sino -Forest Corporation 

0 am a current noteholder of Sino -Forest Corporation . 

0 am a former noteholder of Sino - Forest Corporation 

0 other (please explai.o) 

I acknowledge tbat pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21 , 2012 (the 
"Order"), persons wishing to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement are required to coroplere 
and deliver this Notice of Objection co FTr Consulting Canada lnc., acting in its capacity as 
Monitor of Sino-forest Corporation, by mai l, courier or email to be received by no later than 
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable 
appended as S_cbedule C to the Order. 

I hereby give notice that 1 object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons: 

Jht ~t i'SYJ'L~~c?ard; to Ccl7tl'fl15~ 
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I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young 
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with tl.le cow"t ptior to the 
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a..m. oo February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th 
Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

0 I DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of 
the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at I 0:00 a.m. on february 4, 2013, 
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario. 

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER'S ADDRESS FOR 
SERVICE IS (if applicable): 

Name: Xt~Ofo/J f.( 11 Name: 

Addcess J~~fr~sfvYP4wl Address: 

Tel.: 6(llf...-- ~- oOb r Tel.: 

v{,--.. L. ;;:;} t}ffUl ~ L. {'rJ}fl.; Fax: 
Email: fo't\ <\ J ( --r I ~ (/ Email: 

Fax: 

Signature: 
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Court File No.:  CV-12-9667-00CL 

ONTARIO 
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE 

COMMERCIAL LIST 

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPANIES’ CREDITORS  
ARRANGEMENT ACT, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36, AS AMENDED  

 
AND IN THE MATTER OF A PLAN OF COMPROMISE OR  

ARRANGEMENT OF SINO-FOREST CORPORATION 
 

Court File No.:  CV-11-431153-00CP 

ONTARIO 
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE 

B E T W E E N : 

THE TRUSTEES OF THE LABOURERS’ PENSION FUND OF CENTRAL AND 
EASTERN CANADA, THE TRUSTEES OF THE INTERNATIONAL UNION OF 

OPERATING ENGINEERS LOCAL 793 PENSION PLAN FOR OPERATING 
ENGINEERS IN ONTARIO, SJUNDE AP-FONDEN, DAVID GRANT and ROBERT 

WONG 
 Plaintiffs 

- and - 

SINO-FOREST CORPORATION, ERNST & YOUNG LLP, BDO LIMITED (formerly 
known as BDO MCCABE LO LIMITED), ALLEN T.Y. CHAN, W. JUDSON MARTIN, 

KAI KIT POON, DAVID J. HORSLEY, WILLIAM E. ARDELL, JAMES P. BOWLAND, 
JAMES M.E. HYDE, EDMUND MAK, SIMON MURRAY,  PETER WANG, GARRY J. 
WEST, PÖYRY (BEIJING) CONSULTING COMPANY LIMITED, CREDIT SUISSE 

SECURITIES (CANADA), INC., TD SECURITIES INC., DUNDEE SECURITIES 
CORPORATION, RBC DOMINION SECURITIES INC., SCOTIA CAPITAL INC., CIBC 

WORLD MARKETS INC., MERRILL LYNCH CANADA INC., CANACCORD 
FINANCIAL LTD., MAISON PLACEMENTS CANADA INC., CREDIT SUISSE 

SECURITIES (USA) LLC and MERRILL LYNCH, PIERCE, FENNER & SMITH 
INCORPORATED (successor by merger to Banc of America Securities LLC) 

 
Defendants 

Proceeding under the Class Proceedings Act, 1992 

SUPPLEMENTARY ANSWERS ON WRITTEN EXAMINATION  
ON AFFIDAVITS OF CHARLES M. WRIGHT 
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The following supplements the answers provided on January 29, 2013 to the Questions on 

Written Examination on Affidavits of Charles M. Wright, dated January 25, 2013, posed by 

Gestion Férique, Comité Syndical National de Retraite Bâtirente Inc., Matrix Asset Management 

Inc., Montrusco Bolton Investments Inc., Invesco Canada Ltd. and Northwest & Ethical 

Investments L.P. (the “Objectors”): 

6. Question: “Identify and provide copies of any documents constituting, reflecting, 
referred to in, or underlying the evidentiary proffer provided by Pöyry (Beijing) 
Consulting Company Limited (“Pöyry”) to the Ontario Plaintiffs and other 
Defendants in the Class Action;” 

Supplementary Answer: I previously refused to answer this question as the Settlement 

Agreement with Pöyry prevented disclosure of any documents or information relating to 

the evidentiary proffer that Pöyry provided to Class Counsel. We had requested Pöyry's 

consent to provide a summary of the evidentiary proffer to the Objectors’ counsel on a 

confidential basis, but Pöyry refused.   

Pöyry has since altered its position in that it has elected to make disclosure to the 

Objectors’ counsel of the substance of the proffer. Accordingly, as a summary of the 

proffer is now part of the record, it is necessary and appropriate to include Ernst & 

Young's response to the factual assertions set out in Pöyry's disclosure. Attached is that 

response, which lays out some of the arguments advanced by Ernst & Young at the 

mediation. 
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The Trustees of the Labourer’s Pension Fund 
of Central and Eastern Canada, et al. 

Plaintiffs 
and 

Sino-Forest Corporation, et al. 
 

Defendants 

Court File No:  CV-11-431153-00CP 

 
ONTARIO 

SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE 

Proceedings Under the Class Proceedings Act, 1992 
 

Proceeding commenced at Toronto 

 
SUPPLEMENTARY ANSWERS ON WRITTEN 

EXAMINATION ON AFFIDAVITS OF 
CHARLES M. WRIGHT 

 KOSKIE MINSKY LLP 
900-20 Queen Street West 
Box 52 
Toronto, ON M5H 3R3 

Kirk M. Baert (LSUC#: 30942O)  
Tel: 416.595.2117 
Fax: 416.204.2889 
Jonathan Bida (LSUC#: 54211D) 
Tel:   416.595.2072 
Fax:  416.204.2907 

SISKINDS LLP 
680 Waterloo Street 
P.O. Box 2520 
London, ON  N6A 3V8 

A. Dimitri Lascaris (LSUC#: 50074A) 
Tel: 519.660.7844 
Fax: 519.660.7845 

Lawyers for the Plaintiffs 
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QUESTIONS FOR ERIC ADELSON 

 

Defined Terms 

 

For purposes of the following questions, the following terms have the following meanings: 

 

(1) “CCAA” means the Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act; 

(2) “Class Counsel” means Siskinds LLP, Koskie Minsky LLP and Paliare Roland 

Rosenberg Rothstein LLP; 

(3) “Client” means any of Invesco, NEI, Comité Syndical National de Retraite Bâtirente 

Inc., Matrix Asset Management Inc., Montrusco Bolton Investments Inc. or Gestion 

Férique, and “Clients” means two or more of them; 

(4) “E&Y” means Ernst & Young LLP; 

(5) “Insolvency Proceeding” means the proceeding commenced by Sino under the CCAA 

on March 30, 2012; 

(6) “Invesco” means Invesco Canada Ltd. and the funds it manages; 

(7) “Invesco Trimark” means Invesco Trimark Ltd.; 

(8) “Kim Orr” means Kim Orr Barristers P.C.; 

(9) “NEI” means Northwest & Ethical Investments LP; 

(10) “Prospective Client” means any person or entity who solicited from Kim Orr 

advice in relation to that person’s or entity’s claims or possible claims against Sino, or in 

relation to the Insolvency Proceeding, and who did so prior to the time that that person 

or entity received the communication in question, and “Prospective Client” does not 

include any person or entity who did not solicit such advice from Kim Orr prior to the 

time that that person or entity received the communication in question; and 

(11) “Sino” means Sino-Forest Corporation. 

 

Questions 

1. To what Province or Provinces are you called to practice law in Canada, and in what 

year(s) were you called to practice in each such Province? 
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2. Is it correct that you were an associate at the law firm of Smith Lyons before you joined 

Invesco and, if so, during what years were you an associate at Smith Lyons? 

 

3. During the time you worked at Smith Lyons, what practice group or department did you 

work in?   

 
4. During the time you worked at Smith Lyons, did you ever act for or advise any client in 

connection with a proceeding filed under the CCAA?  If so, in regard to how many CCAA 

proceedings did you act for or advise a client? 

 
5. According to your profile appearing at 

https://www.invesco.ca/publicPortal/portal/retail.portal?_nfpb=true&_windowLabel=exe

cTeamLanding_1&execTeamLanding_1_actionOverride=%2Fportlets%2Fheader%2Fex

ecutiveTeam%2FgetExecDetail&_pageLabel=about_us_executive_team, you oversee a 

“team of lawyers” at Invesco.  How many lawyers are on the team that you oversee and 

do any of them have experience with CCAA proceedings?  If so, state how many of those 

lawyers have such experience and please summarize the nature of that experience. 

 
6. At approximately what point in time did you first become aware that Sino had 

commenced the Insolvency Proceeding? 

 
7. If you do not recall when you first became aware of the Insolvency Proceeding, please 

state whether you were aware of the Insolvency Proceeding before August 1, 2012. 

 
8. From the time that you became aware of the Insolvency Proceeding, did you, any 

member of your team of lawyers at Invesco, or Invesco’s outside counsel take any steps 

to monitor developments in the Insolvency Proceeding?  If so, please describe those 

steps, and please state when each of those steps was taken. 

 
9. At para. 7 of your January 18, 2013 affidavit, you state that “Invesco retained Kim Orr 

Barristers P.C. in mid-November 2012 when it appeared that upcoming events in the 

Sino-Forest CCAA proceedings might affect investors’ rights.”  Please particularize the 

“upcoming events” to which you refer. 
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10. Are you aware that, on July 25, 2012, Justice Morawetz issued a mediation order in the 

Insolvency Proceeding?  If so, at approximately what point in time did you become aware 

of that order?  If you cannot remember the approximate point in time at which you 

became aware of that order, please state whether you were aware before September 1, 

2012 that a mediation was scheduled to occur in the Insolvency Proceeding in September 

2012.   

 
11. Between the time that the E&Y settlement was announced on December 3, 2012 and the 

present time, did you, Kim Orr, a Client, or any person or entity acting at your behest or 

at the behest of Kim Orr or a Client, send or caused to be sent a written communication 

on Kim Orr letterhead to any person or entity who was not a Client, and which 

communication included the following text (or text that is materially the same as the 

following text): 

 

We are writing to ask you to join a group of institutional investors seeking to 
protect important rights concerning recoveries from responsible parties in cases of 
securities fraud in Canada. In particular, we want to ensure that investors retain 
"opt out" rights to pursue individual remedies if class action counsel negotiate 
premature or inadequate settlements. 
 
We represent certain institutional investors that purchased securities of Sino-
Forest Corp. before it was revealed as a probable fraud in June 2011. Those 
investors include: Invesco Canada Ltd., Northwest & Ethical Investments L.P., 
Comité Syndical National de Retraite Bâtirente Inc., Mackenzie Financial 
Corporation, Fonds Férique, Montrusco Bolton Investments Inc., and Matrix 
Asset Management Inc. 
 
Our clients are not participating as active named plaintiffs in the class action 
against Sino-Forest and certain of its directors and officers, underwriters, and its 
auditors (Ernst & Young LLP and BDO). Our clients are, however, "absent" 
members of the class (not yet certified), and as such they may be affected by those 
proceedings. 
 
On December 3, Class Counsel (Siskinds LLP and Koskie Minsky LLP) 
announced they had negotiated a $117 million settlement with E&Y. This would 
be the largest securities settlement in Canada, but in our view it is premature 
(since documents about E&Y's audit work have not been available, and the 
Ontario Securities Commission has just begun enforcement proceedings against 
E&Y) and may well be inadequate. Class Counsel presented this settlement in the 
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Commercial Court handling Sino-Forest's insolvency ("CCAA") proceedings, not 
the class action court in which claims against E&Y and other defendants were 
brought. On December 7, Class Counsel and E&Y, over our objections, obtained 
an order in the Commercial Court providing a "framework" for effectuating such 
settlements. Apparently in extreme haste to push through approval of the 
settlement, E&Y and Class Counsel obtained a hearing to finalize approval of the 
settlement on January 4, 2013, with submissions scheduled over the preceding 
holiday weeks. 
 
Several important aspects of their proposals are objectionable: 

 
1. E&Y and Class Counsel are using the CCAA (insolvency) proceeding to 

try to avoid normal class action requirements. The settlement in effect 
deprives investors of their established rights in a class action settlement: 

(a) No "opt-out" rights. The settlement would provide a full general 
release to E&Y, in the form of a "bar order" in the Sino-Forest 
CCAA proceedings, without allowing opt-outs for class members 
who want to litigate individually. 

 
(b) Inadequate notice to class members - normal notice is not being 

given. 
 

(c) No approval by class action court - this procedure is also being 
avoided. 

2. In this case, E&Y is at most a "third party defendant" in the Sino-Forest 
CCAA (insolvency) action.  It is improper and unprecedented for a party 
in E&Y's situation to use a client's insolvency to short-circuit investors' 
class action rights that otherwise apply. If this is allowed to proceed, it 
will set an intolerable precedent and dilute investors' rights. 

    
3. The amount of the proposed E&Y settlement, $117 million, is rather small 

compared to the investor losses suffered in Sino-Forest (market cap losses 
of roughly $6 billion). Auditors providing audit reports and underwriters 
performing due diligence for securities offerings are crucial bulwarks 
against fraud, and in this case represent the only likely source of 
recoveries for investors. 

    
4. The unseemly haste with which this settlement is being pushed through 

the courts indicates that E&Y and Class Counsel are anxious to avoid 
normal scrutiny.  Again, this is an unfortunate precedent. 

 
In short, the proposed E&Y settlement is inconsistent with the goals of 
transparency, investor protections, and good corporate governance. We hope that 
investors who care about these principles in Canada will join us in opposing this result - 
whether or not you are Sino-Forest class members. We invite you to contact us. 
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12. If the answer to question 11 above is yes, then to how many persons or entities who were 

not Clients did you, Kim Orr, a Client, or any person or entity acting at your behest or at 

the behest of Kim Orr or a Client, send or caused to be sent the written communication 

referred to in question 11 above? 

 

13. Between the time that the E&Y settlement was announced on December 3, 2012 and the 

present time, did you, Kim Orr, a Client, or any person or entity acting at your behest or 

at the behest of Kim Orr or a Client, send or caused to be sent the written communication 

referred to in question 11 above to any person or entity who was not a Client or a 

Prospective Client? 

 
14. If the answer to question 13 above is yes, then to how many persons or entities who were 

not Clients or Prospective Clients did you, Kim Orr, a Client, or any person or entity 

acting at your behest or at the behest of Kim Orr or a Client, send or caused to be sent the 

written communication referred to in question 11 above? 

 
15. Please identify all persons and entities who were not Clients or Prospective Clients and to 

whom you, Kim Orr, a Client, or any person or entity acting at your behest or at the 

behest of Kim Orr or a Client, sent or caused to be sent the written communication 

referred to in question 11 above.  If the person or entity was an employee or other 

representative of an institutional investor, then please identify the institutional investor of 

whom the person was then an employee or other representative.  If the person or entity to 

whom the communication was sent was a lawyer, please identify the law firm of which 

that lawyer was an employee or partner at the time at which the communication was sent.  

If the person or entity to whom the communication was sent was an investor rights 

organization, then please so state.  If the person or entity to whom the communication 

was sent was an employee or other representative of an investor rights organization at the 

time at which the communication was sent, then please identify the investor rights 

organization of which the person was then an employee or other representative. 
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16. Between the time that the E&Y settlement was announced on December 3, 2012 and the 

present time, did you, Kim Orr, a Client, or any person or entity acting at your behest or 

at the behest of Kim Orr or a Client, send or caused to be sent a written communication 

on Kim Orr letterhead to any person or entity who was not a Client, and which 

communication included the following text (or text that is materially the same as the 

following text): 

[...] 

OVERVIEW OF THE SANCTION HEARING 
 
Background 

 
Numerous proposed class actions were commenced against Sino-Forest 
Corporation ("SFC"), its directors and officers, the underwriters and the auditors 
in Ontario, Quebec, Saskatchewan and New York after SFC's stock collapsed 
following allegations that the company had been vastly overstating its assets and 
revenues while engaging in extensive related-party transactions. 
 
In December 2011 a carriage motion was heard before Justice Perell to determine 
which of the three proposed Ontario class actions should proceed. On January 6, 
2012, Justice Perell awarded carriage of the Ontario class action to The Trustees 
of Labourers’ Pension Fund of Central and Eastern Canada v. Sino-Forest Corp., 
making Koskie Minsky LLP and Siskinds LLP Class Counsel (the "Koskie-
Siskinds action"). 
 
The proposed class action commenced by Kim Orr on behalf of Northwest & 
Ethical Investments L.P. ("NEI"), Comité Syndical National de Retraite Bâtirente 
Inc. ("Bâtirente") and British Columbia Investment Management Corporation was 
stayed by Justice Perell's carriage order. 
 
On March 30, 2012, SFC filed for creditor protection under the Companies' 
Creditors Arrangement Act ("CCAA"). Under the Initial Order issued by Justice 
Morawetz on March 30, 2012 all proceedings against SFC have been stayed, 
including the Koskie-Siskinds action. The Koskie-Siskinds action was stayed 
prior to the hearing of any certification motion. 
 
Counsel for the Koskie-Siskinds action participated in the CCAA proceedings 
representing the Ad Hoc Committee of Purchasers of the Applicant's Securities. 
Class Counsel never received a representation order in the CCAA; putative class 
members have not been afforded the opportunity to opt-out of representation by 
class counsel in the CCAA proceeding. 
 
SFC attempted to enter into a sales process, but failed to attract any qualifying 
offers. Following the failure of the sales process, SFC announced its intent to 

207



7 
 

proceed with a restructuring transaction. In August 2012 SFC filed a Plan of 
Compromise and Reorganization where restructuring occurred through the 
creation of two new corporations. The plan was modified a number of times. 
 
Originally the Creditor's Meeting to vote on the Plan of Compromise and 
Reorganization was scheduled for November 29, 2012. The date of the meeting 
was rescheduled when the plan was amended on November 28, 2012. 
 
[…] 
 
E& Y Settlement Approval 
 
In the evening of Wednesday December 12, 2012 Kim Orr received notice that 
E&Y was appearing before Justice Morawetz on Thursday December 13, 2012 at 
9:30 am seeking to schedule the settlement approval for the E&Y settlement. 
 
At the appearance Kim Orr argued that Justice Morawetz did not have the 
authority to hear a motion in a class proceeding, including the motion for approval 
of the E&Y settlement, and that a notice program was necessary for the motion 
for settlement approval to inform putative class members of the possible binding 
settlement and how that settlement would impact their substantive rights in the 
litigation. 
 
Justice Morawetz scheduled the settlement approval for Friday, January 4, 2013 
without ordering any requirement to disseminate notice to putative class members 
or other potentially affected individuals. In an unusual move, at the same time the 
Regional Senior Judge for Toronto, Justice Edward F. Then, assigned the CCAA 
judge, Justice Morawetz, the power to hear the motion to approve the E&Y 
settlement and ancillary matters in his capacity as a CCAA judge and as a class 
proceedings judge. 
 
Also of note, scheduling the approval hearing for Friday January 4, 2013 means 
that it will be heard on the last business day prior to the Ontario Securities 
Commission hearing against E&Y, which is scheduled for Monday January 7, 
2013. 
 
Lack of Procedural Protections 
 
The framework for release under the Plan and the settlement approval scheduling 
has occurred in an expedited and closed door manner. The process has not 
contemplated or given any credence to the importance of ensuring that the 
putative class members are provided with full and proper notice of the settlement 
and its impact on their substantive rights, thereby depriving class members of the 
opportunity to appear and/or to file materials voicing any objections to the 
settlement. Further, if the settlement in its current form is approved, class 
members will be deprived of their substantive right to opt-out of the class action 

208



8 
 

and to pursue their own actions against E&Y and potentially the other Third Party 
Defendants. The expedited manner in which the E&Y settlement approval has 
been approached appears to be intended to render it difficult, if not impossible, for 
any objectors to compile a sufficient mass and resources to ensure that their 
voices are heard. 

 

17. If the answer to question 16 above is yes, then to how many persons or entities who were 

not Clients did you, Kim Orr, a Client, or any person or entity acting at your behest or at 

the behest of Kim Orr or a Client, send or caused to be sent the written communication 

referred to in question 16 above? 

 

18. Between the time that the E&Y settlement was announced on December 3, 2012 and the 

present time, did you, Kim Orr, a Client, or any person or entity acting at your behest or 

at the behest of Kim Orr or a Client, send or caused to be sent the written communication 

referred to in question 16 above to any person or entity who was not a Client or a 

Prospective Client? 

 
19. If the answer to question 18 above is yes, then to how many persons or entities who were 

not Clients or Prospective Clients did you, Kim Orr, a Client, or any person or entity 

acting at your behest or at the behest of Kim Orr or a Client, send or caused to be sent the 

written communication referred to in question 16 above? 

 
20. Please identify all persons and entities who were not Clients or Prospective Clients and to 

whom you, Kim Orr, a Client, or any person or entity acting at your behest or at the 

behest of Kim Orr or a Client, sent or caused to be sent the written communication 

referred to in question 16 above.  If the person or entity was an employee or other 

representative of an institutional investor, then please identify the institutional investor of 

whom the person was then an employee or other representative.  If the person or entity to 

whom the communication was sent was a lawyer, please identify the law firm of which 

that lawyer was an employee or partner at the time at which the communication was sent.  

If the person or entity to whom the communication was sent was an investor rights 

organization, then please so state.  If the person or entity to whom the communication 

was sent was an employee or other representative of an investor rights organization at the 
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time at which the communication was sent, then please identify the investor rights 

organization of which the person was then an employee or other representative. 

 

21. Did Invesco ever purchase shares or notes of Sino in an offering of Sino shares or notes?  

If so, please identify the offering and please state the name of each Invesco fund which 

participated in the offering, the number of shares or notes purchased in the offering by 

each such fund, and whether each such fund continued to own any of such shares or notes 

on June 2, 2011.  

 
22. If the answer to question 21 is that Invesco never purchased shares or notes of Sino in an 

offering of Sino shares or notes, or that Invesco did purchase such shares or notes but did 

not hold any of them on June 2, 2011, then do you agree that Invesco has no viable claim 

against any of the underwriters named as defendants in the class proceeding being 

prosecuted by Class Counsel?  If you do not agree with that proposition, then please 

explain on what basis you believe that Invesco could assert a claim against any such 

underwriter.   

 
23. Is it correct that the Insolvency Proceeding is not the only occasion on which a debtor of 

which Invesco was a security-holder commenced a proceeding under the CCAA? 

 
24. To your knowledge, approximately how many debtors have filed a proceeding under the 

CCAA at a time at which Invesco was a security-holder of the debtor? 

 
25. Please identify all debtors who commenced within the past five years a proceeding under 

the CCAA at a time at which Invesco was a security-holder of the debtor. 

 
26. Is it correct that, following the commencement of the Insolvency Proceeding and prior to 

the announcement of the Ernst & Young settlement on December 3, 2012, neither you 

nor Invesco requested from Class Counsel any information in regard to the Insolvency 

Proceeding? 
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27. Is it your understanding that one effect of the Plan of Arrangement in the Insolvency 

Proceeding would be that any person or entity who asserts a claim against Sino can 

recover no more than the unexhausted amount of Sino’s insurance coverage? 

 
28. Do you agree that the costs of defending any individual claims asserted against Sino by 

Invesco or any of the other Clients might ultimately be borne by Sino’s insurer, and could 

therefore reduce the amount of insurance proceeds available to be recovered by security-

holders who suffered losses as a result of Sino’s alleged misrepresentations? 

 
29. At para. 17 of your January 18, 2013 affidavit, you state that “Invesco determined to opt 

out, inasmuch as we were not satisfied with Class Counsel’s representation of our 

interests as a class member.”  At approximately what point in time did Invesco decide 

that it was not satisfied with Class Counsel’s representation of its interests?  At 

approximately what point in time did Invesco determine to opt out?  

 
30. At para. 19 of your January 18, 2013 affidavit, you state that a December 31, 2012 

memorandum from Siskinds LLP “incorrectly stated that Invesco ‘ignored’ an invitation 

to discuss the E&Y settlement with Class Counsel.”  Is it correct that Invesco did not 

accept that invitation until after December 31, 2012, and that, prior to January 6, 2013, 

neither Invesco nor Kim Orr communicated to Class Counsel whether Invesco would in 

fact participate in such a meeting?  If you maintain that Invesco or Kim Orr accepted 

Class Counsel’s invitation before January 1, 2013, please explain who communicated that 

acceptance, to what individual it was communicated, and by what means it was 

communicated, and if the acceptance was communicated in writing, please produce a 

copy of that communication.  

 

31. At para. 23(b) of your January 18, 2013 affidavit, you state that “the amount of insurance 

coverage available to E&Y with respect to its audit work for Sino-Forest has not been 

publicly disclosed.”  It is nevertheless correct, is it not, that you are aware of the amount 

of insurance coverage available to E&Y? 
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32. Do you agree that upon learning that Sino had commenced the Insolvency Proceeding, 

Invesco had the opportunity to retain legal counsel knowledgeable and experienced in 

CCAA proceedings to advise it in connection with the Insolvency Proceeding? 

 

33. What is the relationship between Invesco and Invesco Trimark? 

 

34. Please refer to the order of the Honourable Madam Justice Pepall (as she then was), dated 

Friday, June 28, 2010 and made in the Canwest CCAA proceedings, attached hereto as 

Exhibit “1” (the “Canwest Sanction Order”), which attaches the Canwest CCAA plan 

as Schedule “A” (the “Canwest Plan”), and, in particular: (1) section 8.1 of the Canwest 

Plan; and (2) paragraph 59 of the Canwest Sanction Order. 

 

a. Please confirm that Invesco Trimark was an equity sponsor (an “Equity 

Sponsor”) of the transaction by which CW Acquisition Limited Partnership (the 

“Purchaser”) agreed to purchase substantially all of the assets, property and 

undertakings related to the English language newspaper, digital online businesses 

carried on by various Canwest entities (the “Canwest Transaction”).  

 

b. Do you agree that the Asset Purchase Agreement dated as of May 10, 2010, and 

related Assignment and Amending Agreement (read together, the “Canwest 

Agreement”), attached hereto as Exhibits “2” and “3”, respectively, accurately 

evidence the Canwest Transaction?  If not, please provide copies of all of the 

agreements that do evidence the Canwest Transaction. 

 

c. Please produce a copy of the Equity Commitment Letter and the Second 

Amended and Restated Equity Commitment Letter, as defined in section 8.6 of 

the Canwest Agreement. 

 

d. Was Invesco or Invesco Trimark, directly or indirectly, part of any formal or 

informal group or committee of noteholders in the Canwest CCAA Proceedings?  

If so, please identify the group(s) and committee(s), advise the time period(s) 
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during which Invesco/Invesco Trimark was on the group(s) and committee(s), and 

what role Invesco played on the group(s) and committee(s).  

 

 e. Did Invesco or Invesco Trimark hold, directly or indirectly, any of the debt of 

Canwest at the time of the meeting of Canwest’s creditors held to vote on the 

Canwest Plan?  If so, please: 

 

i. provide the details of those holdings (including the identity of the holder 

of the debt; their relationsip to Invesco / Invesco Trimark; and, a 

description of the debt held); and 

 

 ii. advise whether that debt was voted for or against the Canwest Plan?  

 

 f. Did Invesco or Invesco Trimark hold, directly or indirectly, any of the debt of 

Canwest at the time of the hearing of Canwest’s application for court approval of 

the Canwest Plan?  If so, please: 

 

i. provide the details of those holdings (including the identity of the holder 

of the debt; their relationsip to Invesco / Invesco Trimark; and, a 

description of the debt held); and 

 

 ii. advise what position, if any, the holder of the debt took in respect of that 

application? 

 

35. Please refer to the order of the Honourable Mr. Justice Sewall, dated Friday, June 28, 

2012, made in the CCAA proceedings commenced by Catalyst Paper Corporation 

(“Catalyst”), attached hereto as Exhibit “4” (the “Catalyst Sanction Order”), which 

attaches the Catalyst CCAA plan (the “Catalyst Plan”), and in particular:  (1) section 7.3 

of the Catalyst Plan; and (2) paragraphs 36 and 37 of the Catalyst Sanction Order. 
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a. Was Invesco, directly or indirectly, part of any formal or informal group or 

committee of noteholders in the Catalyst CCAA Proceedings?  If so, please 

identify the group(s) and committee(s), advise the time period(s) during which 

Invesco was on the group(s) and committee(s), and what role Invesco played on 

the group(s) and committee(s).  

 

b. Did Invesco hold, directly or indirectly, any of the debt of Catalyst at the time of 

the meeting of Catalyst’s creditors held to vote on the Catalyst Plan?  If so, 

please: 

 

i. provide the details of those holdings (including the identity of the holder 

of the debt; their relationsip to Invesco; and, a description of the debt 

held); and, 

 

ii. advise whether that debt was voted for or against the Catalyst Plan?  

 

c. Did Invesco hold, directly or indirectly, any of the debt of Catalyst at the time of 

the hearing of Catalyst’s application for court approval of the Catalyst Plan?  If 

so, please: 

 

i. provide the details of those holdings (including the identity of the holder 

of the debt; their relationsip to Invesco; and, a description of the debt 

held); and, 

 

ii. advise what position, if any, the holder of the debt took in respect of that 

application? 
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TAB 11 



 
ANSWERS TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS ARISING FROM THE 

 AFFIDAVIT OF ERIC J. ADELSON 
 

1. Ontario in 1998 
 
2. Yes, from my call until August 2001. 

 
3. Corporate/securities. 

 
4. No. 

 
5. There are 4 lawyers.  I do not know if any of them have experience with the 

CCAA as that is not a relevant hiring criteria. 
 
6. I do not recall. 

 
7. I was aware of the proceeding prior to August 1, 2012. 

 
8. No, apart from reviewing the business press. 

 
9. The upcoming event was the sanctioning of the Plan. 

 
10. I am now aware.  I do not recall when I became aware. 

 
11. I did not send any such communication to anyone.  I cannot speak for Kim Orr 

or their other clients. 
 

12. Please see answer to Question 11. 
 

13. Please see answer to Question 11. 
 

14. Please see answer to Question 11. 
 

15. Please see answer to Question 11.  
 

16. I did not send any such communication to anyone.  Again, I cannot speak for 
Kim Orr or their other clients. 

 
17. Please see answer to Question 16. 

 
18. Please see answer to Question 16. 

 
19. Please see answer to Question 16. 

 
20. Please see answer to Question 16. 
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21. Invesco purchased only on the secondary market. 

 
22. I do not agree and rely on the provisions of the Securities Act. 

 
23. That is correct. 

 
24. At least once. 

 
25. The question is refused as it is not relevant to this proceeding. 

 
26. That is correct because prior to December 3, 2012 it had not been revealed 

that Class Counsel had purported to bargain away opt out rights and had 
agreed to the proposed third party release in the CCAA proceeding. 

 
27. I have not turned my mind to that issue as our firm’s involvement is focused 

on preservation of the right to opt out of settlements with respect to the third 
parties.  We understand that Sino is insolvent. 

 
28. Please see answer to Question 27. 

 
29. We became definitively dissatisfied on December 3, 2012 when it was 

revealed that Class Counsel, without authority, had purported to bargain away 
absent Class Members’ opt out rights.  This was a clear conflict as Class 
Counsel will be seeking as fees a percentage of the amount received for 
bargaining away those rights.  We determined definitively to opt out on 
January 11, 2013, the date on which I executed our opt out form. 

 
30. The “invitation” from Siskinds LLP offered a meeting on dates when I was on 

vacation.  Upon my return I had our counsel arrange alternate dates. 
 

31. In that telephone meeting with Siskinds, Mr. Lascaris advised of his belief as 
to the amount of insurance coverage.  We have received no verification of his 
statement. 

 
32. Yes, although we had no reason to do so.  We were concerned about opt out 

rights against third parties in the Class Action and I had no knowledge that 
any other Class Counsel had believed that they were able to bargain away this 
statutory right, in the context of a CCAA or any other proceeding. 

 
33. Your use of the names is imprecise.  “Invesco” can be taken to mean the short 

form of Invesco Ltd., the indirect parent of Invesco Canada Ltd., and a 
publicly-listed company on the NYSE (symbol IVZ) or it can be taken to 
mean the business name registered in various provinces and territories in 
Canada by Invesco Canada Ltd.  “Invesco Trimark” is a name that was used 
previously and was a registered business name (and may still be) of Invesco 
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Canada Ltd. and widely used when Invesco Canada Ltd.’s corporate name 
was Invesco Trimark Ltd.  The name was changed by articles of amendment 
in 2011. 

 
34. Refused as the question is not relevant to this proceeding. 

 
35. Refused as the question is not relevant to this proceeding. 

 
January 29, 2013    KIM ORR BARRISTERS P.C. 
      19 Mercer Street, 4th Floor 
      Toronto, ON  M5V 1H2 
 

James C. Orr (LSUC #23180M) 
Won J. Kim (LSUC #32918H) 
Megan B. McPhee (LSUC #48351G)  
Michael C. Spencer (LSUC #59637F) 
 
Tel: (416) 596-1414 
Fax: (416) 598-0601 

 
Lawyers for Invesco Canada Ltd., 
Northwest & Ethical Investments L.P., 
Comité Syndical National de Retraite 
Bâtirente Inc., Matrix Asset Management 
Inc., Gestion Férique and Montrusco Bolton 
Investments Inc. 

 
 
TO:   KOSKIE MINSKY LLP 

900-20 Queen Street West, Box 52 
Toronto, ON  M5H 3R3 
Kirk M. Baert (LSUC #30942O) 
Tel: 416-595-2117 / Fax: 416-204-2889 
Jonathan Bida (LSUC #54211D) 
Tel: 416-595-2072 / Fax: 416-204-2907 
 
SISKINDS LLP 
680 Waterloo Street, P.O. Box 2520 
London, ON  N6A 3V8 
Charles M. Wright (LSUC #36599Q) 
Tel: 519-660-7753 / Fax: 519-660-7754 
A. Dimitri Lascaris (LSUC #50074A) 
Tel: 519-660-7844 / Fax: 519-660-7845 
 
PALIARE ROLAND ROSENBERG ROTHSTEIN LLP 
250 University Avenue, Suite 501 
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Toronto, ON  M5H 3E5 
Ken Rosenberg (LSUC #21102H) 
Massimo Starnino (LSUC #41048G) 
Tel: 416-646-4300 / Fax: 416-646-4301 
 
Lawyers for an Ad Hoc Committee of Purchasers of the Applicant’s Securities 
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QUESTIONS FOR TANYA JEMEC  

Defined Terms 

 

For purposes of the following questions, the following terms have the following meanings: 

 

(1) “CCAA” means the Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act; 

(2) “Class Counsel” means Siskinds LLP, Koskie Minsky LLP and Paliare Roland 

Rosenberg Rothstein LLP; 

(3) “Client” means any of Invesco Canada Ltd., Northwest & Ethical Investments LP, 

Comité Syndical National De Retraite Bâtirente Inc., Matrix Asset Management Inc., 

Montrusco Bolton Investments Inc. or Gestion Férique, and “Clients” two or more of 

them; 

(4) “E&Y ” means Ernst & Young LLP; 

(5) “ Insolvency Proceeding” means the proceeding commenced by Sino under the CCAA 

on March 30, 2012; 

(6) “Kim Orr ” means Kim Orr Barristers P.C.; 

(7) “Prospective Client” means any person or entity who solicited from Kim Orr advice in 

relation to that person’s or entity’s claims or possible claims against Sino or in relation to 

the Insolvency Proceeding, and who did so prior to the time that that person or entity 

received the communication in question, and “Prospective Client” does not include any 

person or entity who did not solicit such advice from Kim Orr prior to the time that that 

person or entity received the communication in question; and 

(8) “Sino” means Sino-Forest Corporation. 

 

Questions 

1. Between the time that the E&Y settlement was announced on December 3, 2012 and the 

present time, did Kim Orr, a Client, or any person or entity acting at the behest of Kim 
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Orr or a Client, send or caused to be sent a written communication on Kim Orr letterhead 

to any person or entity who was not a Client, and which communication included the 

following text (or text that is materially the same as the following text): 

 

We are writing to ask you to join a group of institutional investors seeking to 
protect important rights concerning recoveries from responsible parties in cases of 
securities fraud in Canada. In particular, we want to ensure that investors retain 
"opt out" rights to pursue individual remedies if class action counsel negotiate 
premature or inadequate settlements. 
 
We represent certain institutional investors that purchased securities of Sino-
Forest Corp. before it was revealed as a probable fraud in June 2011. Those 
investors include: Invesco Canada Ltd., Northwest & Ethical Investments L.P., 
Comité Syndical National de Retraite Bâtirente Inc., Mackenzie Financial 
Corporation, Fonds Férique, Montrusco Bolton Investments Inc., and Matrix 
Asset Management Inc. 
 
Our clients are not participating as active named plaintiffs in the class action 
against Sino-Forest and certain of its directors and officers, underwriters, and its 
auditors (Ernst & Young LLP and BDO). Our clients are, however, "absent" 
members of the class (not yet certified), and as such they may be affected by those 
proceedings. 
 
On December 3, Class Counsel (Siskinds LLP and Koskie Minsky LLP) 
announced they had negotiated a $117 million settlement with E&Y. This would 
be the largest securities settlement in Canada, but in our view it is premature 
(since documents about E&Y's audit work have not been available, and the 
Ontario Securities Commission has just begun enforcement proceedings against 
E&Y) and may well be inadequate. Class Counsel presented this settlement in the 
Commercial Court handling Sino-Forest's insolvency ("CCAA") proceedings, not 
the class action court in which claims against E&Y and other defendants were 
brought. On December 7, Class Counsel and E&Y, over our objections, obtained 
an order in the Commercial Court providing a "framework" for effectuating such 
settlements. Apparently in extreme haste to push through approval of the 
settlement, E&Y and Class Counsel obtained a hearing to finalize approval of the 
settlement on January 4, 2013, with submissions scheduled over the preceding 
holiday weeks. 
 
Several important aspects of their proposals are objectionable: 

 
1. E&Y and Class Counsel are using the CCAA (insolvency) proceeding to 

try to avoid normal class action requirements. The settlement in effect 
deprives investors of their established rights in a class action settlement: 
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(a) No "opt-out" rights. The settlement would provide a full general 
release to E&Y, in the form of a "bar order" in the Sino-Forest 
CCAA proceedings, without allowing opt-outs for class members 
who want to litigate individually. 

 
(b) Inadequate notice to class members - normal notice is not being 

given. 
 

(c) No approval by class action court - this procedure is also being 
avoided. 

2. In this case, E&Y is at most a "third party defendant" in the Sino-Forest 
CCAA (insolvency) action.  It is improper and unprecedented for a party 
in E&Y's situation to use a client's insolvency to short-circuit investors' 
class action rights that otherwise apply. If this is allowed to proceed, it 
will set an intolerable precedent and dilute investors' rights. 

    
3. The amount of the proposed E&Y settlement, $117 million, is rather small 

compared to the investor losses suffered in Sino-Forest (market cap losses 
of roughly $6 billion). Auditors providing audit reports and underwriters 
performing due diligence for securities offerings are crucial bulwarks 
against fraud, and in this case represent the only likely source of 
recoveries for investors. 

    
4. The unseemly haste with which this settlement is being pushed through 

the courts indicates that E&Y and Class Counsel are anxious to avoid 
normal scrutiny.  Again, this is an unfortunate precedent. 

 
In short, the proposed E&Y settlement is inconsistent with the goals of 
transparency, investor protections, and good corporate governance. We hope that 
investors who care about these principles in Canada will join us in opposing this result - 
whether or not you are Sino-Forest class members. We invite you to contact us. 

 

2. If the answer to question 1 above is yes, then to how many persons or entities who were 

not Clients did Kim Orr, a Client, or any person or entity acting at the behest of Kim Orr 

or a Client, send or caused to be sent the written communication referred to in question 1 

above? 

 

3. Between the time that the E&Y settlement was announced on December 3, 2012 and the 

present time, did Kim Orr, a Client, or any person or entity acting at the behest of Kim 

Orr or a Client, send or caused to be sent the written communication referred to in 

question 1 above to any person or entity who was not a Client or a Prospective Client? 
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4. If the answer to question 3 above is yes, then to how many persons or entities who were 

not Clients or Prospective Clients did Kim Orr, a Client, or any person or entity acting at 

the behest of Kim Orr or a Client, send or caused to be sent the written communication 

referred to in question 1 above? 

 
5. Please identify all persons and entities who were not Clients or Prospective Clients and to 

whom Kim Orr, a Client, or any person or entity acting at the behest of Kim Orr or a 

Client, sent or caused to be sent the written communication referred to in question 1 

above.  If the person or entity to whom the communication was sent was an employee or 

other representative of an institutional investor, then please identify the institutional 

investor of whom the person was then an employee or other representative.  If the person 

to whom the communication was sent was a lawyer, then please identify the law firm of 

which that lawyer was an employee or partner at the time at which the communication 

was sent.  If the person or entity to whom the communication was sent was an investor 

rights organization, then please so state.  If the person or entity to whom the 

communication was sent was an employee or other representative of an investor rights 

organization at the time at which the communication was sent, then please identify the 

investor rights organization of which the person or entity was then an employee or other 

representative. 

 

6. In the communication referred to in question 1 above, it is stated that Kim Orr 

‘represents’ Mackenzie Financial Corporation (“Mackenzie”).  At the time that that 

communication was disseminated, had Mackenzie retained Kim Orr?  If not, did Kim Orr 

subsequently inform the persons to whom the communication was disseminated that 

Mackenzie had not then retained Kim Orr? 

 
7. In the communication referred to in question 1 above, it is stated that the institutional 

investors represented by Kim Orr “include” seven named institutions.  At the time at 

which that communication was disseminated, had institutional investors other than the 

seven institutions named in the communication retained Kim Orr?  If so, please state how 
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many institutional investors other than the seven institutions named in the communication 

had by then retained Kim Orr.  Further, please identify those other institutional investors.   

 
8. Between the time that the E&Y settlement was announced on December 3, 2012 and the 

present time, did Kim Orr, a Client, or any person or entity acting at the behest of Kim 

Orr or a Client, send or caused to be sent a written communication to any person or entity 

who was not a Client, and which communication included the following text (or text that 

is materially the same as the following text): 

 

[...] 
 
OVERVIEW OF THE SANCTION HEARING 
 
Background 

 
Numerous proposed class actions were commenced against Sino-Forest 
Corporation ("SFC"), its directors and officers, the underwriters and the auditors 
in Ontario, Quebec, Saskatchewan and New York after SFC's stock collapsed 
following allegations that the company had been vastly overstating its assets and 
revenues while engaging in extensive related-party transactions. 
 
In December 2011 a carriage motion was heard before Justice Perell to determine 
which of the three proposed Ontario class actions should proceed. On January 6, 
2012, Justice Perell awarded carriage of the Ontario class action to The Trustees 
of Labourers’ Pension Fund of Central and Eastern Canada v. Sino-Forest Corp., 
making Koskie Minsky LLP and Siskinds LLP Class Counsel (the "Koskie-
Siskinds action"). 
 
The proposed class action commenced by Kim Orr on behalf of Northwest & 
Ethical Investments L.P. ("NEI"), Comité Syndical National de Retraite Bâtirente 
Inc. ("Bâtirente") and British Columbia Investment Management Corporation was 
stayed by Justice Perell's carriage order. 
 
On March 30, 2012, SFC filed for creditor protection under the Companies' 
Creditors Arrangement Act ("CCAA"). Under the Initial Order issued by Justice 
Morawetz on March 30, 2012 all proceedings against SFC have been stayed, 
including the Koskie-Siskinds action. The Koskie-Siskinds action was stayed 
prior to the hearing of any certification motion. 
 
Counsel for the Koskie-Siskinds action participated in the CCAA proceedings 
representing the Ad Hoc Committee of Purchasers of the Applicant's Securities. 
Class Counsel never received a representation order in the CCAA; putative class 
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members have not been afforded the opportunity to opt-out of representation by 
class counsel in the CCAA proceeding. 
 
SFC attempted to enter into a sales process, but failed to attract any qualifying 
offers. Following the failure of the sales process, SFC announced its intent to 
proceed with a restructuring transaction. In August 2012 SFC filed a Plan of 
Compromise and Reorganization where restructuring occurred through the 
creation of two new corporations. The plan was modified a number of times. 
 
Originally the Creditor's Meeting to vote on the Plan of Compromise and 
Reorganization was scheduled for November 29, 2012. The date of the meeting 
was rescheduled when the plan was amended on November 28, 2012. 
 
[…] 
 
E& Y Settlement Approval 
 
In the evening of Wednesday December 12, 2012 Kim Orr received notice that 
E&Y was appearing before Justice Morawetz on Thursday December 13, 2012 at 
9:30 am seeking to schedule the settlement approval for the E&Y settlement. 
 
At the appearance Kim Orr argued that Justice Morawetz did not have the 
authority to hear a motion in a class proceeding, including the motion for approval 
of the E&Y settlement, and that a notice program was necessary for the motion 
for settlement approval to inform putative class members of the possible binding 
settlement and how that settlement would impact their substantive rights in the 
litigation. 
 
Justice Morawetz scheduled the settlement approval for Friday, January 4, 2013 
without ordering any requirement to disseminate notice to putative class members 
or other potentially affected individuals. In an unusual move, at the same time the 
Regional Senior Judge for Toronto, Justice Edward F. Then, assigned the CCAA 
judge, Justice Morawetz, the power to hear the motion to approve the E&Y 
settlement and ancillary matters in his capacity as a CCAA judge and as a class 
proceedings judge. 
 
Also of note, scheduling the approval hearing for Friday January 4, 2013 means 
that it will be heard on the last business day prior to the Ontario Securities 
Commission hearing against E&Y, which is scheduled for Monday January 7, 
2013. 
 
Lack of Procedural Protections 
 
The framework for release under the Plan and the settlement approval scheduling 
has occurred in an expedited and closed door manner. The process has not 
contemplated or given any credence to the importance of ensuring that the 
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putative class members are provided with full and proper notice of the settlement 
and its impact on their substantive rights, thereby depriving class members of the 
opportunity to appear and/or to file materials voicing any objections to the 
settlement. Further, if the settlement in its current form is approved, class 
members will be deprived of their substantive right to opt-out of the class action 
and to pursue their own actions against E&Y and potentially the other Third Party 
Defendants. The expedited manner in which the E&Y settlement approval has 
been approached appears to be intended to render it difficult, if not impossible, for 
any objectors to compile a sufficient mass and resources to ensure that their 
voices are heard. 

 

9. If the answer to question 8 above is yes, then to how many persons or entities who were 

not Clients did Kim Orr, a Client, or any person or entity acting at the behest of Kim Orr 

or a Client, send or caused to be sent the written communication referred to in question 8 

above? 

 

10. Between the time that the E&Y settlement was announced on December 3, 2012 and the 

present time, did Kim Orr, a Client, or any person or entity acting at the behest of Kim 

Orr or a Client, send or caused to be sent the written communication referred to in 

question 8 above to any person or entity who was not a Client or a Prospective Client? 

 
11. If the answer to question 10 above is yes, then to how many persons or entities who were 

not Clients or Prospective Clients did Kim Orr, a Client, or any person or entity acting at 

the behest of Kim Orr or a Client, send or caused to be sent the written communication 

referred to in question 8 above? 

 
12. Please identify all persons and entities who were not Clients or Prospective Clients and to 

whom Kim Orr, a Client, or any person or entity acting at the behest of Kim Orr or a 

Client, sent or caused to be sent the written communication referred to in question 8 

above.  If the person or entity to whom the communication was sent was an employee or 

other representative of an institutional investor, then please identify the institutional 

investor of whom the person was then an employee or other representative.  If the person 

or entity to whom the communication was sent was a lawyer, please identify the law firm 

of which that lawyer was an employee or partner at the time at which the communication 

was sent.  If the person or entity to whom the communication was sent was an investor 
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rights organization, then please so state.  If the person or entity to whom the 

communication was sent was an employee or other representative of an investor rights 

organization at the time at which the communication was sent, then please identify the 

investor rights organization of which the person or entity was then an employee or other 

representative. 

 

13. On December 5, 2012, Jim Orr of Kim Orr sent an email to Dimitri Lascaris of Siskinds 

LLP in which Mr. Orr stated, among other things, that Kim Orr ‘acts for’ “Mackenzie 

Financial”.  A copy of that email is attached as Exhibit “1”.  At the time at which Mr. 

Orr made that statement, was that statement correct?  If not, did anyone from Kim Orr 

correct that statement at any time prior to January 25, 2013? 

 
14. Is it correct that, following the commencement of the Insolvency Proceeding and prior to 

the announcement of the Ernst & Young settlement on December 3, 2012, Kim Orr never 

requested from Class Counsel any information in regard to the Insolvency Proceeding?  If 

Kim Orr maintains that it did request such information from Class Counsel during that 

period, then please describe the information sought by Kim Orr and please state the 

date(s) on which and the means by which the information was sought.  If Kim Orr 

maintains that it requested such information by means of a written communication to 

Class Counsel, then please produce copies of such written communications. 

 
15. Did any Client ever purchase shares or notes of Sino in an offering of Sino shares or 

notes?  If so, please identify the offering and please state the name of the Client who 

participated in each such offering,  the number of shares or notes purchased in each such 

offering by each Client, and whether each such Client continued to own any of such 

shares or notes on June 2, 2011. 

 
16. If the answer to question 15 is that no Client ever purchased shares or notes of Sino in an 

offering of Sino shares or notes, then do you agree that no Client has a viable claim 

against any of the underwriters named as defendants in the class proceeding being 

prosecuted against Sino and others by Class Counsel?  If you do not agree with that 
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proposition, then please explain on what basis you believe that a Client could assert a 

claim against any such underwriter.   

 
17. At any time after January 18, 2013, did any Kim Orr lawyer, any non-lawyer employee of 

Kim Orr, or any person acting at the behest of Kim Orr or a Client, contact any person or 

entity other than a Client who had filed an objection (whether timely or not) to the E&Y 

settlement, but who subsequently evinced an intention to withdraw his, her or its 

objection?  If so, please state the number of such persons and entities. 

 
18. At any time after January 18, 2013, did any Kim Orr lawyer, any non-lawyer employee of 

Kim Orr, or any person acting at the behest of Kim Orr or a Client, contact any person or 

entity other than a Client or a Prospective Client who had filed an objection (whether 

timely or not) to the E&Y settlement, but who subsequently evinced an intention to 

withdraw his, her or its objection?  If so, please state the number of such persons and 

entities, the identities of such persons and entities, and the manner by which each of them 

was contacted.  If the communications disseminated to any such persons or entities were 

in writing, then please produce copies of all such communications. 
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TAB 13 



 
ANSWERS TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS ARISING FROM THE 

 AFFIDAVIT OF TANYA T. JEMEC 
 

1. The question is posed in such a way that it requires a breach of solicitor client 
privilege to answer.  We can advise that there was no communication of the 
type referenced in your question from our firm towards parties to which 
solicitor client privilege would not attach.  In other words, our firm did not 
conduct any general mailings of the type apparently represented by the 
Siskinds LLP memorandum dated December 31, 2012.  As you are aware 
solicitor client privilege attaches to the fact of and content of, discussions with 
parties who ultimately may not retain our firm.  With respect to the portion of 
the question dealing with the issue of whether some of our clients or 
prospective clients may have exchanged information provided by our firm to 
them about the litigation with similarly situated investors who had a common 
interest in the litigation, that is subject to common interest privilege. 

 
2. See answer to Question 1 above. 

 
3. See answer to Question 1 above. 

 
4. See answer to Question 1 above. 

 
5. See answer to Question 1 above. 
 
6. See answer to Question 1 above. 

 
7. See answer to Question 1 above. 

 
8. Same answer as to Question 1 above. 

 
9. See answer to Questions 1 and 8 above. 

 
10. See answer to Questions 1 and 8 above. 

 
11. See answer to Questions 1 and 8 above. 

 
12. See answer to Questions 1 and 8 above. 

 
13. Again that question cannot be answered without disclosing privileged 

discussions.  No one from our firm had further communication with Mr. 
Lascaris about the issue. 

 
14. No information was requested prior to December 3, 2012 as there was no prior 

indication that class counsel was purporting to bargain away opt out rights or 
to agree to CCAA third party releases. 
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15. Yes.  Please see the client information provided with the opt out forms 

submitted pursuant to the Pöyry (Beijing) Consulting Company Limited 
settlement opt out process.  

 
16. The answer to question 15 is yes. 

 
17. We can advise that there was no communication of the type referenced in your 

question emanating from our firm. With respect to the portion of the question 
dealing with the issue of whether some of our clients or prospective clients 
may have engaged in the type of communication referred to in your question, 
such communication would have been with similarly situated investors who 
had a common interest in the litigation, that is subject to common interest 
privilege.  

 
18. See answer to question 17 above.  

 
 
 
 
 
January 28, 2013    KIM ORR BARRISTERS P.C. 
      19 Mercer Street, 4th Floor 
      Toronto, ON  M5V 1H2 
 

James C. Orr (LSUC #23180M) 
Won J. Kim (LSUC #32918H) 
Megan B. McPhee (LSUC #48351G)  
Michael C. Spencer (LSUC #59637F) 
 
Tel: (416) 596-1414 
Fax: (416) 598-0601 

 
Lawyers for Invesco Canada Ltd., 
Northwest & Ethical Investments L.P., 
Comité Syndical National de Retraite 
Bâtirente Inc., Matrix Asset Management 
Inc., Gestion Férique and Montrusco Bolton 
Investments Inc. 
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TO:   KOSKIE MINSKY LLP 

900-20 Queen Street West, Box 52 
Toronto, ON  M5H 3R3 
Kirk M. Baert (LSUC #30942O) 
Tel: 416-595-2117 / Fax: 416-204-2889 
Jonathan Bida (LSUC #54211D) 
Tel: 416-595-2072 / Fax: 416-204-2907 
 
SISKINDS LLP 
680 Waterloo Street, P.O. Box 2520 
London, ON  N6A 3V8 
Charles M. Wright (LSUC #36599Q) 
Tel: 519-660-7753 / Fax: 519-660-7754 
A. Dimitri Lascaris (LSUC #50074A) 
Tel: 519-660-7844 / Fax: 519-660-7845 
 
PALIARE ROLAND ROSENBERG ROTHSTEIN LLP 
250 University Avenue, Suite 501 
Toronto, ON  M5H 3E5 
Ken Rosenberg (LSUC #21102H) 
Massimo Starnino (LSUC #41048G) 
Tel: 416-646-4300 / Fax: 416-646-4301 
 
Lawyers for an Ad Hoc Committee of Purchasers of the Applicant’s Securities 
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Commercial Court File No.: CV-12-9667-00CL
 

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPANIES’ CREDITORS ARRANGEMENT ACT, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36, AS AMENDED 
 
AND IN THE MATTER OF A PLAN OF COMPROMISE OR ARRANGEMENT OF SINO-FOREST CORPORATION 
 

 
 

THE TRUSTEES OF THE LABOURERS’ PENSION FUND 
OF CENTRAL AND EASTERN CANADA, et al. 
 

Plaintiffs 

 
 
- and - 

Superior Court File No.: CV-10-414302CP
 

SINO-FOREST CORPORATION, et al. 
 
 

Defendants 
  

ONTARIO 
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE 
COMMERCIAL LIST 
 

Proceeding commenced at Toronto 
 

  
BRIEF OF INTERROGATORIES 
(Motion for Settlement Approval returnable 
February 4, 2013) 
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Tel:  (416) 596-1414 
Fax: (416) 598-0601 
 

Lawyers for Invesco Canada Ltd., Northwest & 
Ethical Investments L.P., Comité Syndical 
National de Retraite Bâtirente Inc., Matrix Asset 
Management Inc., Gestion Férique and 
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