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L DEFINED TERMS

In this Statement of Claim, in addition to the terms that are defined elsewhere herein, the

following terms have the following meanings:
(a) “Al” means Authorized Intermediary;

(b) “AIF” means Annual Information Form;
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“Ardell” means the defendant William E. Ardell;

“Banc of America” means the defendant Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith

Incorporated;

“BDO” means the defendant BDO Limited;

“Bowland” means the defendant James P. Bowland;

“BVYI” means British Virgin Islands;

“Canaccord” means the defendant Canaccord Financial Ltd.;

“CBCA” means the Canada Business Corporations Act, RSC 1985, c. C-44, as

amended;

“Chan” means the defendant Allen T.Y. Chan also known as “Tak Yuen Chan”;
“CIBC” means the defendant CIBC World Markets Inc.;

“CJA” means the Ontario Courts of Justice Act, RSO 1990, ¢ C-43, as amended;

“Class” and “Class Members” all persons and entities, wherever they may reside
who acquired Sino’s Securities during the Class Period by distribution in
Canada or on the Toronto Stock Exchange or other secondary market in Canada,
which includes securities acquired over-the-counter, and all persons and entities
who acquired Sino’s Securities during the Class Period who are resident of
Canada or were resident of Canada at the time of acquisition and who acquired

Sino’s Securities outside of Canada, except the Excluded Persons;

“Class Period” means the period from and including March 19, 2007 to and
including June 2, 2011,

“Code” means Sino’s Code of Business Conduct;

“CPA” means the Ontario Class Proceedings Act, 1992, SO 1992, ¢ 6, as

amended;



@
()
(s)

®

W)

)
W)

)

6%)

)

(aa)
(bb)
(co)

(dd)

134

“Credit Suisse” means the defendant Credit Suisse Securities (Canada), Inc.;
“Credit Suisse USA” means the defendant Credit Suisse Securities (USA) LLC;

“Defendants” means Sino, the Individual Defendants, Péyry, BDO, E&Y and

the Underwriters;

“December 2009 Offering Memorandum” means Sino’s Final Offering
Memorandum, dated December 10, 2009, relating to the distribution of Sino’s
4.25% Convertible Senior Notes due 2016 which Sino filed on SEDAR on
December 11, 2009;

“December 2009 Prospectus” means Sino’s Final Short Form Prospectus, dated
December 10, 2009, which Sino filed on SEDAR on December 11, 2009;

“Dundee” means the defendant Dundee Securities Corporation;
“E&Y” means the defendant, Ernst and Young LLP;

“Excluded Persons” means the Defendants, their past and present subsidiaries,
affiliates, officers, directors, senior employees, partners, legal representatives,
heirs, predecessors, successors and assigns, and any individual who is a member

of the immediate family of an Individual Defendant;

“Final Report” means the report of the IC, as that term is defined in paragraph 10

hereof;

“GAAP” means Canadian generally accepted accounting principles;
“GAAS” means Canadian generally accepted auditing standards;
“Horsley” means the defendant David J. Horsley;

“Hyde” means the defendant James M.E. Hyde;

“Impugned Documents” mean the 2005 Annual Consolidated Financial
Statements (filed on SEDAR on March 31, 2006), Q1 2006 Financial Statements
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(filed on SEDAR on May 11, 2006), the 2006 Annual Consolidated Financial
Statements (filed on SEDAR on March 19, 2007), 2006 AIF (filed on SEDAR on
March 30, 2007), 2006 Annual MD&A (filed on SEDAR on March 19, 2007),
Management Information Circular dated April 27, 2007 (filed on SEDAR on May
4, 2007), Q1 2007 MD&A (filed on SEDAR on May 14, 2007), Q1 2007
Financial Statements (filed on SEDAR on May 14, 2007), June 2007
Prospectus, Q2 2007 MD&A (filed on SEDAR on August 13, 2007), Q2 2007
Financial Statements (filed on SEDAR on August 13, 2007), Q3 2007 MD&A
(filed on SEDAR on November 12, 2007), Q3 2007 Financial Statements (filed
on SEDAR on November 12, 2007), 2007 Annual Consolidated Financial
Statements (filed on SEDAR on March 18, 2008), 2007 AIF (filed on SEDAR on
March 28, 2008), 2007 Annual MD&A (filed on SEDAR on March 18, 2008),
Amended 2007 Annual MD&A (filed on SEDAR on March 28, 2008),
Management Information Circular dated April 28, 2008 (filed on SEDAR on May
6, 2008), Q1 2008 MD&A (filed on SEDAR on May 13, 2008), Q1 2008
Financial Statements (filed on SEDAR on May 13, 2008), July 2008 Offering
Memorandum, Q2 2008 MD&A (filed on SEDAR on August 12, 2008), Q2
2008 Financial Statements (filed on SEDAR on August 12, 2008), Q3 2008
MD&A (filed on SEDAR on November 13, 2008), Q3 2008 Financial Statements
(filed on SEDAR on November 13, 2008), 2008 Annual Consolidated Financial
Statements (filed on SEDAR on March 16, 2009), 2008 Annual MD&A (filed on
SEDAR on March 16, 2009), Amended 2008 Annual MD&A (filed on SEDAR
on March 17, 2009), 2008 AIF (filed on SEDAR on March 31, 2009),
Management Information Circular dated April 28, 2009 (filed on SEDAR on May
4, 2009), Q1 2009 MD&A (filed on SEDAR on May 11, 2009), Q1 2009
Financial Statements (filed on SEDAR on May 11, 2009), June 2009
Prospectus, June 2009 Offering Memorandum, Q2 2009 MD&A (filed on
SEDAR on August 10, 2009), Q2 2009 Financial Statements (filed on SEDAR on
August 10, 2009), Q3 2009 MD&A (filed on SEDAR on November 12, 2009),
Q3 2009 Financial Statements (filed on SEDAR on November 12, 2009),
December 2009 Prospectus, December 2009 Offering Memorandum, 2009
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Annual MD&A (filed on SEDAR on March 16, 2010), 2009 Audited Annual
Financial Statements (filed on SEDAR on March 16, 2010), 2009 AIF (filed on
SEDAR on March 31, 2010), Management Information Circular dated May 4,
2010 (filed on SEDAR on May 11, 2010), Q1 2010 MD&A (filed on SEDAR on
May 12, 2010), Q1 2010 Financial Statements (filed on SEDAR on May 12,
2010), Q2 2010 MD&A (filed on SEDAR on August 10, 2010), Q2 2010
Financial Statements (filed on SEDAR on August 10, 2010), October 2010
Offering Memorandum, Q3 2010 MD&A (filed on SEDAR on November 10,
2010), Q3 2010 Financial Statements (filed on SEDAR on November 10, 2010),
2010 Annual MD&A (March 15, 2011), 2010 Audited Annual Financial
Statements (filed on SEDAR on March 15, 2011), 2010 AIF (filed on SEDAR on
March 31, 2011), and Management Information Circular dated May 2, 2011 (filed
on SEDAR on May 10, 2011);

“Individual Defendants” mecans Chan, Martin, Poon, Horsley, Ardell,

Bowland, Hyde, Mak, Murray, Wang, and West, collectively;

“July 2008 Offering Memorandum” means the Final Offering Memorandum
dated July 17, 2008, relating to the distribution of Sino’s 5% Convertible Senior
Notes due 2013 which Sino filed on SEDAR as a schedule to a material change
report on July 25, 2008;

“June 2007 Prospectus” means Sino’s Short Form Prospectus, dated June 5,
2007, which Sino filed on SEDAR on June 5, 2007;

“June 2009 Offering Memorandum” means Sino’s Exchange Offer
Memorandum dated June 24, 2009, relating to an offer to exchange Sino’s
Guaranteed Senior Notes due 2011 for new 10.25% Guaranteed Senior Notes due
2014 which Sino filed on SEDAR as a schedule to a material change report on
June 25, 2009;

“June 2009 Prospectus” means Sino’s Final Short Form Prospectus, dated June
1, 2009, which Sino filed on SEDAR on June 1, 2009;
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“Maison” means the defendant Maison Placements Canada Inc.;
“Martin” means the defendant W, Judson Martin;

“Mak” means the defendant Edmund Mak;

“MD&A” means Management’s Discussion and Analysis;
“Merrill” means the defendant Merrill Lynch Canada Inc.;
“Muddy Waters” means Muddy Waters LLC;

“Murray” means the defendant Simon Murray;

“October 2010 Offering Memorandum” means the Final Offering
Memorandum dated October 14, 2010, relating to the distribution of Sino’s 6.25%
Guaranteed Senior Notes due 2017,

“Offering” or “Offerings” means the primary distributions in Canada of Sino’s
Securities that occurred during the Class Period including the public offerings of
Sino’s common shares pursuant to the June 2007, June 2009 and December
2009 Prospectuses, as well as the offerings of Sino’s notes pursuant to the July
2008, June 2009, December 2009, and October 2010 Offering Memoranda,

collectively;
“OSA” means the Securities Act, RSO 1990 ¢ 8.5, as amended;
“OSC” means the Ontario Securities Commission;

“Plaintiffs” means the plaintiffs, the Trustees of the Labourers’ Pension Fund of
Central and Eastern Canada (“Labourers™), the Trustees of the International
Union of Operating Engineers Local 793 Pension Plan for Operating Engineers in
Ontario (“Operating Engineers”), Sjunde AP-Fonden (“AP7”), David C. Grant
(“Grant”), and Robert Wong (“Wong™), collectively;

“Poon” means the defendant Kai Kit Poon;
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“Péyry” means the defendant, Poyry (Beijing) Consulting Company Limited;
“PRC” means the People’s Republic of China;

“Representation” means the statement that Sino’s financial statements complied
with GAAP;

“RBC” means the defendant RBC Dominion Securities Inc.;
“Scotia” means the defendant Scotia Capital Inc.;

“Second Report” means the Second Interim Report of the IC, as that term is

defined in paragraph 10 hereof;

“Securities” means Sino’s common shares, notes or other securities, as defined in
the 0S4,

“Securities Legislation” means, collectively, the OSA, the Securities Act, RSA
2000, ¢ S-4, as amended; the Securities Act, RSBC 1996, ¢ 418, as amended; the
Securities Act, CCSM ¢ S50, as amended; the Securities Act, SNB 2004, ¢ §-5.5,
as amended; the Securities Act, RSNL 1990, ¢ S-13, as amended; the Securities
Act, SNWT 2008, ¢ 10, as amended; the Securities Act, RSNS 1989, ¢ 418, as
amended; the Securities Act, S Nu 2008, ¢ 12, as amended; the Securities Act,
RSPET 1988, ¢ §-3.1, as amended; the Securities Act, RSQ ¢ V-1.1, as amended;
the Securities Act, 1988, SS 1988-89, ¢ S-42.2, as amended; and the Securities
Act, 8Y 2007, ¢ 16, as amended;

“SEDAR” means the system for electronic document analysis and retrieval of the

Canadian Securities Administrators;

“Sino” means, as the context requires, either the defendant Sino-Forest
Corporation, or Sino-Forest Corporation and its affiliates and subsidiaries,

collectively;

“TD” means the defendant TD Securities Inc.;
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(hhh) “TSX” means the Toronto Stock Exchange;

(iii)  “Underwriters” means Banc of America, Canaccord, CIBC, Credit Suisse,
Credit Suisse USA, Dundee, Maison, Merrill, RBC, Scotia, and TD,

collectively;
(i)  “Wang” means the defendant Peter Wang;
(kkk) “West” means the defendant Garry J. West; and

1y “WFOE” means wholly foreign owned enterprise or an enterprise established in
China in accordance with the relevant PRC laws, with capital provided solely by

foreign investors.
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1L CLAIM

The Plaintiffs claim:

(@)

(b)

(c)

(d)

©

®

(2)

(h)

An order certifying this action as a class proceeding and appointing the Plaintiffs
as representative plaintiffs for the Class, or such other class as may be certified by

the Court;

A declaration that the Impugned Documents contained, either explicitly or
implicitly, the Representation, and that, when made, the Representation was a
misrepresentation, both at law and within the meaning of the Securities

Legislation;

A declaration that the Impugned Documents contained one or more of the other
misrepresentations alleged herein, and that, when made, those other
misrepresentations constituted misrepresentations, both at law and within the

meaning of the Securities Legislation;

A declaration that Sino is vicariously liable for the acts and/or omissions of the

Individual Defendants and of its other officers, directors and employees;

A declaration that the Underwriters, E&Y, BDO and Poyry are each vicariously
liable for the acts and/or omissions of their respective officers, directors, partners

and employees;

On behalf of all of the Class Members who purchased Sino’s Securities in the
secondary market during the Class Period, and as against all of the Defendants

other than the Underwriters, general damages in the sum of $6.5 billion;

On behalf of all of the Class Members who purchased Sino common shares in the
distribution to which the June 2007 Prospectus related, and as against Sino, Chan,
Poon, Horsley, Martin, Mak, Murray, Hyde, P6yry, BDO, Dundee, CIBC, Merrill
and Credit Suisse general damages in the sum of $175,835,000;

On behalf of all of the Class Members who purchased Sino common shares in the

distribution to which the June 2009 Prospectus related, and as against Sino, Chan,
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Poon, Horsley, Wang, Martin, Mak, Murray, Hyde, Poyry, E&Y, Dundee,
Merrill, Credit Suisse, Scotia and TD, general damages in the sum of

$330,000,000;

On behalf of all of the Class Members who purchased Sino common shares in the
distribution to which the December 2009 Prospectus related, and as against Sino,
Chan, Poon, Horsley, Wang, Martin, Mak, Murray, Hyde, P&yry, BDO, E&Y,
Dundee, Merrill, Credit Suisse, Scotia, CIBC, RBC, Maison, Canaccord and TD,
general damages in the sum of $319,200,000;

On behalf of all the Class Members who purchased Sino’s 5% Convertible Senior
Notes due 2013 pursuant to the July 2008 Offering Memorandum, and as against
Sino, Chan, Poon, Horsley, Wang, Martin, Mak, Murray, Hyde, Poyry, BDO,
E&Y and Credit Suisse USA, general damages in the sum of US$345 million;

On behalf of all the Class Members who purchased Sino’s 10.25% Guaranteed
Senior Notes due 2014 pursuant to the June 2009 Offering Memorandum, and as
against Sino, Chan, Poon, Horsley, Wang, Martin, Mak, Murray, Hyde, PSyry,
BDO, E&Y and Credit Suisse USA, general damages in the sum of US$400

million;

On behalf of all the Class Members who purchased Sino’s 4.25% Convertible
Senior Notes due 2016 pursuant to the December 2009 Offering Memorandum,
and as against Sino, Chan, Poon, Horsley, Wang, Martin, Mak, Murray, Hyde,
P&yry, BDO, E&Y, Credit Suisse USA and TD, general damages in the sum of
US460 million;

On behalf of all the Class Members who purchased Sino’s 6.25% Guaranteed
Senior Notes due 2017 pursuant to the October 2010 Offering Memorandum, and
as against Sino, Chan, Poon, Horsley, Wang, Mak, Murray, Hyde, Ardell, Péyry,
E&Y, Credit Suisse USA and Banc of America, general damages in the sum of
US$600 million;
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On behalf of all of the Class Members, and as against Sino, Chan, Poon and
Horsley, punitive damages, in respect of the conspiracy pled below, in the sum of
$50 million;

A declaration that Sino, Chan, Poon, Horsley, Martin, Mak, Murray and the

Underwriters were unjustly enriched;

A constructive trust, accounting or such other equitable remedy as may be
available as against Sino, Chan, Poon, Horsley, Martin, Mak, Murray and the

Underwriters;

A declaration that the acts and omissions of Sino have effected a result, the
business or affairs of Sino have been carried on or conducted in a manner, or the
powers of the directors of Sino have been exercised in a manner, that is
oppressive or unfairly prejudicial to or that unfairly disregards the interests of the
Plaintiffs and the Class Members, pursuant to s, 241 of the CBCA4;

An order directing a reference or giving such other directions as may be necessary

to determine the issues, if any, not determined at the trial of the common issues;
Prejudgment and post judgment interest;

Costs of this action on a substantial indemnity basis or in an amount that provides
full indemnity plus, pursuant to s 26(9) of the CPA, the costs of notice and of
administering the plan of distribution of the recovery in this action plus applicable

taxes; and
Such further and other relief as to this Honourable Court may seem just.

III. OVERVIEW

3, From the time of its establishment in 1994, Sino has claimed to be a legitimate business

operating in the commercial forestry industry in the PRC and elsewhere. Throughout that period,

Sino has also claimed to have experienced breathtaking growth.
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4, Beguiled by Sino’s reported results, and by Sino’s constant refrain that China constituted

an extraordinary growth opportunity, investors drove Sino’s stock price dramatically higher, as

appears from the following chart:
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5. The Defendants profited handsomely from the market’s appetite for Sino’s securities.

Certain of the Individual Defendants sold Sino shares at lofty prices, and thereby reaped millions

of dollars of gains. Sino’s senior management also used Sino’s illusory success to justify their

lavish salaries, bonuses and other perks. For certain of the Individual Defendants, these outsized

gains were not enough. Sino stock options granted to Chan, Horsley and other insiders were

backdated or otherwise mispriced, prior to and during the Class Period, in violation of the TSX

Rules, GAAP and the Securities Legislation.
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6. Sino itself raised in excess of $2.7 billion' in the capital markets during this period.
Meanwhile, the Underwriters were paid lucrative underwriting commissions, and BDO, E&Y
and PSyry garnered millions of dollars in fees to bless Sino’s reported results and assets. To their

great detriment, the Class Members relied upon these supposed gatekeepers.

7. As a reporting issuer in Ontario and elsewhere, Sino was required at all material times to
comply with GAAP. Indeed, Sino, BDO and E&Y, Sino’s auditors during the Class Period and
previously, repeatedly misrepresented that Sino’s financial statements complied with GAAP.

This was false.

8. On June 2, 2011, Muddy Waters, a short seller and research firm with extensive PRC
experience, issued its first research report in relation to Sino, and unveiled the scale of the
deception that had been worked upon the Class Members, Muddy Waters® initial report
effectively revealed, among other things, that Sino had materially misstated its financial results,
had falsely claimed to have acquired trees that it did not own, had reported sales that had not
been made, or that had been made in a manner that did not permit Sino to book those sales as
revenue under GAAP, and had concealed numerous related party transactions. These revelations

had a catastrophic effect on Sino’s stock price.

9. On June 1, 2011, prior to the publication of Muddy Waters’ report, Sino’s common
shares closed at $18.21. After the Muddy Waters report became public, Sino shares fell to
$14.46 on the TSX (a decline of 20.6%), at which point trading was halted. When trading

resumed the next day, Sino’s shares fell to a close of $5.23 (a decline of 71.3% from June 1),

10. On June 3, 2011, Sino announced that, in response to the allegations of Muddy Waters,

its board had formed a committee, which Sino then falsely characterized as “independent” (the

| Dollar figures are in Canadian dollars (unless otherwise indicated) and are rounded for convenience.
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“Independent Committee” or “IC”), to examine and review the allegations contained in the
Muddy Waters® report of June 2, 2011. The initial members of the IC were the Defendants
Ardell, Bowland and Hyde. The IC subsequently retained legal, accounting and other advisers to

assist it in the fulfillment of its mandate.

11.  On August 26, 2011, the OSC issued a cease-trade order in respect of Sino’s securities,
alleging that Sino appeared to have engaged in significant non-arm’s length transactions which
may have been contrary to Ontario securities laws and the public interest, that Sino and certain of
its officers and directors appeared to have misrepresented some of Sino’s revenue and/or
exaggerated some of its timber holdings, and that Sino and certain of its officers and directors,
including Chan, appeared to be engaging or participating in acts, practices or a course of conduct
related to Sino’s securities which they (or any of them) knew or ought reasonably know would

perpetuate a fraud.

12. On November 13, 2011, the IC released the Second Report. Therein, the IC revealed,
inter alia, that: (1) Sino’s management had failed to cooperate in numerous important respects
with the IC’s investigation; (2) “there is a risk” that certain of Sino’s operations “taken as a
whole” were in violation of PRC law; (3) Sino adopted processes that “avoid[] Chinese foreign
exchange controls which must be complied with in a normal cross-border sale and purchase
transaction, and [which] could present an obstacle to future repatriation of sales proceeds, and
could have tax implications as well”; (4) the IC “has not been able to verify that any relevant
income taxes and VAT have been paid by or on behalf of the BVIs in China”; (5) Sino lacked
proof of title to the vast majority of its purported holdings of standing timber; (6) Sino’s
“transaction volumes with a number of Al and Suppliers do not match the revenue reported by

such Suppliers in their SAIC filing”; (7) “[n]one of the BVI timber purchase contracts have as
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attachments either (i) Plantation Rights Certificates from either the Counterparty or original
owner or (ii) villager resolutions, both of which are contemplated as attachments by the standard
form of BVI timber purchase contract employed by the Company; and (8) “[t]here are
indications in emails and in interviews with Suppliers that gifts or cash payments are made to

forestry bureaus and forestry bureau officials.”

13, On January 31, 2012, the IC released its Final Report. Therein, the IC effectively
revealed that, despite having conducted an investigation over nearly eight months, and despite
the expenditure of US$50 million on that investigation, it had failed to refute, or even to provide

plausible answers to, key allegations made by Muddy Waters:

This Final Report of the IC sets out the activities undertaken by the IC since mid-
November, the findings from such activities and the IC’s conclusions regarding its
examination and review. The IC’s activities during this period have been limited
as a result of Canadian and Chinese holidays (Christmas, New Year and Chinese
New Year) and the extensive involvement of IC members in the Company’s
Restructuring and Audit Committees, both of which are advised by different
advisors than those retained by the IC. The IC believes that, notwithstanding
there remain issues which have not been fully answered, the work of the IC is
now at the point of diminishing returns because much of the information which it
is seeking lies with non-compellable third parties, may not exist or is apparently
not retrievable from the records of the Company.

[.]

Given the circumstances described above, the IC understands that, with the
delivery of this Final Report, its review and examination activities are terminated.
The IC does not expect to undertake further work other than assisting with
responses to regulators and the RCMP as required and engaging in such further
specific activities as the [C may deem advisable or the Board may instruct. The
IC has asked the IC Advisors to remain available to assist and advise the IC upon
its instructions

14, Sino failed to meet the standards required of a public company in Canada. Aided by its
auditors and the Underwriters, Sino raised billions of dollars from investors on the false premise

that they were investing in a well managed, ethical and GAAP-compliant corporation. They
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were not. Accordingly, this action is brought to recover the Class Members’ losses from those

who caused them:; the Defendants,

IV.  THE PARTIES
A, The Plaintiffs

15, Labourers are the trustees of the Labourers’ Pension Fund of Central and Eastern Canada,
a multi-employer pension plan providing benefits for employees working in the construction
industry. The fund is a union-negotiated, collectively-bargained defined benefit pension plan
established on February 23, 1972 and currently has approximately $2 billion in assets, over
39,000 members and over 13,000 pensioners and beneficiaries and approximately 2,000
participating employers. A board of trustees representing members of the plan governs the fund.
The plan is registered under the Pension Benefits Act, RSO 1990, ¢ P.8 and the Income Tax Act,
RSC 1985, 5th Supp, ¢,1. Labourers purchased Sino’s common shares over the TSX during the
Class Period and continued to hold shares at the end of the Class Period. In addition, Labourers
purchased Sino common shares offered by the December 2009 Prospectus and in the distribution

to which that Prospectus related.

16.  Operating Engineers are the trustees of the International Union of Operating Engineers
Local 793 Pension Plan for Operating Engineers in Ontario, a multi-employer pension plan
providing pension benefits for operating engineers in Ontario. The pension plan is a union-
negotiated, collectively-bargained defined benefit pension plan established on November 1, 1973
and currently has approximately $1.5 billion in assets, over 9,000 members and pensioners and
beneficiaries, The fund is governed by a board of trustees representing members of the plan. The
plan is registered under the Pension Benefits Act, RSO 1990, ¢ P.8 and the Income Tax Act, RSC
1985, 5th Supp, ¢.1. Operating Engineers purchased Sino’s common shares over the TSX during

the Class Period, and continued to hold shares at the end of the Class Period.
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17.  AP7 is the Swedish National Pension Fund. As of June 30, 2011, AP7 had approximately
$15.3 billion in assets under management, Funds managed by AP7 purchased Sino’s common
shares over the TSX during the Class Period and continued to hold those common shares at the

end of the Class Period.

18.  Grant is an individual residing in Calgary, Alberta. He purchased 100 of the Sino 6.25%
Guaranteed Senior Notes due 2017 that were offered by the October 2010 Offering
Memorandum and in the distribution to which that Offering Memorandum related. Grant

continued to hold those Notes at the end of the Class Period.

19.  Wong is an individual residing in Kincardine, Ontario. During the Class Period, Wong
purchased Sino’s common shares over the TSX and continued to hold some or all of such shares
at the end of the Class Period. In addition, Wong purchased Sino common shares offered by the
December 2009 Prospectus and in the distribution to which that Prospectus related, and

continued to own those shares at the end of the Class Period.

B. The Defendants

20.  Sino purports to be a commercial forest plantation operator in the PRC and elsewhere.

Sino is a corporation formed under the CBCA.

21, At the material times, Sino was a reporting issuer in all provinces of Canada, and had its
registered office located in Mississauga, Ontario. At the material times, Sino’s shares were listed
for trading on the TSX under the ticker symbol “TRE,” on the Berlin exchange as “SEJ GR,” on
the over-the-counter market in the United States as “SNOFF” and on the Tradegate market as
“SFJ TH.” Sino securities are also listed on alternative trading venues in Canada and elsewhere

including, without limitation, AlphaToronto and PureTrading. Sino’s shares also traded over-
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the-counter in the United States. Sino has various debt instruments, derivatives and other

securities that are traded in Canada and elsewhere.

22.  As a reporting issuer in Ontario, Sino was required throughout the Class Period to issue
and file with SEDAR:
(a)  within 45 days of the end of each quarter, quarterly interim financial statements

prepared in accordance with GAAP that must include a comparative statement to

the end of each of the corresponding periods in the previous financial year;

(b)  within 90 days of the end of the fiscal year, annual financial statements prepared
in accordance with GAAP, including comparative financial statements relating to

the period covered by the preceding financial year;

(c) contemporaneously with each of the above, a MD&A of each of the above

financial statements; and

(d) within 90 days of the end of the fiscal year, an AIF, including material
information about the company and its business at a point in time in the context of

its historical and possible future development.

23, MD&As are a narrative explanation of how the company performed during the period
covered by the financial statements, and of the company’s financial condition and future
prospects. The MD&A must discuss important trends and risks that have affected the financial

statements, and trends and risks that are reasonably likely to affect them in future,

24.  AlFs are an annual disclosure document intended to provide material information about
the company and its business at a point in time in the context of its historical and future
development. The AIF describes the company, its operations and prospects, risks and other

external factors that impact the company specifically.
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25. Sino controlled the contents of its MD&As, financial statements, AIFs and the other

documents particularized herein and the misrepresentations made therein were made by Sino.

26. Chan is a co-founder of Sino, and was the Chairman, Chief Executive Officer and a
director of the company from 1994 until his resignation from those positions on or about August
25, 2011, As Sino’s CEQ, Chan signed and certified the company’s disclosure documents
during the Class Period. Chan, along with Hyde, signed each of the 2006-2010 Audited Annual

Financial Statements on behalf of Sino’s board, Chan resides in Hong Kong, China.

27.  Chan certified each of Sino’s Class Period annual and quarterly MD&As and financial
statements, each of which is an Impugned Document. In so doing, he adopted as his own the
false statements such documents contained, as particularized below. Chan signed each of Sino’s
Class Period annual financial statements, each of which is an Impugned Document. In so doing,
he adopted as his own the false statements such documents contained, as particularized below.

As a director and officer, he caused Sino to make the misrepresentations particularized below.

28.  Since Sino was established, Chan has received lavish compensation from Sino, For
example, for 2006 to 2010, Chan’s total compensation (other than share-based compensation)
was, respectively, US$3.0 million, US$3.8 million, US$5.0 million, US$7.6 million and US$9.3

million.

29.  As at May 1, 1995, shortly after Sino became a reporting issuer, Chan held 18.3% of
Sino’s outstanding common shares and 37.5% of its preference shares. As of April 29, 2011 he
held 2.7% of Sino’s common shares (the company no longer has preference shares outstanding).

Chan has made in excess of $10 million through the sale of Sino shares.
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30. Horsley is Sino’s Chief Financial Officer, and has held this position since October 2005.
In his position as Sino’s CFO, Horsley has signed and certified the company’s disclosure
documents during the Class Period. Horsley resides in Ontario. Horsley has made in excess of

$11 million through the sale of Sino shares.

31.  Horsley certified each of Sino’s Class Period annual and quarterly MD&As and financial
statements, each of which is an Impugned Document. In so doing, he adopted as his own the
false statements such documents contained, as particularized below. Horsley signed each of
Sino’s Class Period annual financial statements, each of which is an Impugned Document. In so
doing, he adopted as his own the false statements such documents contained, as particularized

below. As an officer, he caused Sino to make the misrepresentations particularized below.

32. Since becoming Sino’s CFO, Horsley has also received lavish compensation from Sino.
For 2006 to 2010, Horsley’s total compensation (other than share-based compensation) was,
respectively, US$1.1 million, US$1.4 million, US$1.7 million, US$2.5 million, and US$3.1

million.

33.  Poon is a co-founder of Sino, and has been the President of the company since 1994. He
was a director of Sino from 1994 to May 2009, and he continues to serve as Sino’s President.
Poon resides in Hong Kong, China. While he was a board member, he adopted as his own the
false statements made in each of Sino’s annual financial statements, particularized below, when
such statements were signed on his behalf. While he was a board member, he caused Sino to

make the misrepresentations particularized below.

34,  As at May 1, 1995, shortly after Sino became a reporting issuer, Poon held 18.3% of

Sino’s outstanding common shares and 37.5% of its preference shares. As of April 29, 2011 he
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held 0.42% of Sino’s common shares. Poon has made in excess of $34.4 million through the sale

of Sino shares.

35.  Poon rarely attended board meetings while he was on Sino’s board. From the beginning
of 2006 until his resignation from the Board in 2009, he attended 5 of the 39 board meetings, or

less than 13% of all board meetings held during that period.

36,  Wang is a director of Sino, and has held this position since August 2007. Wang resides
in Hong Kong, China. As a board member, he adopted as his own the false statements made in
each of Sino’s annual financial statements, particularized below, when such statements were
signed on his behalf. As a board member, he caused Sino to make the misrepresentations

particularized below.

37.  Martin has been a director of Sino since 2006, and was appointed vice-chairman in 2010.
On or about August 25, 2011, Martin replaced Chan as Chief Executive Officer of Sino. Martin
was a member of Sino’s audit committee prior to early 2011. Martin has made in excess of
$474,000 through the sale of Sino shares. He resides in Hong Kong, China. As a board member,
he adopted as his own the false statements made in each of Sino’s annual financial statements,
particularized below, when such statements were signed on his behalf. As a board member, he

caused Sino to make the misrepresentations particularized herein,

38.  Mak is a director of Sino, and has held this position since 1994. Mak was a member of
Sino’s audit committee prior to early 2011, Mak and persons connected with Mak have made in
excess of $6.4 million through sales of Sino shares. Mak resides in British Columbia. As a

board member, he adopted as his own the false statements made in each of Sino’s annual
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financial statements, particularized below, when such statements were signed on his behalf. Asa

board member, he caused Sino to make the misrepresentations particularized below.

39.  Murray is a director of Sino, and has held this position since 1999, Murray has made in
excess of $9.9 million through sales of Sino shares. Murray resides in Hong Kong, China. Asa
board member, he adopted as his own the false statements made in each of Sino’s annual
financial statements, particularized below, when such statements were signed on his behalf. Asa

board member, he caused Sino to make the misrepresentations particularized below.

40.  Since becoming a director, Murray has rarely attended board and board committee
meetings. From the beginning of 2006 to the close of 2010, Murray attended 14 of 64 board
meetings, or less than 22% of board meetings held during that period. During that same period,
Murray attended 2 out of 13, or 15%, of the meetings held by the Board’s Compensation and
Nominating Committee, and attended none of the 11 meetings of that Committee held from the

beginning of 2007 to the close of 2010.

41, Hyde is a director of Sino, and has held this position since 2004. Hyde was previously a
partner of E&Y. Hyde is the chairman of Sino’s Audit Committee. Hyde, along with Chan,
signed each of the 2007-2010 Annual Consolidated Financial Statements on behalf of Sino’s
board. Hyde is also member of the Compensation and Nominating Committee. Hyde has made
in excess of $2.4 million through the sale of Sino shares, Hyde resides in Ontario. As a board
member, he adopted as his own the false statements made in each of Sino’s annual financial
statements, particularized below, when he signed such statements or when they were signed on
his behalf. As a board member, he caused Sino to make the misrepresentations particularized

below,
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42.  Ardell is a director of Sino, and has held this position since January 2010. Ardell is a
member of Sino’s audit committee. Ardell resides in Ontario, As a board member, he adopted
as his own the false statements made in each of Sino’s annual financial statements released while
he was a board member, particu'larized below, when such statements were signed on his behalf.

As a board member, he caused Sino to make the misrepresentations particularized below.

43.  Bowland was a director of Sino from February 2011 until his resignation from the Board
of Sino in November 2011. While on Sino’s Board, Bowland was a member of Sino’s Audit
Committee. He was formerly an employee of a predecessor to E&Y. Bowland resides in
Ontario. As a board member, he adopted as his own the false statements made in each of Sino’s
annual financial statements released while he was a board member, particularized below, when
such statements were signed on his behalf. As a board member, he caused Sino to make the

misrepresentations particularized below.

44,  West is a director of Sino, and has held this position since February 2011, West was
previously a partner at E&Y. West is a member of Sino’s Audit Committee. West resides in
Ontario. As a board member, he adopted as his own the false statements made in each of Sino’s
annual financial statements released while he was a board member, particularized below, when
such statements were signed on his behalf. As a board member, he caused Sino to make the

misrepresentations particularized below.

45,  As officer and/or directors of Sino, the Individual Defendants were fiduciaries of Sino,
and they made the misrepresentations alleged herein, adopted such misrepresentations, and/or
caused Sino to make such misrepresentations while they were acting in their capacity as

fiduciaries, and in violation of their fiduciary duties. In addition, Chan, Poon, Horsley, Martin,
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Mak and Murray were unjustly enriched in the manner and to the extent particularized below

while they were acting in their capacity as fiduciaries, and in violation of their fiduciary duties.

46. At all material times, Sino maintained the Code, which governed Sino’s employees,
officers and directors, including the Individual Defendants. The Code stated that the members of
senior management “are expected to lead according to high standards of ethical conduct, in both

3

words and actions...” The Code further required that Sino representatives act in the best
interests of shareholders, corporate opportunities not be used for personal gain, no one trade in
Sino securities based on undisclosed knowledge stemming from their position or employment
with Sino, the company’s books and records be honest and accurate, conflicts of interest be
avoided, and any violations or suspected violations of the Code, and any concerns regarding

accounting, financial statement disclosure, internal accounting or disclosure controls or auditing

matters, be reported.

47.  E&Y has been engaged as Sino’s auditor since August 13, 2007. E&Y was also engaged
as Sino’s auditor from Sino’s creation through February 19, 1999, when E&Y abruptly resigned
during audit season and was replaced by the now-defunct Arthur Andersen LLP, E&Y was also
Sino’s auditor from 2000 to 2004, when it was replaced by BDO. E&Y is an expert of Sino

within the meaning of the Securities Legislation.

48.  E&Y, in providing what it purported to be “audit” services to Sino, made statements that
it knowingly intended to be, and which were, disseminated to Sino’s current and prospective
security holders, At all material times, E&Y was aware of that class of persons, intended to and
did communicate with them, and intended that that class of persons would rely on E&Y’s

statements relating to Sino, which they did to their detriment.
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49.  E&Y consented to the inclusion in the June 2009 and December 2009 Prospectuses, as
well as the July 2008, June 2009, December 2009 and October 2010 Offering Memoranda, of its
audit reports on Sino’s Annual Financial Statements for various years, as alleged more

particularly below.

50, BDO is the successor of BDO McCabe Lo Limited, the Hong Kong, China based
auditing firm that was engaged as Sino’s auditor during the period of March 21, 2005 through
August 12, 2007, when they resigned at Sino’s request, and were replaced by E&Y. BDO is an

expert of Sino within the meaning of the Securities Legislation,

51.  During the term of its service as Sino’s auditor, BDO provided what it purported to be
“audit” services to Sino, and in the course thereof made statements that it knowingly intended to
be, and which were, disseminated to Sino’s current and prospective security holders. At all
material times, BDO was aware of that class of persons, intended to and did communicate with
them, and intended that that class of persons rely on BDQO’s statements relating to Sino, which

they did to their detriment.

52.  BDO consented to the inclusion in each of the June 2007 and December 2009
Prospectuses and the July 2008, June 2009 and December 2009 Offering Memoranda, of its audit

reports on Sino’s Annual Financial Statements for 2005 and 2006.

53.  E&Y and BDO’s annual Auditors’ Report was made “to the shareholders of Sino-Forest
corporation,” which included the Class Members. Indeed, s. 1000.11 of the Handbook of the
Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants states that “the objective of financial statements for
profit-oriented enterprises focuses primarily on the information needs of investors and creditors”

[emphasis added].
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54.  Sino’s shareholders, including numerous Class Members, appointed E&Y as auditors of
Sino-Forest by shareholder resolutions passed on various dates, including on June 21, 2004, May

26, 2008, May 25, 2009, May 31, 2010 and May 30, 2011.

55.  Sino’s shareholders, including numerous Class Members, appointed BDO as auditors of

Sino-Forest by resolutions passed on May 16, 2005, June 5, 2006 and May 28, 2007.

56.  During the Class Period, with the knowledge and consent of BDO or E&Y (as the case
may be), Sino’s audited annual financial statements for the years ended December 31, 2006,
2007, 2008, 2009 and 2010, together with the report of BDO or E&Y thereon (as the case may
be), were presented to the shareholders of Sino (including numerous Class Members) at annual
meetings of such shareholders held in Toronto, Canada on, respectively, May 28, 2007, May 26,

2008, May 25, 2009, May 31, 2010 and May 30, 2011. As alleged elsewhere herein, all such

financial statements constituted Impugned Documents.

57.  Pd&yry is an international forestry consulting firm which purported to provide certain
forestry consultation services to Sino. P&yry is an expert of Sino within the meaning of the

Securities Legislation,

58.  Poyry, in providing what it purported to be “forestry consulting” services to Sino, made
statements that it knowingly intended to be, and which were, disseminated to Sino’s current and
prospective security holders. At all material times, Poyry was aware of that class of persons,
intended to and did communicate with them, and intended that that class of persons would rely

on Pdyry’s statements relating to Sino, which they did to their detriment,



158

29

59.  POSyry consented to the inclusion in the June 2007, June 2009 and December 2009
Prospectuses, as well as the July 2008, June 2009, December 2009 and October 2010 Offering

Memoranda, of its various reports, as detailed below in paragraph ®.

60. The Underwriters are various financial institutions who served as underwriters in one or

more of the Offerings,

61. In connection with the distributions conducted pursuant to the June 2007, June 2009 and
December 2009 Prospectuses, the Underwriters who underwrote those distributions were paid,
respectively, an aggregate of approximately $7.5 million, $14.0 million and $14.4 million in
underwriting commissions. In connection with the offerings of Sino’s notes in July 2008,
December 2009, and October 2010, the Underwriters who underwrote those offerings were paid,
respectively, an aggregate of approximately US$2.2 million, US$8.5 million and $US6 million,
Those commissions were paid in substantial part as consideration for the Underwriters’

purported due diligence examination of Sino’s business and affairs.

62.  None of the Underwriters conducted a reasonable investigation into Sino in connection
with any of the Offerings. None of the Underwriters had reasonable grounds to believe that there
was no misrepresentation in any of the Impugned Documents, In the circumstances of this case,
including the facts that Sino operated in an emerging economy, Sino had entered Canada’s
capital markets by means of a reverse merger, and Sino had reported extraordinary results over
an extended period of time that far surpassed those reported by Sino’s peers, the Underwriters all
ought to have exercised heightened vigilance and caution in the course of discharging their duties
to investors, which they did not do. Had they done so, they would have uncovered Sino’s true
nature, and the Class Members to whom they owed their duties would not have sustained the

losses that they sustained on their Sino investments.
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V. THE OFFERINGS

63.  Through the Offerings, Sino raised in aggregate in excess of $2.7 billion from investors

during the Class Period. In particular:

(a)

(b)

(c)

On June 5, 2007, Sino issued and filed with SEDAR the June 2007 Prospectus
pursuant to which Sino distributed to the public 15,900,000 common shares at a
price of $12.65 per share for gross proceeds of $201,135,000. The June 2007
Prospectus incorporated by reference Sino’s: (1) 2006 AlF; (2) 2006 Audited
Annual Financial Statements; (3) 2006 Annual MD&A; (4) Management
Information Circular dated April 27, 2007; (5) Q1 2007 Financial Statements; and
(6) Q1 2007 MD&A;

On July 17, 2008, Sino issued the July 2008 Offering Memorandum pursuant to
which Sino sold through private placement US$345 million in aggregate principal
amount of convertible senior notes due 2013, The July 2008 Offering
Memorandum included: (1) Sino’s Consolidated Annual Financial Statements for
2005, 2006 and 2007; (2) Sino’s unaudited interim financial statements for the
three-month periods ended March 31, 2007 and 2008; (3) the section of the 2007
ATF entitled “Audit Committee” and the charter of the Audit Committee attached
as an appendix to the 2007 AIF; and (4) the P8yry report entitled “Sino-Forest
Corporation Valuation of China Forest Assets Report as at 31 December 2007”
dated March 14, 2008;

On June 1, 2009, Sino issued and filed with SEDAR the June 2009 Prospectus
pursuant to which Sino distributed to the public 34,500,000 common shares at a
price of $11.00 per share for gross proceeds of $379,500,000. The June 2009
Prospectus incorporated by reference Sino’s: (1) 2008 AIF; (2) 2007 and 2008
Annual Consolidated Financial Statements; (3) Amended 2008 Annual MD&A;
(4) QI 2009 MD&A; (5) Q1 2008 and 2009 Financial Statements; (6) Q1 2009
MD&A; (7) Management [nformation Circular dated April 28, 2009; and (8) the
P&yry report titled “Valuation of China Forest Corp Assets As at 31 December
2008 dated April 1, 2009;
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On June 24, 2009, Sino issued the June 2009 Offering Memorandum for exchange
of certain of its then outstanding senior notes due 2011 with new notes, pursuant
to which Sino issued US$212,330,000 in aggregate principal amount of 10.25%
Guaranteed Senior Notes due 2014. The June 2009 Offering Memorandum
incorporated by reference: (1) Sino’s 2005, 2006 and 2007 Consolidated Annual
Financial Statements; (2) the auditors’ report of BDO dated March 19, 2007 with
respect to Sino’s Consolidated Annual Financial Statements for 2005 and 2006;
(3) the auditors’ report of E&Y dated March 12, 2008 with respect to Sino’s
Consolidated Annual Financial Statements for 2007 except as to notes 2, 18 and
23; (4) Sino’s Consolidated Annual Financial Statements for 2007 and 2008 and
the auditors’ report of E&Y dated March 13, 2009; (5) the section entitled “Audit
Committee” in the 2008 AIF, and the charter of the Audit Committee attached as
an appendix to the 2008 AIF; and (6) the unaudited interim financial statements
for the three-month periods ended March 31, 2008 and 2009;

On December 10, 2009, Sino issued the December 2009 Offering Memorandum
pursuant to which Sino sold through private placement US$460,000,000 in
aggregate principal amount of 4.25% convertible senior notes due 2016. This
Offering Memorandum incorporated by reference: (1) Sino’s Consolidated
Annual Financial Statements for 2005, 2006, 2007; (2) the auditors’ report of
BDO dated March 19, 2007 with respect to Sino’s Annual Financial Statements
for 2005 and 2006; (3) the auditors’ report of E&Y dated March 12, 2008 with
respect to Sino’s Consolidated Annual Financial Statements for 2007, except as to
notes 2, 18 and 23; (4) Sino’s Consolidated Annual Financial Statements for 2007
and 2008 and the auditors’ report of E&Y dated March 13, 2009; (5) the
unaudited interim consolidated financial statements for the nine-month periods
ended September 30, 2008 and 2009; (6) the section entitled “Audit Committee”
in the 2008 AIF, and the charter of the Audit Committee attached to the 2008
AIF; (7) the Poyry report entitled “Sino-Forest Corporation Valuation of China
Forest Assets as at 31 December 2007”; and (8) the P&yry report entitled “Sino-
Forest Corporation Valuation of China Forest Corp Assets as at 31 December
2008” dated April 1, 2009;
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On December 10, 2009, Sino issued and filed with SEDAR the December 2009
Prospectus (together with the June 2007 Prospectus and the June 2009 Prospectus,
the ‘“Prospectuses”) pursuant to which Sino distributed to the public 21,850,000
common shares at a price of $16.80 per share for gross proceeds of $367,080,000.
The December 2009 Prospectus incorporated by reference Sino’s: (1) 2008 AIF;
(2) 2007 and 2008 Annual Consolidated Financial Statements; (3) Amended 2008
Annual MD&A; (4) Q3 2008 and 2009 Financial Statements; (5) Q3 2009
MDé&A; (6) Management Information Circular dated April 28, 2009; and (7) the
P&yry report titled “Valuation of China Forest Corp Assets As at 31 December
2008” dated April 1, 2009;

On February 8, 2010, Sino closed the acquisition of substantially all of the
outstanding common shares of Mandra Forestry Holdings Limited. Concurrent
with this acquisition, Sino completed an exchange with holders of 99.7% of the
USD$195 million notes issued by Mandra Forestry Finance Limited and 96.7% of
the warrants issued by Mandra Forestry Holdings Limited, for new 10.25%
guaranteed senior notes issued by Sino in the aggregate principal amount of
USD$187,177,375 with a maturity date of July 28, 2014, On February 11, 2010,
Sino exchanged the new 2014 Senior Notes for an additional issue of
USD$187,187,000 in aggregate principal amount of Sino’s existing 2014 Senior

Notes, issued pursuant to the June 2009 Offering Memorandum; and

On October 14, 2010, Sino issued the October 2010 Offering Memorandum
pursuant to which Sino sold through private placement US$600,000,000 in
aggregate principal amount of 6.25% guaranteed senior notes due 2017. The
October 2010 Offering Memorandum incorporated by reference: (1) Sino’s
Consolidated Annual Financial Statements for 2007, 2008 and 2009; (2) the
auditors’ report of E&Y dated March 15, 2010 with respect to Sino’s Annual
Financial Statements for 2008 and 2009; and (3) Sino’s unaudited interim

financial statements for the six-month periods ended June 30, 2009 and 2010.
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64.  The offering documents referenced in the preceding paragraph included, or incorporated
other documents by reference that included, the Representation and the other misrepresentations
in such documents that are particularized elsewhere herein. Had the truth in regard to Sino’s
management, business and affairs been timely disclosed, securities regulators likely would not

have receipted the Prospectuses, nor would any of the Offerings have occurred.

65.  Each of Chan, Horsley, Martin and Hyde signed the June 2007 Prospectus, and therein
falsely certified that that prospectus, together with the documents incorporated therein by
reference, constituted full, true and plain disclosure of all material facts relating to the securities
offered thereby., Each of Dundee, CIBC, Merrill and Credit Suisse also signed the June 2007
Prospectus, and therein falsely certified that, to the best of its knowledge, information and belief,
that prospectus, together with the documents incorporated therein by reference, constituted full,
true and plain disclosure of all material facts relating to the securities offered thereby.

66.  Each of Chan, Horsley, Martin and Hyde signed the June 2009 Prospectus, and therein
falsely certified that that prospectus, together with the documents incorporated therein by
reference, constituted full, true and plain disclosure of all material facts relating to the securities
offered thereby. Each of Dundee, Merrill, Credit Suisse, Scotia and TD also signed the June
2009 Prospectus, and therein falsely certified that, to the best of its knowledge, information and
belief, that prospectus, together with the documents incorporated therein by reference,
constituted full, true and plain disclosure of all material facts relating to the securities offered
thereby,

67.  Each of Chan, Horsley, Martin and Hyde signed the December 2009 Prospectus, and
therein falsely certified that that prospectus, together with the documents incorporated therein by

reference, constituted full, true and plain disclosure of all material facts relating to the securities
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offered thereby. Each of Dundee, Merrill, Credit Suisse, Scotia, CIBC, RBC, Maison,
Canaccord and TD also signed the December 2009 Prospectus, and therein falsely certified that,
to the best of its knowledge, information and belief, that prospectus, together with the documents
incorporated therein by reference, constituted full, true and plain disclosure of all material facts
relating to the securities offered thereby.

68.  E&Y consented to the inclusion in: (1) the June 2009 Prospectus, of its audit reports on
Sino’s Audited Annual Financial Statements for 2007 and 2008; (2) the December 2009
Prospectus, of its audit reports on Sino’s Audited Annual Financial Statements for 2007 and
2008; (3) the July 2008 Offering Memorandum, of its audit reports on Sino’s Audited Annual
Financial Statements for 2007, and its adjustments to Sino’s Audited Annual Financial
Statements for 2005 and 2006; (4) the December 2009 Offering Memorandum, of its audit
reports on Sino’s Audited Annual Financial Statements for 2007 and 2008; and (5) the October
2010 Offering Memoranda, of its audit reports on Sino’s Audited Annual Financial Statements

for 2008 and 2009,

69. BDO consented to the inclusion in each of the June 2007 and December 2009
Prospectuses and the July 2008, June 2009 and December 2009 Offering Memoranda of its audit

reports on Sino’s Audited Annual Financial Statements for 2006 and 2005.

VI. THE MISREPRESENTATIONS

70.  During the Class Period, Sino made the misrepresentations particularized below. These

misrepresentations related to:
A. Sino’s history and fraudulent origins;
B. Sino’s forestry assets;

C. Sino’s related party transactions;
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D. Sino’s relationships with forestry bureaus and its purported title to forestry assets in the
PRC;

E. Sino’s relationships with its “Authorized Intermediaries;”
F, Sino’s cash flows;
G. Certain risks to which Sino was exposed; and

H. Sino’s compliance with GAAP and the Auditors’ compliance with GAAS.

A, Misrepresentations relating to Sino’s History and Fraudulent Origins
(i)  Sino Overstates the Value of, and the Revenues Generated by, the Leizhou Joint
Venture
71. At the time of its founding by way of reverse merger in 1994, Sino’s business was

conducted primarily through an equity joint venture between Sino’s Hong Kong subsidiary,
Sino-Wood Partners, Limited (“Sino-Wood”), and the Leizhou Forestry Bureau, which was
situated in Guangdong Province in the south of the PRC., The name of the venture was
Zhanjiang Leizhou Eucalyptus Resources Development Co. Ltd. (“Leizhou™). The stated

purpose of Leizhou, established in 1994, was:

Managing forests, wood processing, the production of wood products and wood
chemical products, and establishing a production facility with an annual
production capacity of 50,000 m’ of Micro Density Fiber Board (MDF),
managing a base of 120,000 mu (8,000 ha) of which the forest annual utilization
would be 8,000 m°,
72.  There are two types of joint ventures in the PRC relevant to Sino: equity joint ventures
(‘EJV”) and cooperating joint ventures (“CJV”). In an EJV, profits and assets are distributed in

proportion to the parties’ equity holdings upon winding up. In a CJV, the parties may contract to

divide profits and assets disproportionately to their equity interests.



165

36

73.  According to a Sino prospectus issued in January 1997, Leizhou, an EJV, was responsible
for 20,000 hectares of the 30,000 hectares that Sino claimed to have “phased-in.” Leizhou was

the key driver of Sino’s purported early growth.

74.  Sino claimed to hold 53% of the equity in Leizhou, which was to total US$10 million,
and Sino further claimed that the Leizhou Forestry Bureau was to contribute 20,000 ha of
forestry land, In reality, however, the terms of the EJV required the Leizhou Forestry Bureau to

contribute a mere 3,533 ha.

75.  What was also unknown to investors was that Leizhou did not generate the sales claimed
by Sino. More particularly, in 1994, 1995 and 1996, respectively, Sino claimed to have
generated US$11.3 million, US$23.9 million and US$23.1 million in sales from Leizhou. In

reality, however, these sales did not occur, or were materially overstated.

76.  Indeed, in an undisclosed letter from Leizhou Forestry Bureau to Zhanjiang City Foreign
and Economic Relations and Trade Commission, dated February 27, 1998, the Bureau

complained:

To: Zhanjiang Municipal Foreign Economic Relations & Trade Commission

Through mutual consultation between Leizhou Forestry Administration
(hereinafter referred to as our side) and Sino-Wood Partners Limited (hereinafier
referred to as the foreign party), and, with the approval document ZIMPZ
No.021 [1994] issued by your commission on 28" January 1994 for approving
the contracts and articles of association entered into by both parties, and, with the
approval certificate WIMZHZZZ No.065 [1994] issued by your commission,
both parties jointly established Zhanjiang Eucalyptus Resources Development
Co. Ltd. (hereinafter referred to as the Joint Venture) whose incorporate number
is 162622-0012 and duly registered the same with Zhanjiang Administration for
Industry and Commerce and obtained the business license GSQHYZ No.00604
on 29" January in the same year, It has been 4 years since the registration and
we set out the situation as follows:

I. Information of the investment of both sides



37

The investment of our side: according to the contract and articles of
association signed by both sides and approved by your commission, our
side has paid in RMB95,481,503.29 (equivalent to USD11,640,000.00) to
the Joint Venture on 20" June 1995 through an in-kind contribution. The
payment was made in accordance with the prescribed procedures and
confirmed by signatures of the legal representatives of both parties.
According to the Capital Verification Report from Yuexi (ZE.78)
Accounting Firm, this payment accounts for 99.1% of the agreed capital
contribution from our side, which is USD11,750,000, and accounts for
46.56% of the total investment,

The investment of the foreign party; the foreign party has paid in
USD1,000,000 on 16" March 1994, which was in the starting period of the
Joint Venture. According to the Capital Verification Report from Yuexi
B ) Accounting Firm, this payment only accounts for 7.55% of the
agreed capital contribution from the foreign party totaling
USD13,250,000, and accounts for 4% of the total investment. Then, in the
prescribed investment period, the foreign party did not further pay capital
into the Joint Venture. In view of this, your commission sent a “Notice on
Time for Capital Contribution” to the foreign party on 30" January 1996.
In accordance with the notice, the foreign party then on 10" April sent a
letter to your commission, requesting for postponing the deadline for
capital contribution to 20" December the same year, On 14™ May 1996,
your commission replied to Allen Chan ([R{EJ5), the Chairman of the
Joint Venture, stating that “postponement of the deadline for capital
contribution is subject to the consent of our side and requires amendment
of the term on the capital contribution time in the original contract, and
both parties shall sign a bilateral supplementary contract; after the
application has been approved, the postponed deadline will become
effective.”. Based on the spirit of the letter dated 14" May from your
commission and for the purpose of achieving mutual communication and
dealing with the issues of the Joint Venture actively and appropriately, on
11" June 1996, Chan Shixing (FRiR34) and two other Directors from our
side sent a joint letter to Allen Chan (FR{EJ5), the Chairman of the Joint
Venture, to propose a meeting of the board to be convened before 30™
June 1996 in Zhanjiang, in order to discuss how to deal with the issues of
the Joint Venture in accordance with the relevant State provisions.
Unfortunately, the foreign party neither had discussion with our side
pursuant to your commission’s letter, nor replied to the proposal of our
side, and furthermore failed to make payment to the Joint Venture. Now, it
has been two years beyond the deadline for capital contribution (29"
January 1996), and more than one year beyond the date prescribed by the
Notice on Time for Capital Contribution issued by your commission (30™
April 1996). However, the foreign party has been evading the discussion
of the capital contribution issue, and moreover has taken no further action,

166
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II. The Joint Venture is not capable of attaining substantial
operation

According to the contract and articles of association, the main purposes of
setting up the Joint Venture are, on the one hand, to invest and construct a
project producing 50,000 cubic meter Medium Density Fiberboard (MDF)
a year; and on the other hand, to create a forest base of 120,000 mu, with
which to produce 80,000 cubic meter of timber as raw material for the
production of medium density fiberboard. The contract and articles of
association also prescribed that the whole funding required for the MDF
board project should be paid by the foreign party in cash; our side should
pay in-kind the proportion of the fund prescribed by the contract. After
contributing capital of USD1,000,000 in the early stage, the foreign
party not only failed to make subsequent capital contributions, but also
in their own name successively withdrew a total amount of
RMB4,141,045.02, from the funds they contributed, of which
USD270,000 was paid to Huadu Baixing Wood Products Factory
(TEEBBTTE YRGB ), which has no business relationship with the
Joint Venture. This amount of money equals 47.6% of [the foreign
party’s] paid in capital. Although our side has almost paid off the agreed
capital contribution (only short 0.9% of the total committed), due to the
limited contribution from the foreign party and the fact that they
withdrew a huge amount of money from those funds originally
contributed by them, it is impossible for the Joint Venture to construct or
set up production projects and to commence production operation while
the funds have been insufficient and the foreign party did not pay in the
majority of the subscribed capital. In fact, the Joint Venture therefore is
merely a shell, existing in name only,

Additionally, after the establishment of the Joint Venture, its internal
operations have been extremely abnormal, for example, annual board
meetings have not been held as scheduled; annual reports on the status and
the results of the annual financial audit are missing; the withdrawal of the
huge amount of funds by the foreign party was not discussed in the board
meetings, etc. It is hard to list all here.

In light of the present state of contributions by both sides and the status of
the Joint Venture from its establishment till now, our side now applies to
your commission for:

1. The cancellation of the approval certificate for “Zhanjiang
Eucalyptus Resources Development Co. Ltd.”, i.e. WIMZHZZZ
No. 065[1994], based on the relevant provisions of Certain
Regulations on the Subscription of Capital by the Parties to Sino-
Foreign Joint Equity Enterprises,

167
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2, Direct the Joint Venture to complete the deregistration procedures
for “Zhanjiang Eucalyptus Resources Development Co. Ltd.” at
the local Administration for Industry and Commerce, and for the
return of its business license.

3. Coordination with both parties to resolve the relevant remaining
issues.

Please let us have your reply on whether the above is in order.,
The Seal of the Leizhou Forestry Bureau
1998, February 27
[Translation; emphasis added. ]

77.  Inits 1996 Annual Financial Statements, Sino stated:

The $14,992,000 due from the LFB represents cash collected from the sale of
wood chips on behalf of the Leizhou EJV. As originally agreed to by Sino-Wood,
the cash was being retained by the LFB to fund the ongoing plantation costs of the
Leizhou EJV incurred by the LFB. Sino-Wood and LFB have agreed that the
amount due to the Leizhou EJV, after reduction for plantation costs incurred, will
be settled in 1997 concurrent with the settlement of capital contributions due to
the Leizhou EJV by Sino-Wood.

78.  These statements were false, inasmuch as Leizhou never generated such sales. Leizhou

was wound-up in 1998,

79, At all material times, Sino’s founders, Chan and Poon, were fully aware of the reality
relating to Leizhou, and knowingly misrepresented the true status of Leizhou, as well as its true
revenues and profits.
(ii)  Sino’s Fictitious Investment in SJXT

80, In Sino’s audited financial statements for the year ended December 31, 1997, filed on
SEDAR on May 20, 1998 (the “1997 Financial Statements”), Sino stated that, in order to
establish strategic partnerships with key local wood product suppliers and to build a strong
distribution for the wood-based product and contract supply businesses, it had acquired a 20%

equity interest in “Shanghai Jin Xiang Timber Ltd.” (“SIJXT”). Sino then described SIXT as an
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EJV that had been formed in 1997 by the Ministry of Forestry in China, and declared that its
function was to organize and manage the first and only official market for timber and log trading
in Eastern China. It further stated that the investment in SIXT was expected to provide the
Company with good accessibility to a large base of potential customers and companies in the

timber and log businesses in Eastern China.

81.  There is, in fact, no entity known as “Shanghai Jin Xiang Timber Ltd.” While an entity
called “Shanghai Jin Xiang Timber Wholesale Market” does exist, Sino did not have, as claimed

in its disclosure documents, an equity stake in that venture.

82. According to the 1997 Audited Annual Financial Statements, the total investment of
SIXT was estimated to be US$9.7 million, of which Sino would be required to contribute
approximately US$1.9 million for a 20% equity interest. The 1997 Audited Annual Financial
Statements stated that, as at December 31, 1997, Sino had made capital contributions to SIXT in
the amount of UUS$1.0 million. In Sino’s balance sheet as at December 31, 1997, the SXJT

investment was shown as an asset of $1.0 million.

83. In October 1998, Sino announced an Agency Agreement with SIXT. At that time, Sino
stated that it would provide 130,000 m® of various wood products to SIXT over an 18 month
period, and that, based on then-current market prices, it expected this contract to generate
“significant revenue” for Sino-Forest amounting to approximately $40 million. The revenues
that were purportedly anticipated from the SIXT contract were highly material to Sino. Indeed,

Sino’s total reported revenues in 1998 were $92.7 million.

84. In Sino’s Audited Annual Financial Statements for the year ended December 31, 1998,
which statements were filed on SEDAR on May 18, 1999 (the “1998 Financial Statements™),

Sino again stated that, in 1997, it had acquired a 20% equity interest in SIXT, that the total
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investment in SIXT was estimated to be US$9.7 million, of which Sino would be required to
contribute approximately $1.9 million, representing 20% of the registered capital, and that, as at
December 31, 1997 and 1998, Sino had made contributions in the amount of US$1.0 million to
SIXT. In Sino’s balance sheet as at December 31, 1998, the SXJT investment was again shown

as an asset of US$1.0 million,

85. Sino also stated in the 1998 Audited Annual Financial Statements that, during 1998, the
sale of logs and lumber to SJXT amounted to approximately US$537,000. These sales were

identified in the notes to the 1998 Financial Statements as related party transactions.

86. In Sino’s Annual Report for 1998, Chan stated that lumber and wood products trading

constituted a “promising new opportunity.” Chan explained that:

SJXT represents a very significant development for our lumber and wood
products trading business. The market is prospering and continues to look very
promising. Phase |, consisting of 100 shops, is completed. Phases I1 and HI are
expected to be completed by the year 2000. This expansion would triple the size
of the Shanghai Timber Market.

The Shanghai Timber Market is important to Sino-Forest as a generator of
significant new revenue. In addition to supplying various forest products to the
market from our own operations, our direct participation in SIXT increases our
activities in sourcing a wide range of other wood products both from inside
China and internationally.

The Shanghai Timber Market is also very beneficial to the development of the
Sorest products industry in China because it Is the first forest products national
sub-market in the eastern region of the country.

L]

The market also greatly facilitates Sino-Forest’s networking activities, enabling
us to build new industry relationships and add to our market intelligence, all of
which increasingly leverage our ability to act as principal in our dealings.

[Emphasis added.]
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Chan also stated in the 1998 Annual Report that the “Agency Agreement with SJIXT [is]

expected to generate approximately $40 million over 18 months.”

88.

89.

90.

In Sino’s Annual Report for 1999, Sino stated:

There are also promising growth opportunities as Sino-Forest’s investment in
Shanghai Jin Xiang Timber Ltd, (SJIXT or the Shanghai Timber Market),
develops. The Company also continues to explore opportunities to establish and
reinforce ties with other international forestry companies and to bring our e-
commerce technology into operation.

Sino-Forest’s investment in the Shanghai Timber Market — the first national
forest products submarket in eastern China — has provided a strong foundation
for the Company’s lumber and wood products trading business.

[Emphasis added.]

In Sino’s MD&A for the year ended December 31, 1999, Sino also stated that:

Sales from lumber and wood products trading increased 264% to $34.2 million
compared to $9.4 million in 1998. The increase in lumber and wood products
trading is attributable largely to the increase in new business generated from
our investment in Shanghai Jin Xiang Timber Ltd, (SJXT) and a larger sales
Sforce in 1999. Lumber and wood products trading on an agency basis has
increased 35% from $2.3 million in 1998 to $3.1 million in 1999. The increase in
commission income on lumber and wood products trading is attributable to
approximately $1.8 million of fees earned from a new customer,

[Emphasis added.]

That same MD&A, however, also states that “The investment in SIXT has contributed to

the significant growth of the lumber and wood products trading business, which has recorded an

increase in sales of 219% from $11.7 million in 1998 to $37.2 million in 1999” (emphasis

added).

91.

In Sino’s Audited Annual Financial Statements for the year ended December 31, 1999,

which statements were filed on SEDAR on May 18, 2000 (the “1999 Financial Statements”),

Sino stated:
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During the year, Shanghai Jin Xiang Timber Ltd. [“SIXT”] applied to increase
the original total capital contributions of $868,000 [Chinese renminbi 7.2
million] to $1,509,000 [Chinese renminbi 12.5 million]. Sino-Wood is required to
make an additional contribution of $278,000 as a result of the increase in total
capital contributions, The additional capital contribution of $278,000 was made
in 1999 increasing its equity interest in SJIXT from 27.8% to 34.4%. The
principal activity of SIXT is to organize trading of timber and logs in the PRC
market,

[Emphasis added.]

92,  The statements made in the 1999 Financial Statements contradicted Sino’s prior
representations in relation to SIXT. Among other things, Sino previously claimed to have made

a capital contribution of $1,037,000 for a 20% equity interest in SJXT.

93, In addition, note 2(b) to the 1999 Financial Statements stated that, “[a]s at December 31,
1999, $796,000...advances to SIXT remained outstanding. The advances to SIXT were
unsecured, non-interest bearing and without a fixed repayment date.” Thus, assuming that Sino’s
contributions to SJXT were actually made, then Sino’s prior statements in relation to SIXT were
materially misleading, and violated GAAP, inasmuch as those statements failed to disclose that

Sino had made to SJXT, a related party, a non-interest bearing loan of $796,000,

94, In Sino’s Audited Annual Financial Statements for the year ended December 31, 2000,
which statements were filed on SEDAR on May 18, 2000 (the “2000 Financial Statements™),

Sino stated:

In 1999, Shanghai Jin Xiang Timber Ltd. (“SJXT”) applied to increase the
original total capital contributions of $868,000 [Chinese renminbi 7.2 million] to
$1,509,000 [Chinese renminbi 12.5 million]. Sino-Wood is required to make an
additional contribution of $278,000 as a result of the increase in total capital
contributions. The additional capital contribution of $278,000 was made in 1999
increasing its equity interest in SIXT from 27.8% to 34.4%. The principal activity
of SIXT is to organize the trading of timber and logs in the PRC market. During
the year, advances to SIXT of $796,000 were repaid.
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9s. In Sino’s balance sheet as at December 31, 2000, the SIXT investment was shown as an
asset of $519,000, being the sum of Sino’s purported SIXT investment of $1,315,000 as at
December 31, 1999, and the $796,000 of “advances™ purportedly repaid to Sino by SIXT during

the year ended December 31, 2000.

96.  In Sino’s Annual Reports (including the audited annual financial statements contained
therein) for the years 2001 and beyond, there is no discussion whatsoever of SIXT. Indeed,
Sino’s “promising” and “very significant” investment in SJXT simply evaporated, without
explanation, from Sino’s disclosure documents, In fact, and unbeknownst to the public, Sino
never invested in a company called “Shanghai Jin Xiang Timber Ltd.” Chan and Poon knew, or

were reckless in not knowing of, that fact.

97. At all material times, Sino’s founders, Chan and Poon, were fully aware of the reality
relating to SJXT, and knowingly misrepresented the true status of SJXT and Sino’s interested

therein.

(iii}  Sino’s Materially Deficient and Misleading Class Period Disclosures regarding
Sino’s History

98.  During the Class Period, the Sino disclosure documents identified below purported to
provide investors with an overview of Sino’s history. However, those disclosure documents, and
indeed all of the Impugned Documents, failed to disclose the material fact that, from its very
founding, Sino was a fraud, inasmuch as its purportedly key investments in Leizhou and SIXT

were either grossly inflated or fictitious.

99.  Accordingly, the statements particularized in paragraphs 100 to 104 below were
misrepresentations, The misleading nature of such statements was exacerbated by the fact that,

throughout the Class Period, Sino’s senior management and Board purported to be governed by
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the Code, which touted the “high standards of ethical conduct, in both words and actions”, of

Sino’s senior management and Board.

100.

In the Prospectuses, Sino described its history, but did not disclose that the SJXT

investment was fictitious, or that the revenues generated by Leizhou were non-existent or grossly

overstated,

101.

102.

103.

In particular, the June 2007 Prospectus stated merely that:

The Corporation was formed under the Business Corporations Act (Ontario) upon
the amalgamation of Mt. Kearsarge Minerals Inc. and 1028412 Ontario Inc,
pursuant to articles of amalgamation dated March 14, 1994, The articles of
amalgamation were amended by articles of amendment filed on July 20, 1995 and
May 20, 1999 to effect certain changes in the provisions attaching to the
Corporation’s class A subordinate-voting shares and class B multiple-voting
shares. On June 25, 2002, the Corporation filed articles of continuance to continue
under the Canada Business Corporations Act. On June 22, 2004, the Corporation
filed articles of amendment whereby its class A subordinate-voting shares were
reclassified as Common Shares and its class B multiple-voting shares were
eliminated.

Similarly, the June 2009 Prospectus stated only that:

The Corporation was formed under the Business Corporations Act (Ontario) upon
the amalgamation of Mt. Kearsarge Minerals Inc, and 1028412 Ontario Inc.
pursuant to articles of amalgamation dated March 14, 1994, The articles of
amalgamation were amended by articles of amendment filed on July 20, 1995 and
May 20, 1999 to effect certain changes in the provisions attaching to the
Corporation’s class A subordinate-voting shares and class B multiple-voting
shares. On June 25, 2002, the Corporation filed articles of continuance to continue
under the Canada Business Corporations Act. On June 22, 2004, the Corporation
filed articles of amendment whereby its class A subordinate-voting shares were
reclassified as Common Shares and its class B multiple-voting shares were
eliminated.

Finally, the December 2009 Prospectus stated only that:

The Corporation was formed under the Business Corporations Act (Ontario) upon
the amalgamation of Mt, Kearsarge Minerals Inc. and 1028412 Ontario Inc.
pursuant to articles of amalgamation dated March 14, 1994, The articles of
amalgamation were amended by articles of amendment filed on July 20, 1995 and
May 20, 1999 to effect certain changes in the provisions attaching to the



175

46

Corporation’s class A subordinate-voting shares and class B multiple-voting
shares, On June 25, 2002, the Corporation filed articles of continuance to continue
under the Canada Business Corporations Act (the “CBCA”). On June 22, 2004,
the Corporation filed articles of amendment whereby its class A subordinate-
voting shares were reclassified as Common Shares and its class B multiple-voting
shares were eliminated.

104,  The failure to disclose the true nature of, and/or Sino’s revenues and profits from, SIXT
and Leizhou in the historical narrative in the Prospectuses rendered those Prospectuses materially
false and misleading. Those historical facts would have alerted persons who purchased Sino
shares under the Prospectuses, and/or in the secondary markets, to the highly elevated risk of
investing in a company that continued to be controlled by Chan and Poon, both of whom were
founders of Sino, and both of whom had knowingly misrepresented the true nature of Leizhou
and SJIXT from the time of Sino’s creation. Thus, Sino was required to disclose those historical
facts to the Class Members during the Class Period, but failed to do so, either in the Prospectuses

or in any other Impugned Document.

B. Misrepresentations relating to Sino’s Forestry Assets
(i)  Sino Overstates its Yunnan Forestry Assets
105. In a press release issued by Sino and filed on SEDAR on March 23, 2007, Sino

announced that it had entered into an agreement to sell 26 million shares to several institutional
investors for gross proceeds of US$200 million, and that the proceeds would be used for the
acquisition of standing timber, including pursuant to a new agreement to purchase standing
timber in Yunnan Province. It further stated in that press release that Sino-Panel (Asia) Inc.
(“Sino-Panel”), a wholly-owned subsidiary of Sino, had entered on that same day into an
agreement with Gengma Dai and Wa Tribes Autonomous Region Forestry Company Ltd.,
(“Gengma Forestry”) established in Lincang City, Yunnan Province in the PRC, and that, under

that Agreement, Sino-Panel would acquire approximately 200,000 hectares of non-state owned
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commercial standing timber in Lincang City and surrounding cities in Yunnan for US$700

million to US$1.4 billion over a 10-year period.

106.  These same terms of Sino’s Agreement with Gengma Forestry were disclosed in Sino’s
Q1 2007 MD&A. Moreover, throughout the Class Period, Sino discussed its purported Yunnan
acquisitions in the Impugned Documents, and PSyry repeatedly made statements regarding said

holdings, as particularized below.

107.  The reported acquisitions did not take place. Sino overstated to a material degree the size
and value of its forestry holdings in Yunnan Province. It simply does not own all of the trees it

claims to own in Yunnan, Sino’s overstatement of the Yunnan forestry assets violated GAAP,

108. The misrepresentations about Sino’s acquisition and holdings of the Yunnan forestry
assets were made in all of the Impugned Documents that were MD&As, financial statements,
AlFs, Prospectuses and Offering Memoranda, except for the 2005 Audited Annual Financial
Statements, the Q1 2006 interim financial statements, the 2006 Audited Annual Financial

Statements, the 2006 Annual MD&A.

(ii)  Sino Overstates its Suriname Forestry Assets; Alternatively, Sino fails to Disclose
the Material Fact that its Suriname Forestry Assets are contrary to the Laws of
Suriname

109.  In mid-2010, Sino became a majority shareholder of Greenheart Group Ltd., a Bermuda
corporation having its headquarters in Hong Kong, China and a listing on the Hong Kong Stock

Exchange (“Greenheart”).

110.  In August 2010, Greenheart issued an aggregate principal amount of US$25,000,000
convertible notes for gross proceeds of US$24,750,000. The sole subscriber of these convertible

notes was Greater Sino Holdings Limited, an entity in which Murray has an indirect interest. In
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addition, Chan and Murray then became members of Greenheart’s Board, Chan became the

Board’s Chairman, and Martin became the CEO of Greenheart and a member of its Board.

111, On August 24, 2010 and December 28, 2010, Greenheart granted to Chan, Martin and
Murray options to purchase, respectively, approximately 6.8 million, 6.8 million and 1.1 million

Greenheart shares. The options are exercisable for a five-year term,

112, Asat March 31, 2011, General Enterprise Management Services International Limited, a
company in which Murray has an indirect interest, held 7,000,000 shares of Greenheart, being

0.9% of the total issued and outstanding shares of Greenheart,

113, As a result of the aforesaid transactions and interests, Sino, Chan, Martin and Murray

stood to profit handsomely from any inflation in the market price of Greenheart’s shares.

114, At all material times, Greenheart purported to have forestry assets in New Zealand and

Suriname. On March 1, 2011, Greenheart issued a press release in which it announced that:

Greenheart acquires certain rights to additional 128,000 hectare concession in
Suriname

kAN

312,000 hectares now under Greenheart management

Hong Kong, March 1, 2011 — Greenheart Group Limited (“Greenheart” or “the
Company”) (HKSE: 00094), an investment holding company with forestry assets in
Suriname and New Zealand (subject to certain closing conditions) today announced that
the Company has acquired 60% of Vista Marine Services N.V. (“Vista”), a private
company based in Suriname, South America that controls certain harvesting rights to a
128,000 hectares hardwood concession. Vista will be rebranded as part of the
Greenheart Group, This transaction will increase Greenheart’s concessions under
management in Suriname to approximately 312,000 hectares. The cost of this
acquisition is not material to the Company as a whole but the Company is optimistic
about the prospects of Vista and the positive impact that it will bring, The concession is
located in the Sipalawini district of Suriname, South America, bordering Lake
Brokopondo and has an estimated annual allowable cut of approximately 100,000
cubic meters.



115,

116.

178

49

Mr, Judson Martin, Chief Executive Officer of Greenheart and Vice-Chairman of Sino-
Forest Corporation, the Company’s controlling shareholder said, “This acquisition is in
line with our growth strategy to expand our footprint in Suriname. In addition to
increased harvestable area, this acquisition will bring synergies in sales, marketing,
administration, financial reporting and control, logistics and overall management. I am
pleased to welcome Mr. Ty Wilkinson to Greenheart as our minority partner. Mr.
Wilkinson shares our respect for the people of Suriname and the land and will be
appointed Chief Executive Officer of this joint venture and be responsible for operating
in a sustainable and responsible manner. This acquisition further advances Greenheart’s
strategy of becoming a global agri-forestry company, We will continue to actively seek
well-priced and sustainable concessions in Suriname and neighboring regions in the
coming months.”

[Emphasis added.]
In its 2010 AIF, filed on SEDAR on March 31, 2011, Sino stated:

We hold a majority interest in Greenheart Group which, together with its subsidiaries,
owns certain rights and manages approximately 312,000 hectares of hardwood forest
concessions in the Republic of Suriname, South America (“Suriname™) and 11,000
hectares of a radiata pine plantation on 13,000 hectares of freehold land in New Zealand
as at March 31, 2011. We believe that our ownership in Greenheart Group will
strengthen our global sourcing network in supplying wood fibre for China in a
sustainable and responsible manner.

[Emphasis added.]

The statements reproduced in the preceding paragraph were false and/or materially

misleading when made. Under the Suriname Forest Management Act, it is prohibited for one

company or a group of companies in which one person or company has a majority interest to

control more than 150,000 hectares of land under concession. Therefore, either Greenheart’s

concessions under management in Suriname did not exceed 150,000 hectares, or Greenheart’s

concessions under management in Suriname violated the laws of Suriname, which was a material

fact not disclosed in any of the Impugned Documents.

117.

In each of the October 2010 Offering Memorandum, the 2010 Annual MD&A, the 2010

AlIF, Sino represented that Greenheart had well in excess of 150,000 hectares of concession
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under management in Suriname without however disclosing that Suriname law imposed a limit

of 150,000 hectares on Greenheart and its subsidiaries.

118.  Finally, Vista’s forestry concessions are located in a region of Suriname populated by the
Saramaka, an indigenous people. Pursuant to the American Convention on Human Rights and a
decision of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights, the Saramaka people must have effective
control over their land, including the management of their reserves, and must be effectively
consulted by the State of Suriname. Sino has not disclosed in any of the Impugned Documents
where it has discussed Greenheart and/or Suriname assets that Vista’s purported concessions in
Suriname, if they exist at all, are impaired due to the unfulfilled rights of the indigenous people
of Suriname, in violation of GAAP. The Impugned Documents that omitted that disclosure were

the 2010 Annual MD&A, the 2010 Audited Annual Financial Statements, and the 2010 AIF.

(iii)  Sino overstates its Jiangxi Forestry Assets

119.  OnJune 11,2009, Sino issued a press release in which it stated:

Sino-Forest Corporation (TSX: TRE), a leading commercial forest plantation operator in
China, announced today that its wholly-owned subsidiary, Sino-Panel (China)
Investments Limited (“Sino-Panel”), has entered into a Master Agreement for the
Purchase of Pine and Chinese Fir Plantation Forests (the “Jiangxi Master Agreement”)
with Jiangxi Zhonggan Industrial Development Company Limited (*Jiangxi Zhonggan”),
which will act as the authorized agent for the original plantation rights holders.

Under the Jiangxi Master Agreement, Sino-Panel will, through PRC subsidiaries of Sino-
Forest, acquire between 15 million and 18 million cubic metres (ms) of wood fibre
located in plantations in Jiangxi Province over a three-year period with a price not to
exceed RMB300 per ms, to the extent permitted under the relevant PRC laws and
regulations. The plantations in which such amount of wood fibre to acquire is between
150,000 and 300,000 hectares to achieve an estimated average wood fibre yield of
approximately 100 ms per hectare, and include tree species such as pine, Chinese fir and
others. Jiangxi Zhonggan will ensure plantation forests sold to Sino-Panel and its PRC
subsidiaries are non-state-owned, non-natural, commercial plantation forest trees,

In addition to securing the maximum tree acquisition price, Sino-Panel has pre-emptive
rights to lease the underlying plantation land at a price, permitted under the relevant PRC
laws and regulations, not to exceed RMB450 per hectare per annum for 30 years from the
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time of harvest. The land lease can also be extended to 50 years as permitted under PRC
laws and regulations, The specific terms and conditions of purchasing or leasing are to be
determined upon the execution of definitive agreements between the PRC subsidiaries of
Sino-Panel and Jiangxi Zhonggan upon the authorisation of original plantation rights
holders, and subject to the requisite governmental approval and in compliance with the
relevant PRC laws and regulations.

Sino-Forest Chairman and CEQ Allen Chan said, “We are fortunate to have been able
to capture and support investment opportunities in China’s developing forestry sector
by locking up a large amount of fibre at competitive prices, The Jiangxi Master
Agreement is Sino-Forest’s fifth, long-term, fibre purchase agreement during the past
two years, These five agreements cover a total plantation area of over one million
hectares in five of China’s most densely forested provinces.”

[Emphasis added.]

120.  According to Sino’s 2010 Annual MD&A, as of December 31, 2010, Sino had acquired
59,700 ha of plantation trees from Jiangxi Zhonggan Industrial Development Company Limited
(“Zhonggan”) for US$269.1 million under the terms of the master agreement. (In its interim
report for the second quarter of 2011, which was issued after the Class Period, Sino claims that,
as at June 30, 2011, this number had increased to 69,100 ha, for a purchase price of US$309.6

million).

121.  However, as was known to Sino, Chan, Poon and Horsley, and as ought to have been
known to the remaining Individual Defendants, BDO, E&Y and Pdyry, Sino’s plantation

acquisitions through Zhonggan are materially smaller than Sino has claimed.

(iv)  Poyry makes Misrepresentations in relation to Sino’s Forestry Assets
122.  As particularized above, Sino overstated its forestry assets in Yunnan and Jiangxi
Provinces in the PRC and in Suriname. Accordingly, Sino’s total assets are overstated to a

material degree in all of the Impugned Documents, in violation of GAAP, and each such

statement of Sino’s total assets constitutes a misrepresentation.
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123, Inaddition, during the Class Period, P6yry and entities affiliated with it made statements

that are misrepresentations in regard to Sino’s Yunnan Province “assets,” namely:

(a)

(b

(©

In a report dated March 14, 2008, filed on SEDAR on March 31, 2008 (the “2008
Valuations™), P6yry: (a) stated that it had determined the valuation of the Sino
forest assets to be US$3.2 billion as at 31 December 2007; (b) provided tables and
figures regarding Yunnan; (c) stated that “Stands in Yunnan range from 20 ha to
1000 ha,” that “In 2007 Sino-Forest purchased an area of mixed broadleaf forest
in Yunnan Province,” that “Broadleaf forests already acquired in Yunnan are all
mature,” and that ‘“Sino-Forest is embarking on a series of forest
acquisitions/expansion efforts in Hunan, Yunnan and Guangxi;” and (d) provided
a detailed discussion of Sino’s Yunnan “holdings” at Appendixes 3 and 5.
Pdyry’s 2008 Valuations were incorporated in Sino’s 2007 Annual MD&A,
amended 2007 Annual MD&A, 2007 AIF, each of the Q1, Q2, and Q3 2008
MD&As, Annual 2008 MD&A, amended Annual 2008 MD&A, each of the Q1,
Q2 and Q3 2009, annual 2009 MD&A, and July 2008 and December 2009
Offering Memoranda;

In a report dated April 1, 2009 and filed on SEDAR on April 2, 2009 (the “2009
Valvations”), Poyry stated that “[t]he area of forest owned in Yunnan has
quadrupled from around 10 000 ha to almost 40 000 ha over the past year,”
provided figures and tables regarding Yunnan, and stated that “Sino-Forest has
increased its holding of broadleaf crops in Yunnan during 2008, with this
province containing nearly 99% of its broadleaf resource.” Pdyry’s 2009
Valuations were incorporated in Sino’s 2008 AIF, each of the QI, Q2, Q3 2009
MD&As, Annual 2009 MD&A, June 2009 Offering Memorandum, and June

2009 and December 2009 Prospectuses;

In a “Final Report” dated April 23, 2010, filed on SEDAR on April 30, 2010 (the
#2010 Valuations”), Péyry stated that “Guangxi, Hunan and Yunnan are the three
largest provinces in terms of Sino-Forest’s holdings, The largest change in area

by province, both in absolute and relative terms [sic] has been Yunnan, where the
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arca of forest owned has almost tripled, from around 39 000 ha to almost 106 000
ha over the past year,” provided figures and tables regarding Yunnan, stated that
“Yunnan contains 106 000 ha, including 85 000 ha or 99% of the total broadleaf
forest,” stated that “the three provinces of Guangxi, Hunan and Yunnan together
contain 391 000 ha or about 80% of the total forest arca of 491 000 ha” and that
“[a]lmost 97% of the broadleaf forest is in Yunnan,” and provided a detailed
discussion of Sino’s Yunnan “holdings” at Appendixes 3 and 4. Pdyry’s 2010
Valuations were incorporated in Sino’s 2009 AIF, the annual 2009 MD&A, each
of the QI, Q2 and Q3 2010 MD&As, and the October 2010 Offering

Memorandum;

In a “Summary Valuation Report” regarding “Valuation of Purchased Forest
Crops as at 31 December 2010” and dated May 27, 2011, Pdyry provided tables
and figures regarding Yunnan, stated that “[t]he major changes in area by species
from December 2009 to 2010 has been in Yunnan pine, with acquisitions in
Yunnan and Sichuan provinces” and that “[a]nalysis of [Sino’s] inventory data for
broadleaf forest in Yunnan, and comparisons with an inventory that P&yry
undertook there in 2008 supported the upwards revision of prices applied to the
Yunnan broadleaf large size log,” and stated that “[t]he yield table for Yunnan
pine in Yunnan and Sichuan provinces was derived from data collected in this

species in these provinces by Poyry during other work;” and

In a press release titled “Summary of Sino-Forest’s China Forest Asset 2010
Valuation Reports” and which was “jointly prepared by Sino-Forest and Poyry to
highlight key findings and outcomes from the 2010 valuation reports,” P&yry
reported on Sino’s “holdings” and estimated the market value of Sino’s forest
assets on the 754,816 ha to be approximately US$3.1 billion as at December 31,
2010.
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C. Misrepresentations relating to Sino’s Related Party Transactions
(1)  Related Party Transactions Generally
124, Under GAAP and GAAS, a “related party” exists “when one party has the ability to

exercise directly or indirectly, control, joint control or significant influence over the other.”
(CICA Handbook 3840.03) Examples include a parent-subsidiary relationship or an entity that

is economically dependent upon another,

125.  Related parties raise the concern that transactions may not be conducted at arm’s length,
and pricing or other terms may not be determined at fair market values. For example, when a
subsidiary “sells” an asset to its parent at a given price, it may not be appropriate that that asset
be reported on the balance sheet or charged against the earnings of the parent at that price.
Where transactions are conducted between arm’s length parties, this concern is generally not

present,

126. The existence of related party transactions is important to investors irrespective of the
reported dollar values of the transactions because the transactions may be controlled,
manipulated and/or concealed by management (for example, for corporate purposes or because
fraudulent activity is involved), and because such transactions may be used to benefit
management or persons close to management at the expense of the company, and therefore its

shareholders.

(ii)  Sino fails to disclose that Zhonggan was a Related Party

127.  Trrespective of the true extent of Zhonggan’s transactions in Jiangxi forestry plantations,
Sino failed to disclose, in violation of GAAP, that Zhonggan was a related party of Sino. More
particularly, according to AIC records, the legal representative of Zhonggan is Lam Hong Chiu,

who is an executive vice president of Sino. Lam Hong Chiu is also a director and a 50%
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sharcholder of China Square Industrial Limited, a BVI corporation which, according to AIC

records, owns 80% of the equity of Zhonggan.

128,  The Impugned Documents that omitted that disclosure were the Q2 2009 MD&A, the Q2
2009 interim financial statements, the Q3 2009 MD&A, the Q3 2009 interim financial
statements, the December 2009 Prospectus, the 2009 Annual MD&A, the 2009 Audited Annual
Financial Statements, the 2009 AIF, the QI 2010 MD&A, the Q1 2010 interim financial
statements, the Q2 2010 MD&A, the Q2 2010 interim financial statements, the Q3 2010 MD&A,
the Q3 2010 interim financial statements, the 2010 Annual MD&A, the 2010 Audited Annual

Financial Statements, and the 2010 AIF,

(711)  Sino fails to disclose that Homix was a Related Party

129.  On January 12, 2010, Sino issued a press release in which it announced the acquisition by
one of its wholly-owned subsidiaries of Homix Limited (“Homix”), which it described as a
company engaged in research and development and manufacturing of engineered-wood products

in China, for an aggregate amount of US$7.1 million. That press release stated:

HOMIX has an R&D laboratory and two engineered-wood production operations based
in Guangzhou and Jiangsu Provinces, covering eastern and southern China wood product
markets. The company has developed a number of new technologies with patent rights,
specifically suitable for domestic plantation logs including poplar and eucalyptus species.
HOMIX specializes in curing, drying and dyeing methods for engineered wood and has
the know-how to produce recomposed wood products and laminated veneer lumber.
Recomposed wood technology is considered to be environment-friendly and versatile as
it uses fibre from forest plantations, recycled wood and/or wood residue. This reduces the
traditional use of large-diameter trees from natural forests, There is growing demand for
recomposed wood technology as it reduces cost for raw material while increases the
utilization and sustainable use of plantation fibre for the production of furniture and
interior/exterior building materials.

[

Mr. Allen Chan, Sino-Forest’s Chairman & CEO, said, “As we continue to ramp up our
replanting programme with improved eucalyptus species, it is important for Sino-Forest
to continue investing in the research and development that maximizes all aspects of the
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forest product supply chain, Modernization and improved productivity of the wood
processing industry in China is also necessary given the country’s chronic wood fibre
deficit. Increased use of technology improves operation efficiency, and maximizes and
broadens the use of domestic plantation wood, which reduces the need for logging
domestic natural forests and for importing logs from strained tropical forests, HOMIX
has significant technological capabilities in engineered-wood processing.”

Mr. Chan added, “By acquiring HOMIX, we intend to use six-year eucalyptus fibre
instead of 30-year tree fibre from other species to produce quality lumber using
recomposed technology. We believe that this will help preserve natural forests as well as
improve the demand for and pricing of our planted eucalyptus trees.”
130,  Sino’s 2009 Audited Annual Financial Statements, Q1/2010 Unaudited Interim Financial
Statements, 2010 Audited Annual Financial Statements, the MD&As related to each of the

aforementioned financial statements, and Sino’s AIFs for 2009 and 2010, each discussed the

acquisition of Homix, but nowhere disclosed that Homix was in fact a related party of Sino.

131, More particularly, Hua Chen, a Senior Vice President, Administration & Finance, of Sino
in the PRC, and who joined Sino in 2002, is a 30% sharcholder of an operating subsidiary of

Homix, Jiangsu Dayang Wood Co., Ltd. (“Jiangsu’)

132.  In order to persuade current and prospective Sino sharcholders that there was a
commercial justification for the Homix acquisition, Sino misrepresented Homix’s patent designs
registered with the PRC State Intellectual Property Office, In particular, in its 2009 Annual

Report, Sino stated:
HOMIX acquisition

In accordance with our strategy to focus on research and development and to improve the
end-use of our wood fibre, we acquired HOMIX Ltd. in January 2010 for $7.1 million.
This corporate acquisition is small but strategically important adding valuable
intellectual property rights and two engincered-wood processing facilities located in
Guangdong and Jiangsu Provinces to our operations. Homix has developed
environment-friendly technology, an efficient process using recomposed technology to
convert small-diameter plantation logs into building materials and furniture. Since we
plan to grow high volumes of eucalypt and other FGHY species, this acquisition will help
us achieve our long-term objectives of maximizing the use of our fibre, supplying a
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variety of downstream customers and enhancing economic rural development. [Emphasis
added]

133, However, Homix itself then had no patent designs registered with the PRC State
Intellectual Property Office. At that time, Homix had two subsidiaries, Jiangsu and Guangzhou
Pany Dacheng Wood Co. The latter then had no patent designs registered with the PRC State
Intellectual Property Office, while Jiangsu had two patent designs. However, each such design
was for wood dyeing, and not for the conversion of small-diameter plantation logs into building

materials and furniture.

(iv)  Sino fails to disclose that Yunan Shunxuan was a Related Party

134, In addition, during the Class Period, Sino purportedly purchased approximately 1,600
hectares of timber in Yunnan province from Yunnan Shunxuvan Forestry Co. Ltd. Yunnan
Shunxuan was part of Sino, acting under a separate label. Accordingly, it was considered a
related party for the purposes of the GAAP disclosure requirements, a fact that Sino failed to

disclose,

135, The Impugned Documents that omitted that disclosure were the 2009 Annual MD&A, the
2009 Audited Annual Financial Statements, the 2009 AIF, the Q1 2010 MD&A, the Q1 2010
interim financial statements, the Q2 2010 MD&A, the Q2 2010 interim financial statements, the
Q3 2010 MD&A, the Q3 2010 interim financial statements, the 2010 Annual MD&A, the 2010

Audited Annual Financial Statements, and the 2010 AIF,

136.  Sino’s failure to disclose that Yunnan Shunxuan was a related party was a violation of

GAAP, and a misrepresentation.

(v)  Sino fails to disclose that Yuda Wood was a Related Party
137.  Huaihua City Yuda Wood Co. Ltd., based in Huaihua City, Hunan Province (“Yuda

Wood”), was a major supplier of Sino at material times. Yuda Wood was founded in April 2006
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and, from 2007 until 2010, its business with Sino totalled approximately 152,164 Ha and RMB

4.94 billion.

138, During that period, Yuda Wood was a related party of Sino. Indeed, in the Second
Repott, the 1C acknowledged that “there is evidence suggesting close cooperation [between
Sino and Yuda Wood] (including administrative assistance, possible payment of capital at the
time of establishment, joint control of certain of Yuda Wood’s RMB bank accounts and the
numerous emails indicating coordination of funding and other business activities)” [emphasis

added. ]

139, The fact that Yuda Wood was a related party of Sino during the Class Period was a
material fact and was required to be disclosed under GAAP, but, during the Class Period, that

fact was not disclosed by Sino in any of the Impugned Documents, or otherwise.

(vi)  Sino fails to Disclose that Major Suppliers were Related Parties

140. At material times, Sino had at least thirteen suppliers where former Sino employees,
consultants or secondees are or were directors, officers and/or shareholders of one or more such
suppliers., Due to these and other connections between these suppliers and Sino, some or all of

such suppliers were in fact undisclosed related parties of Sino.

141.  Including Yuda Wood, the thirteen suppliers referenced above accounted for 43% of

Sino’s purported plantation purchases between 2006 and the first quarter of 2011.

142, In none of the Impugned Documents did Sino disclose that any of these suppliers were
related parties, nor did it disclose sufficient particulars of its relations with such suppliers as

would have enabled the investing public to ascertain that those suppliers were related parties.
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D, Misrepresentations relating to Sino’s Relations with Forestry Bureaus and its
Purported Title to Forestry Assets in the PRC

143, In at least two instances during the Class Period, PRC forestry bureau officials were
either concurrently or subsequently employees of, or consultants to, Sino. One forestry bureau
assigned employees to Sino and other companies to assist in the development of the forestry

industry in its jurisdiction.

144,  In addition, a vice-chief of the forestry bureau was assigned to work closely with Sino,
and while that vice chief still drew a basic salary from the forestry bureau, he also acted as a
consultant to Sino in the conduct of Sino’s business. This arrangement was in place for several
years. That vice-chief appeared on Sino’s payroll from January 2007 with a monthly payment of

RMB 15,000, which was significant compared with his forestry bureau salary.

145, In addition, at material times, Sino and/or its subsidiaries and/or its suppliers made cash
payments and gave “gifts” to foresiry bureau officals, which potentially constituted a serious
criminal offence under the laws of the PRC. At least some of these payments and gifts were
made or given in order to induce the recipients to issue “confirmation letters” in relation to
Sino’s purported holdings in the PRC of standing timber, These practices utterly compromised

the integrity of the process whereby those “confirmation letters” were obtained.

146.  Further, a chief of a forestry bureauv who had authorized the issuance of confirmations to
Sino was arrested due to corruption charges, That forestry bureau had issued confirmations only
to Sino and to no other companies. Subsequent to the termination of that forestry bureau chief,

that forestry bureau did not issue confirmations to any company.

147.  The foregoing facts were material because: (1) they undermined the reliability (if any) of

the documentation upon which Sino relied and continues to rely to establish its ownership of



189

60

standing timber; and (2) the corruption in which Sino was engaged exposed Sino to potential
criminal penalties, including substantial fines, as well as a risk of severe reputational damage in

Sino’s most important market, the PRC,

148. However, none of these facts was disclosed in any of the Impugned Documents. On the
contrary, Sino only made the following disclosure regarding former government officials in its
2007 Annual Report (and in no other Impugned Document), which was materially incomplete,

and a misrepresentation:

To ensure successful growth, we have trained and promoted staff from within our
organization, and hired knowledgeable people with relevant working experience
and industry expertise — some joined us from forestry bureaus in various regions
and provinces and/or state-owned tree farms. [..] 4. Based in Heyuan,
Guangdong, Deputy GM responsible for Heyuan plantations, previously with
forestry bureau; studied at Yangdongxian Dangxiao [Mr. Liang] 5. Based in
Hunan, Plantation controller, graduated from Hunan Agricultural University,
previously Assistant Manager of state-owned farm trees in Hunan [Mr, Xie].

149.  In respect of Sino’s purported title to standing timber in the PRC, Sino possessed
Plantation Rights Certificates, or registered title, only in respect of 18% of its purported holdings
of standing timber as at December 31, 2010, a fact nowhere disclosed by Sino during the Class
Period. This fact was highly material to Sino, inasmuch as standing timber comprised a large
proportion of Sino’s assets throughout the Class Period, and in the absence of Plantation Rights

Certificates, Sino could not establish its title to that standing timber.

150.  Rather than disclose this highly material fact, Sino made the following misrepresentations

in the following Impugned Documents:

(a) In the 2008 AIF: “We have obtained the plantation rights certificates or
requisite approvals for acquiring the relevant plantation rights for most of the
purchased tree plantations and planted tree plantations currently under our

management, and we are in the process of applying for the plantation rights
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certificates for those plantations for which we have not obtained such certificates”

[emphasis added];

(b)  In the 2009 AIF: “We have obtained the plantation rights certificates or
requisite approvals for acquiring the relevant plantation rights for most of the
purchased plantations and planted plantations currently under our
management, and we are in the process of applying for the plantation rights
certificates for those plantations for which we have not obtained such certificates”

[emphasis added]; and

(©) In the 2010 AIF: “We have obtained the plantation rights certificates or
requisite approvals for acquiring the relevant plantation rights for most of the
purchased plantations and planted plantations currently under our
management, and we are in the process of applying for the plantation rights
certificates for those plantations for which we have not obtained such certificates”

[emphasis added].

151,  In the absence of Plantation Rights Certificates, Sino relies principally on the purchase
contracts entered into by its BVI subsidiaries (“BVIs”) in order to demonstrate its ownership of

standing timber,
152, However, under PRC law, those contracts are void and unenforceable,

153. In the alternative, if those contracts are valid and enforceable, they are enforceable only
as against the counterparties through which Sino purported to acquire the standing timber, and
not against the party who has registered title (if any) to the standing timber. Because some or all
of those counterparties were or became insolvent, corporate shells or thinly capitalized, then any
claims that Sino would have against those counterparties under PRC law, whether for unjust
enrichment or otherwise, were of little to no value, and certainly constituted no substitute for

registered title to the standing timber which Sino purported to own.
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[54. Sino never disclosed these material facts during the Class Period, whether in the

Impugned Documents or otherwise. On the contrary, Sino made the following

misrepresentations in relation to its purported title to standing timber:

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

0

In the July 2008 Offering Memorandum, Sino stated “Based on the relevant
purchase contracts and the approvals issued by the relevant forestry bureaus, we

legally own our purchased plantations”;

In the June 2009 Offering Memorandum, Sino stated “Based on the relevant
purchase contracts and the approvals issued by the relevant forestry bureaus, we

legally own our purchased plantations”;

In the October 2010 Offering Memorandum, Sino stated “Based on the relevant
purchase contracts and the approvals issued by the relevant forestry bureaus, we

legally own our purchased plantations”;

In the 2006 AIF, Sino stated “Based on the supplemental purchase contracts and
the plantation rights certificates issued by the relevant forestry departments, we

have the legal right to own our purchased tree plantations”;

In the 2007 AIF, Sino stated “Based on the relevant purchase contracts and the
approvals issued by the relevant forestry departments, we have the legal right to

own our purchased tree plantations™;

In the 2008 AIF, Sino stated “Based on the relevant purchase contracts and the
approvals issued by the relevant forestry bureaus, we legally own our purchased

tree plantations”;
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() In the 2009 AIF, Sino stated “Based on the relevant purchase contracts and the
approvals issued by the local forestry bureaus, we legally own our purchased

plantations™;

(h) In the December 2009 Offering Memorandum, Sino stated “Based on the relevant
purchase contracts and the approvals issued by the local forestry bureaus, we

legally own our purchased plantations™; and

(i) In the 2010 AIF, Sino stated ‘“Based on the relevant purchase contracts and the
approvals issued by the relevant forestry bureaus, we legally own our purchased

plantations.”

155.  In addition, during the Class Period, Sino never disclosed the material fact, belatedly
revealed in the Second Report, that “in practice it is not able to obtain Plantation Rights
Certificates for standing timber purchases when no land transfer vights are transferred’

[emphasis added].

156.  On the contrary, during the Class Period, Sino made the following misrepresentation in

each of the 2006 and 2007 AlFs:

Since 2000, the PRC has been improving its system of registering plantation land
ownership, plantation land use rights and plantation ownership rights and its
system of issuing certificates to the persons having plantation land use rights, to
owners owning the plantation trees and to owners of the plantation land. In April
2000, the PRC State Forestry Bureau announced the ‘“Notice on the
Implementation of Nationwide Uniform Plantation Right Certificates” (Lin Zi Fa
[2000] No. 159) on April 19, 2000 (the “Notice”). Under the Notice, a new
uniform form of plantation rights certificate is to be used commencing from the
date of the Notice. The same type of new form plantation rights certificate will
be issued to the persons having the right to use the plantation land, fo persons
who own the plantation land and plantation trees, and to persons having the
right to use plantation trees.

[Emphasis added]
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157. Under PRC law, county and provincial forestry bureaus have no authority to issue

confirmation letters. Such letters cannot be relied upon in a court of law to resolve a dispute and

are not a guarantee of title. Notwithstanding this, during the Class Period, Sino made the

following misrepresentations:

(a)

(b)

In the 2006 AIF: “In addition, for the purchased tree plantations, we have
obtained confirmations from the relevant forestry bureaus that we have the
legal right to own the purchased tree plantations for which we have not received

certificates” [emphasis added]; and

In the 2007 AIF: “For our Purchased Tree Plantations, we have applied for the
relevant Plantation Rights Certificates with the competent local forestry
departments. As the relevant locations where we purchased our Purchased Tree
Plantations have not fully implemented the new form Plantation Rights
Certificate, we are not able to obtain all the corresponding Plantation Rights
Certificates for our Purchased Tree Plantations. In this connection, we obtained
confirmation on our ownership of our Purchased Tree Plantations from the

relevant forestry departments.” [emphasis added]
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E, Misrepresentations relating to Sino’s Relationships with its Als

158, In addition to the misrepresentations alleged above in relation to Sino’s Als, including
those alleged in Section VI.C hereof (Misrepresentations relating to Sino’s Related Party
Transactions), Sino made the following misrepresentations during the Class Period in relation to
its relationships with it Als,

(i)  Sino Misrepresents the Degree of its Reliance on its Als
159,  On March 30, 2007, Sino issued and filed on SEDAR its 2006 AIF, In that AIF, Sino

stated:

...PRC laws and regulations require foreign companies to obtain licenses to engage in
any business activities in the PRC. As a result of these requirements, we currently engage
in our trading activities through PRC authorized intermediaries that have the requisite
business licenses. There is no assurance that the PRC government will not take action to
restrict our ability to engage in trading activities through our authorized intermediaries.
In order to reduce our reliance on the authorized intermediaries, we intend to use a
WFOE in the PRC to enter into contracts directly with suppliers of raw timber, and
then process the raw timber, or engage others to process raw timber on its behalf, and
sell logs, wood chips and wood-based products to customers, although it would not be
able to engage in pure trading activities.

[Emphasis added.]

160. In its 2007 AIF, which Sino filed on March 28, 2008, Sino again declared its intention to

reduce its reliance upon Als,

161.  These statements were false and/or materially misleading when made, inasmuch as Sino
had no intention to reduce materially its reliance on Als, because its Als were critical to Sino’s
ability to inflate its revenue and net income. Rather, these statements had the effect of mitigating

any investor concern arising from Sino’s extensive reliance upon Als.

162, Throughout the Class Period, Sino continued to depend heavily upon Als for its
purported sales of standing timber. In fact, contrary to Sino’s purported intention to reduce its

reliance on its Als, Sino’s reliance on its Als in fact increased during the Class Period.
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(ii)  Sino Misrepresents the Tax-related Risks Arising from its use of Als

163.  Throughout the Class Period, Sino materially understated the tax-related risks arising

from its use of Als.

164. Tax evasion penalties in the PRC are severe. Depending on whether the PRC authorities
seek recovery of unpaid taxes by means of a civil or criminal proceeding, its claims for unpaid
tax are subject to either a five- or ten-year limitation period. The unintentional failure to pay
taxes is subject to a 0.05% per day interest penalty, while an intentional failure to pay taxes is
punishable with fines of up to five times the unpaid taxes, and confiscation of part or all of the

criminal’s personal properties maybe also imposed.

165.  Therefore, because Sino professed to be unable to determine whether its Als have paid
required taxes, the tax-related risks arising from Sino’s use of Als were potentially devastating.
Sino failed, however, to disclose these aspects of the PRC tax regime in its Class Period

disclosure documents, as alleged more particularly below,

166. Based upon Sino’s reported results, Sino’s tax accruals in all of its Impugned Documents
that were interim and annual financial statements were materially deficient. For example,
depending on whether the PRC tax authorities would assess interest at the rate of 18.75% per
annum, or would assess no interest, on the unpaid income taxes of Sino’s BVI subsidiaries, and
depending also on whether one assumes that Sino’s Als have paid no income taxes or have paid
50% of the income taxes due to the PRC, then Sino’s tax accruals in its 2007, 2008, 2009 and
2010 Audited Annual Financial Statements were understated by, respectively, US$10 million to
US$150 million, US$50 million to US$260 million, US$81 million to US$371 million, and
US$83 million to US$493 million. Importantly, were one to consider the impact of unpaid taxes

other than unpaid income taxes (for example, unpaid value-added taxes), then the amounts by
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which Sino’s tax accruals were understated in these financial statements would be substantially

larger.

167. The aforementioned estimates of the amounts by which Sino’s tax accruals were
understated also assume that the PRC tax authorities only impose interest charges on Sino’s BV1
Subsidiaries and impose no other penalties for unpaid taxes, and assume further that the PRC
authorities seek back taxes only for the preceding five years. As indicated above, each of these
assumptions is likely to be unduly optimistic. In any case, Sino’s inadequate tax accruals

violated GAAP, and constituted misrepresentations.

168, Sino also violated GAAP in its 2009 Audited Annual Financial Statements by failing to
apply to its 2009 financial results the PRC tax guidance that was issued in February 2010.
Although that guidance was issued after year-end 2009, GAAP required that Sino apply that
guidance to its 2009 financial results, because that guidance was issued in the subsequent events

period.

169. Based upon Sino’s reported profit margins on its dealings with Als, which margins are
extraordinary both in relation to the profit margins of Sino’s peers, and in relation to the limited
risks that Sino purports to assume in its transactions with its Als, Sino’s Als are not satisfying
their tax obligations, a fact that was either known to the Defendants or ought to have been
known. If Sino’s extraordinary profit margins are real, then Sino and its Als must be dividing

the gains from non-payment of taxes to the PRC,

170.  During the Class Period, Sino never disclosed the true nature of the tax-related risks to
which it was exposed. This omission, in violation of GAAP, rendered each of the following

statements a misrepresentation:
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In the 2006 Annual Financial Statements, note 11 [b] “Provision for tax related

liabilities” and associated text;

In the 2006 Annual MD&A, the subsection “Provision for Tax Related

Liabilities” in the section “Critical Accounting Estimates,” and associated text;

In the AIF dated March 30, 2007, the section “Estimation of the Company’s

provision for income and related taxes,” and associated text;

In the Q1 and Q2 2007 Financial Statements, note 5 “Provision for Tax Related

Liabilities,” and associated text;

In the Q3 2007 Financial Statements, note 6 “Provision for Tax Related

Liabilities,” and associated text;

In the 2007 Annual Financial Statements, note 13 [b] “Provision for tax related

liabilities,” and associated text;

In the 2007 Annual MD&A and Amended 2007 Annual MD&A, the subsection
“Provision for Tax Related Liabilities” in the section “Critical Accounting

Estimates,” and associated text;

In the AIF dated March 28, 2008, the section “Estimation of the Corporation’s

provision for income and related taxes,” and associated text;

In the Q1, Q2 and Q3 2008 Financial Statements, note 12 “Provision for Tax

Related Liabilities,” and associated text;

In the Q1, Q2 and Q3 2008 MD&As, the subsection “Provision for Tax Related

Liabilities™ in the section “Critical Accounting Estimates,” and associated text;

In the July 2008 Offering Memorandum, the subsection “Taxation” in the section
“Management’s Discussion and Analysis of Financial Condition and Results of

Operations,” and associated text;
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(h In the 2008 Annual Financial Statements, note 13 [d] “Provision for tax related

liabilities,” and associated text;

(m)  In the 2008 Annual MD&A and Amended 2008 Annual MD&A, the subsection
“Provision for Tax Related Liabilities” in the section “Critical Accounting

Estimates,” and associated text;

(n) In the AIF dated March 31, 2009, the section “We may be liable for income and
related taxes to our business and operations, particularly our BVI Subsidiaries, in
amounts greater than the amounts we have estimated and for which we have

provisioned,” and associated text;

(0) In the Q1, Q2 and Q3 2009 Financial Statements, note 13 *“Provision for Tax

Related Liabilities,” and associated text;

(p) In the Q1, Q2 and Q3 2009 MD&As, the subsection “Provision for Tax Related

Liabilities” in the section “Critical Accounting Estimates,” and associated text;

(@)  In the 2009 Annual Financial Statements, note 15 [d] “Provision for tax related

liabilities,” and associated text;

(r) In the 2009 Annual MD&A, the subsection “Provision for Tax Related

Liabilities” in the section “Critical Accounting Estimates,” and associated text;

(s) In the AIF dated March 31, 2010, the section “We may be liable for income and
related taxes to our business and operations, particularly our BVI Subsidiaries, in
amounts greater than the amounts we have estimated and for which we have

provisioned,” and associated text;

() In the Q1 and Q2 2010 Financial Statements, note 14 “Provision for Tax Related

Liabilities,” and associated text;

(u) In the Q1 and Q2 2010 MD&As, the subsection “Provision for Tax Related

Liabilities” in the section “Critical Accounting Estimates,” and associated text;
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(v) In the Q3 2010 Financial Statements, note 14 “Provision and Contingencies for

Tax Related Liabilities,” and associated text; and

(w)  In the Q3 2010 MD&As, the subsection “Provision and Contingencies for Tax
Related Liabilities” in the section “Critical Accounting Estimates,” and associated

text;

(x) In the October 2010 Offering Memorandum, the subsection “Taxation” in the

section *Selected Financial Information,” and associated text;

(y) In the 2010 Annual Financial Statements, note 18 “Provision and Contingencies

for Tax Related Liabilities,” and associated text;

(z) In the 2010 Annual MD&A, the subsection “Provision and Contingencies for Tax
Related Liabilities” in the section “Critical Accounting Estimates,” and associated

text; and

(aa)  In the AIF dated March 31, 2011, the section “We may be liable for income and
related taxes to our business and operations, particularly our BVI Subsidiaries, in
amounts greater than the amounts we have estimated and for which we have

provisioned,” and associated text.

171, In every Impugned Document that is a financial statement, the line item “Accounts
payable and accrued liabilities” and associated figures on the Consolidated Balance Sheets fails

to properly account for Sino’s tax accruals and is a misrepresentation, and a violation of GAAP,

172, During the Class Period, Sino also failed to disclose in any of the Impugned Documents
that were AlFs, MD&As, financial statements, Prospectuses or Offering Memoranda, the risks
relating to the repatriation of its earnings from the PRC. In 2010, Sino added two new sections
to its AIF regarding the risk that it would not be able to repatriate earnings from its BVI
subsidiaries (which deal with the Als). The amount of retained earnings that may not be able to

be repatriated is stated therein to be US$1.4 billion. Notwithstanding this disclosure, Sino did not
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proof of payment of PRC taxes, which it has admitted that it lacks.

(iii)  Sino Misrepresents its Accounting Treatment of its Als

173, In addition, there are material discrepancies in Sino’s descriptions of its accounting

treatment of its Als. Beginning in the 2003 AIF, Sino described its Als as follows:

Because of the provisions in the Operational Procedures that specify when we and
the authorized intermediary assume the risks and obligations relating to the raw
timber or wood chips, as the case may be, we treat these transactions for
accounting purposes as providing that we take title to the raw timber when it is
delivered to the authorized intermediary. Title then passes to the authorized
intermediary once the timber is processed into wood chips. Accordingly, we treat
the authovized intermediaries for accounting purposes as being both our
suppliers and customers in these transactions,

[Emphasis added.]
174, Sino’s disclosures were consistent in that regard up to and including Sino’s first AIF

issued in the Class Period (the 2006 AIF), which states:

Because of'the provisions in the Operational Procedures that specify when we and
the Al assume the risks and obligations relating to the raw timber or wood chips,
as the case may be, we treat these transactions for accounting purposes as
providing that we take title to the raw timber when it is delivered to the Al Title
then passes to the Al once the timber is processed into wood chips. Accordingly,
we treat the Al for accounting purposes as being both our supplier and
customer in these transactions.

[Emphasis added. ]

175.  In subsequent AIFs, Sino ceased without explanation to disclose whether it treated Als

for accounting purposes as being both the supplier and the customer,

176.  Following the issuance of Muddy Waters’ report on the last day of the Class Period,
however, Sino declared publicly that Muddy Waters was “wrong” in its assertion that, for
accounting purposes, Sino treated its Als as being both supplier and customer in transactions,

This claim by Sino implies either that Sino misrepresented its accounting treatment of Als in its
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2006 ATF (and in its AIFs for prior years), or that Sino changed its accounting treatment of its
Als after the issuance of its 2006 AIF. If the latter is true, then Sino was obliged by GAAP to

disclose its change in its accounting treatment of its Als. It failed to do so.

F. Misrepresentations relating to Sino’s Cash Flow Statements

177.  Given the nature of Sino’s operations, that of a frequent trader of standing timber, Sino
improperly accounted for its purchases of timber assets as “Investments” in its Consolidated
Statements Of Cash Flow. In fact, such purchases are “Inventory” within the meaning of GAAP,

given the nature of Sino’s business.

178.  Additionally, Sino violated the GAAP ‘matching’ principle in treating timber asset
purchases as “Investments” and the sale of timber assets as “Inventory”:; cash flow that came into
the company was treated as cash flow from operations, but cash flow that was spent by Sino was
treated as cash flow for investments. As a result, “Additions to timber holding” was improperly
treated as a “Cash Flows Used In Investing Activities” instead of “Cash Flows From Operating
Activities” and the item “Depletion of timber holdings included in cost of sales” should not be

included in “Cash Flows From Operating Activities,” because it is not a cash item.

179, The effect of these misstatements is that Sino’s Cash Flows From Operating Activities
were materially overstated throughout the Class Period, which created the impression that Sino
was a far more successful cash generator than it was. Such mismatching and misclassification is

a violation of GAAP.

180.  Cash Flows From Operating Activities are one of the crucial metrics used by the financial
analysts who followed Sino’s performance. These misstatements were designed to, and did,

have the effect of causing such analysts to materially overstate the value of Sino. This material
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overstatement was incorporated into various research reports made available to the Class

Members, the market and the public at large.

[81. Matching is a foundational requirement of GAAP reporting. E&Y and BDO were aware,
at all material times, that Sino was required to adhere to the matching principle. If E&Y and
BDO had conducted GAAS-complaint audits, they would have been aware that Sino’s reporting
was not GAAP compliant with regard to the matching principle. Accordingly, if they had
conducted GAAS-compliant audits, the statements by E&Y and BDO that Sino’s reporting was

GAAP-compliant were not only false, but were made, at a minimum, recklessly.

182. Further, at all material times, E&Y and BDO were aware that misstatements in Cash

Flows From Operating Activities would materially impact the market’s valuation of Sino.

183.  Accordingly, in every Impugned Document that is a financial statement, the Consolidated
Statements Of Cash Flow are a misrepresentation and, particularly, the Cash Flows From
Operating Activities item and associated figures is materially overstated, the “additions to timber
holdings” item and figures is required to be listed as Cash Flows From Operating Activities, and
the “depletion of timber holdings included in cost of sales” item and figures should not have

been included.
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G. Misrepresentations relating to Certain Risks to which Sino was exposed
(i) Sino is conducting “business activities” in China

184. At material times, PRC law required foreign entities engaging in “business activities” in
the PRC to register to obtain and maintain a license. Violation of this requirement could have
resulted in both administrative sanctions and criminal punishment, including banning the
unlicensed business activities, confiscating illegal income and properties used exclusively
therefor, and/or an administrative fines of no more than RMB 500,000. Possible criminal

punishment included a criminal fine from | to 5 times the amount of the profits gained.

185. Consequently, were Sino’s BVI subsidiaries to have been engaged in unlicensed in
“business activities” in the PRC during the Class Period, they would have been exposed to risks

that were highly material to Sino,

186. Under PRC law, the term “business activities” generally encompasses any for-profit
activities, and Sino’s BVI subsidiaries were in fact engaged in unlicensed “business activities” in
the PRC during the Class Period. However, Sino did not disclose this fact in any of the
Impugned Documents, including in its AlFs for 2008-2010, which purported to make full
disclosure of the material risks to which Sino was then exposed.

(it)  Sino fails to disclose that no proceeds were paid to it by its Als
[87.  Inthe Second Report, Sino belatedly revealed that:

In practice, proceeds from the Entrusted Sale Agreements are not paid to SF but
are held by the Als as instructed by SF and subsequently used to pay for further
purchases of standing timber by the same or other BVIs. The Als will continue to
hold these proceeds until the Company instructs the Als to use these proceeds to
pay for new BVI standing timber purchases. No proceeds are directly paid to the
Company, either onshore or offshore.

[Emphasis added]
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188, This material fact was never disclosed in any of the Impugned Documents during the

Class Period. On the contrary, Sino made the following statements during the Class Period in

relation to the proceeds paid to it by its Als, each of which was materially misleading and

therefore a misrepresentation:

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

(f)

In the 2005 financial statements, Sino stated: “As a result, the majority of the
accounts receivable arising from sales of wood chips and standing timber are
realized through instructing the debtors to settle the amounts payable on standing
timber and other PRC liabilities” [emphasis added];

In the 2006 Annual MD&A, the subsection “Provision for Tax Related

Liabilities” in the section “Critical Accounting Estimates,” and associated text;

In the 2006 financial statements, Sino stated: “As a result, the majority of the
accounts receivable arising from sales of wood chips and standing timber are
realized through instructing the debtors to settle the amounts payable on standing

timber and other liabilities denominated in Renminbi” [emphasis added];

In the 2007 financial statements, Sino stated: “As a result, the majority of the
accounts receivable arising from sales of standing timber are realized through
instructing the debtors to settle the amounts payable on standing timber and other

liabilities denominated in Renminbi;”

In the 2008 financial statements, Sino stated: “As a result, the majority of the
accounts receivable arising from sales of standing timber are realized through
instructing the debtors to settle the amounts payable on standing timber and other

liabilities denominated in Renminbi” [emphasis added];

In the 2009 financial statements, Sino stated: “As a result, the majority of the
accounts receivable arising from sales of standing timber are realized through
instructing the debtors to settle the amounts payable on standing timber and other

liabilities denominated in Renminbi” [emphasis added]; and
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In the 2010 financial statements, Sino stated: “As a result, the majority of the
accounts receivable arising from sales of standing timber are realized through
instructing the debtors to settle the amounts payable on standing timber and other

liabilities denominated in Renminbi” [emphasis added].

H. Misrepresentations relating to Sino’s GAAP Compliance and the Auditors’ GAAS
Compliance

(i)  Sino, Chan and Horsley misrepresent that Sino complied with GAAP

189. In each of its Class Period financial statements, Sino represented that its financial

reporting was GAAP-compliant, which was a misrepresentation for the reasons set out elsewhere

herein.

190. In particular, Sino misrepresented in those financial statements that it was GAAP-

compliant as follows:

(a)

(b)

(c)

In the annual statements filed on March 19, 2007, at Note 1: “These consolidated
financial statements Sino-Forest Corporation (the “Company”) have been
prepared in United States dollars in accordance with Canadian generally accepted

accounting principles™;

In the annual financial statements filed on March 18, 2008, at Note 1: “The
consolidated financial statements of Sino-Forest Corporation (the “Company™)
have been prepared in United States dollars and in accordance with Canadian

generally accepted accounting principles”;

In the annual financial statements filed on March 16, 2009, at note l: “The
consolidated financial statements of Sino-Forest Corporation (the “Company”)
have been prepared in United States dollars and in accordance with Canadian

generally accepted accounting principles”;
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In the annual financial statements filed on March 16, 2010, at note 1: “The
consolidated financial statements of Sino-Forest Corporation (the “Company’)
have been prepared in United States dollars and in accordance with Canadian

generally accepted accounting principles™; and

In the annual financial statements filed on March 15, 2011, at note 1: “The
consolidated financial statements of Sino-Forest Corporation (the “Company”)
have been prepared in United States dollars and in accordance with Canadian

generally accepted accounting principles”,

191, In each of its Class Period MDé&As, Sino represented that its reporting was GAAP-

compliant, which was a misrepresentation for the reasons set out elsewhere herein,

192. In particular, Sino misrepresented in those MD&As that it was GAAP-compliant as

follows:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

In the annual MD&A filed on March 19, 2007: “Except where otherwise
indicated, all financial information reflected herein is determined on the basis of

Canadian generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP)”;

In the quarterly MD&A filed on May 14, 2007: “Except where otherwise
indicated, all financial information reflected herein is determined on the basis of

Canadian generally accepted accounting principles (“GAAP”)”;

In the quarterly MD&A filed on August 13, 2007: “Except where otherwise
indicated, all financial information reflected herein is determined on the basis of

Canadian generally accepted accounting principles (“GAAP™)”;

In the quarterly MD&A filed on November 12, 2007: “Except where otherwise
indicated, all financial information reflected herein is determined on the basis of

Canadian generally accepted accounting principles (“GAAP”)”;
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In the annual MD&A filed on March 18, 2008: “Except where otherwise
indicated, all financial information reflected herein is determined on the basis of

Canadian generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP)”;

In the amended annual MD&A filed on March 28, 2008: “Except where otherwise
indicated, all financial information reflected herein is determined on the basis of

Canadian generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP)”;

In the quarterly MD&A filed on May 13, 2008: “Except where otherwise
indicated, all financial information reflected herein is determined on the basis of

Canadian generally accepted accounting principles (“GAAP”)”;

In the quarterly MD&A filed on August 12, 2008: “Except where otherwise
indicated, all financial information reflected herein is determined on the basis of

Canadian generally accepted accounting principles (“GAAP”)";

In the quarterly MD&A filed on November 13, 2008: “Except where otherwise
indicated, all financial information reflected herein is determined on the basis of

Canadian generally accepted accounting principles (“GAAP”)”;

In the annual MD&A filed on March 16, 2009: “Except where otherwise
indicated, all financial information reflected herein is determined on the basis of

Canadian generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP)”;

In the amended annual MD&A filed on March 17, 2009: “Except where otherwise
indicated, all financial information reflected herein is determined on the basis of

Canadian generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP)”;

In the quarterly MD&A filed on May 11, 2009: “Except where otherwise
indicated, all financial information reflected herein is determined on the basis of

Canadian generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP)”;

In the quarterly MD&A filed on August 10, 2009: “Except where otherwise
indicated, all financial information reflected herein is determined on the basis of

Canadian generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP)”;
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In the quarterly MD&A filed on November 12, 2009: “Except where otherwise
indicated, all financial information reflected herein is determined on the basis of

Canadian Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (“GAAP”)”;

In the annual MD&A files on March 16, 2010: “Except where otherwise
indicated, all financial information reflected herein is determined on the basis of

Canadian Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (“GAAP”)”;

In the quarterly MD&A filed on May 12, 2010: “Except where otherwise
indicated, all financial information reflected herein is determined on the basis of

Canadian Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (“GAAP”)”;

In the quarterly MD&A filed on August 10, 2010: “Except where otherwise
indicated, all financial information reflected herein is determined on the basis of

Canadian Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (“GAAP”)”;

In the quarterly MD&A filed on November 10, 2010: “Except where otherwise
indicated, all financial information reflected herein is determined on the basis of

Canadian Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (“GAAP™)”; and

In the annual MD&A filed on March 15, 2011: “Except where otherwise
indicated, all financial information reflected herein is determined on the basis of

Canadian Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (“GAAP”).”

193, In the Offerings, Sino represented that its reporting was GAAP-compliant, which was a

misrepresentation for the reasons set out elsewhere herein,

194. In particular, Sino misrepresented in the Offerings that it was GAAP-compliant as

follows:

(a)

In the July 2008 Offering Memorandum: “We prepare our financial statements on
a consolidated basis in accordance with accounting principles generally accepted

in Canada (“Canadian GAAP”)[...],” “Our auditors conduct their audit of our



(b)

(c)

(d)
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financial statements in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in
Canada” and “Each of the foregoing reports or financial statements will be
prepared in accordance with Canadian generally accepted accounting principles
other than for reports prepared for financial periods commencing on or after
January 1, 2011 [...]";

In the June 2009 Offering Memorandum: “We prepare our financial statements on
a consolidated basis in accordance with accounting principles generally accepted
in Canada (“Canadian GAAP”)[...],” “Our auditors conduct their audit of our
financial statements in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in
Canada,” “The audited and unaudited consolidated financial statements were
prepared in accordance with Canadian GAAP,” “Our audited and consolidated
financial statements for the years ended December 31, 2006, 2007 and 2008 and
our unaudited interim consolidated financial statements for the three-month
periods ended March 31, 2008 and 2009 have been prepared in accordance with
Canadian GAAP”;

In the June 2009 Offering Memorandum: “We prepare our financial statements on
a consolidated basis in accordance with accounting principles generally accepted
in Canada (“Canadian GAAP”)[...],” “Our auditors conduct their audit of our
financial statements in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in
Canada” and “The audited and unaudited consolidated financial statements were

prepared in accordance with Canadian GAAP”; and

In the October 2010 Offering Memorandum: “We prepare our financial
statements on a consolidated basis in accordance with accounting principles
generally accepted in Canada (‘““Canadian GAAP”)[...],” “Our auditors conduct
their audit of our financial statements in accordance with auditing standards
generally accepted in Canada,” “The audited and unaudited consolidated financial
statements were prepared in accordance with Canadian GAAP,” “Our audited and
consolidated financial statements for the years ended December 31, 2007, 2008

and 2009 and our unaudited interim consolidated financial statements for the six-
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month periods ended June 30, 2009 and 2010 have been prepared in accordance
with Canadian GAAP.”

195.  In the Class Period Management’s Reports, Chan and Horsley represented that Sino’s

reporting was GAAP-compliant, which was a misrepresentation for the reasons set out elsewhere

herein.

196. In particular, Chan and Horsley misrepresented in those Management’s Reports that

Sino’s financial statements were GAAP-compliant as follows:

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

In the annual statements filed on March 19, 2007 Chan and Horlsey stated: “The
consolidated financial statements contained in this Annual Report have been
prepared by management in accordance with Canadian generally accepted

accounting principles”;

In the annual financial statements filed on March 18, 2008 Chan and Horlsey
stated: “The consolidated financial statements contained in this Annual Report
have been prepared by management in accordance with Canadian generally

accepted accounting principles™;

In the annual financial statements filed on March 16, 2009 Chan and Horlsey
stated: “The consolidated financial statements contained in this Annual Report
have been prepared by management in accordance with Canadian generally

accepted accounting principles”;

In the annual financial statements filed on March 16, 2010 Chan and Horlsey
stated: “The consolidated financial statements contained in this Annual Report
have been prepared by management in accordance with Canadian generally

accepted accounting principles”; and

In the annual financial statements filed on March 15, 2011 Chan and Horlsey

stated: “The consolidated financial statements contained in this Annual Report
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have been prepared by management in accordance with Canadian generally

accepted accounting principles.”

(ii)  E&Y and BDO misrepresent that Sino complied with GAAP and that they complied

with GAAS

197. In each of Sino’s Class Period annual financial statements, E&Y or BDO, as the case

may be, represented that Sino’s reporting was GAAP-compliant, which was a misrepresentation

for the reasons set out elsewhere herein. In addition, in each such annual financial statement,

E&Y and BDO, as the case may be, represented that they had conducted their audit in

compliance with GAAS, which was a misrepresentation because they did not in fact conduct

their audits in accordance with GAAS.

198. In particular, E&Y and BDO misrepresented that Sino’s financial statements were

GAAP-compliant and that they had conducted their audits in compliance with GAAS as follows:

(a)

(b)

(c)

In Sino’s annual financial statements filed on March 19, 2007, BDO stated: “We
conducted our audit in accordance with Canadian generally accepted auditing
standards” and “In our opinion, these consolidated financial statements present
fairly, in all material respects, the financial position of the Company as at
December 31, 2006 and 2005 and the results of its operations and its cash flows
for the years then ended in accordance with Canadian generally accepted

accounting principles”;

In the June 2007 Prospectus, BDO stated: “We have complied with Canadian
generally accepted standards for an auditor’s involvement with offering

documents”;

In Sino’s annual financial statements filed on March 18, 2008, E&Y stated: “We
conducted our audit in accordance with Canadian generally accepted auditing
standards” and “In our opinion, these consolidated financial statements present

fairly, in all material respects, the financial position of the Company as at



(d)

(e)
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December 31, 2007 and the results of its operations and its cash flows for the year
then ended in accordance with Canadian generally accepted accounting principles.
The financial statements as at December 31, 2006 and for the year then ended
were audited by other auditors who expressed an opinion without reservation on

those statements in their report dated March 19, 2007”;

In the July 2008 Offering Memorandum, BDO stated: “We conducted our audit in
accordance with Canadian generally accepted auditing standards” and “In our
opinion, these consolidated financial statements present fairly, in all material
respects, the financial position of the Company as at December 31, 2006 and 2005
and the results of its operations and its cash flows for the years then ended in
accordance with Canadian generally accepted accounting principles” and E&Y
stated “We conducted our audit in accordance with Canadian generally accepted
auditing standards™ and “In our opinion, these consolidated financial statements
present fairly, in all material respects, the financial position of the Company as at
December 31, 2007 and the results of its operations and its cash flows for the year
then ended in accordance with Canadian generally accepted accounting

principles”;

In Sino’s annual financial statements filed on March 16, 2009, E&Y stated: “We
conducted our audits in accordance with Canadian generally accepted auditing
standards” and “In our opinion, these consolidated financial statements present
fairly, in all material respects, the financial position of the Company as at
December 31, 2008 and 2007 and the results of its operations and its cash flows
for the years then ended in accordance with Canadian generally accepted

accounting principles”;

In Sino’s annual financial statements filed on March 16, 2010, E&Y stated: “We
conducted our audits in accordance with Canadian generally accepted auditing
standards”™ and “In our opinion, these consolidated financial statements present
fairly, in all material respects, the financial position of the Company as at

December 31, 2009 and 2008 and the results of its operations and its cash flows
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for the years then ended in accordance with Canadian generally accepted

accounting principles”; and

() In Sino’s annual financial statements filed on March 15, 2011, E&Y stated: “We
conducted our audits in accordance with Canadian generally accepted auditing
standards.” and “In our opinion, the consolidated financial statements present
fairly, in all material respects, the financial position of Sino-Forest corporation as
at December 31, 2010 and 2009 and the results of its operations and cash flows
for the years then ended in accordance with Canadian generally accepted

accounting principles.”

(iii)  The Market Relied on Sino’s Purported GAAP-compliance and E&Y’s and BDO's
purported GAAS-compliance in Sino’s Financial Reporting

199.  As a public company, Sino communicated the results it claimed to have achieved to the
Class Members via quarterly and annual financial results, among other disclosure documents,
Sino’s auditors, E&Y and BDO, as the case may be, were instrumental in the communication of
Sino’s financial information to the Class Members. The auditors certified that the financial
statements were compliant with GAAP and that they had performed their audits in compliance

with GAAS. Neither was true.

200. The Class Members invested in Sino’s securities on the critical premise that Sino’s
financial statements were in fact GAAP-compliant, and that Sino’s auditors had in fact
conducted their audits in compliance with GAAS. Sino’s reported financial results were also
followed by analysts at numerous financial institutions. These analysts promptly reported to the
market at large when Sino made earnings announcements, and incorporated into their Sino-
related analyses and reports Sino’s purportedly GAAP-compliant financial results. These

analyses and reports, in turn, significantly affected the market price for Sino’s securities.
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201, The market, including the Class Members, would not have relied on Sino’s financial
reporting had the auditors disclosed that Sino’s financial statements were not reliable or that they
had not followed the processes that would have amply revealed that those statements were

reliable,

VII. CHAN’S AND HORSLEY’S FALSE CERTIFICATIONS
202, Pursuant to National Instrument 52-109, the defendants Chan, as CEQ, and Horsley, as

CFO, were required at the material times to certify Sino’s annual and quarterly MD&As and
Financial Statements as well as the AIFs (and all documents incorporated into the AIFs). Such
certifications included statements that the filings “do not contain any untrue statement of a
material fact or omit to state a material fact required to be stated or that is necessary to make a
statement not misleading in light of the circumstances under which it was made” and that the
reports “fairly present in all material respects the financial condition, results of operations and

cash flows of the issuer.”

203.  As particularized elsewhere herein, however, the Impugned Documents contained the
Representation, which was false, as well as the other misrepresentations alleged above.
Accordingly, the certifications given by Chan and Horsley were false and were themselves
misrepresentations. Chan and Horsley made such false certifications knowingly or, at a

minimum, recklessly.

VIII. THE TRUTH IS REVEALED
204.  On June 2, 2011, Muddy Waters issued its initial report on Sino, and stated in part

therein:
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Sino-Forest Corp (TSE: TRE) is the granddaddy of China RTO frauds. It has
always been a fraud — reporting excellent results from one of its early joint
ventures — even though, because of TRE’s default on its investment obligations,
the JV never went into operation. TRE just lied.

The foundation of TRE’s fraud is a convoluted structure whereby it claims to run
most of its revenues through “authorized intermediaries” (“Al”). Als are
supposedly timber trader customers who purportedly pay much of TRE’s value
added and income taxes. At the same time, these Als allow TRE a gross margin of
55% on standing timber merely for TRE having speculated on trees.

The sole purpose of this structure is to fabricate sales transactions while having an
excuse for not having the VAT invoices that are the mainstay of China audit
work. If TRE really were processing over one billion dollars in sales through Als,
TRE and the Als would be in serious legal trouble. No legitimate public company
would take such risks — particularly because this structure has zero upside.

[..]

On the other side of the books, TRE massively exaggerates its assets, TRE
significantly falsifies its investments in plantation fiber (trees). It purports to have
purchased $2.891 billion in standing timber under master agreements since 2006

[o]
[...]
Valuation

Because TRE has $2.1 billion in debt outstanding, which we believe exceeds the
potential recovery, we value its equity at less than $1.00 per share,

215

Muddy Waters’ report also disclosed that (a) Sino’s business is a fraudulent scheme; (b)

Sino systemically overstated the value of its assets; (c¢) Sino failed to disclose various related

party transactions; (d) Sino misstated that it had enforced high standards of governance; (e) Sino

misstated that its reliance on the Als had decreased; (f) Sino misrepresented the tax risk

associated with the use of Als; and (g) Sino failed to disclose the risks relating to repatriation of

earnings from PRC,

206.

After Muddy Waters’ initial report became public, Sino shares fell to $14.46, at which

point trading was halted (a decline of 20.6% from the pre-disclosure close of $18.21). When
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trading was allowed to resume the next day, Sino’s shares fell to a close of $5.23 (a decline of

71.3% from June 1),

207.

On November 13, 2011 Sino released the Second Report in redacted form. Therein, the

Committee summarized its findings:

B. Overview of Principal Findings

The following sets out a very high level overview of the IC’s principal findings
and should be read in conjunction with the balance of this report.

Timber Ownership

[..]

The Company does not obtain registered title to BVI purchased plantations. In
the case of the BVIs’ plantations, the IC has visited forestry bureaus, Suppliers
and Als to seek independent evidence to establish a chain of title or payment
transactions to verify such acquisitions. The purchase contracts, set-off
arrangement documentation and forestry bureau confirmations constitute the
documentary evidence as to the Company’s contractual or other rights. The IC
has been advised that the Company’s rights to such plantations could be open to
challenge. However, Management has advised that, to date, it is unaware of any
such challenges that have not been resolved with the Suppliers in a manner
satisfactory to the Company.

Forestry Bureau Confirmations and Plantation Rights Certificates

Registered title, through Plantation Rights Certificates is not available in the
Jjurisdictions (i.e. cities and counties) examined by the IC Advisors for standing
timber that is held without land use/lease rights. Therefore the Company was not
able to obtain Plantation Rights Certificates for its BVIs standing timber assets
in those areas. In these circumstances, the Company sought confirmations from
the relevant local forestry bureau acknowledging its rights to the standing timber,

The IC Advisors reviewed forestry bureau confirmations for virtually all BVIs
assets and non-Mandra WFOE purchased plantations held as at December 31,
2010. The IC Advisors, in meetings organized by Management, met with a
sample of forestry bureaus with a view to obtaining verification of the Company’s
rights to standing timber in those jurisdictions, The result of such meetings to date
have concluded with the forestry bureaus or related entities having issued new
confirmations as to the Company’s contractual rights to the Company in respect
of 111,177 Ha. as of December 31, 2010 and 133,040 Ha. as of March 31, 2011,
and have acknowledged the issuance of existing confirmations issued to the
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Company as to certain rights, among other things, in respect of 113,058 Ha. as of
December 31, 2010.

Forestry bureau confirmations are not officially recognized documents and are
not issued pursuant to a legislative mandate or, to the knowledge of the IC, a
published policy. It appears they were issued at the request of the Company or
its Suppliers. The confirmations are not title documents, in the Western sense of
that term, although the IC believes they should be viewed as comfort indicating
the relevant forestry bureau does not dispute SF’s claims to the standing timber to
which they relate and might provide comfort in case of disputes. The purchase
contracts are the primary evidence of the Company’s interest in timber assets.

In the meetings with forestry bureaus, the IC Advisors did not obtain significant
insight into the internal authorization or diligence processes undertaken by the
Sforestry bureaus in issuing confirmations and, as reflected elsewhere in this
report, the IC did not have visibility into or complete comfort regarding the
methods by which those confirmations were obtained, 1t should be noted that
several Suppliers observed that SF was more demanding than other buyers in
requiring forestry bureau confirmations.

Book Value of Timber

Based on its review to date, the IC is satisfied that the book value of the BVIs
timber assets of $2.476 billion reflected on its 2010 Financial Statements and of
SP WFOE standing timber assets of $298.6 million reflected in its 2010 Financial
Statements reflects the purchase prices for such assets as set out in the BVIs and
WEFOE standing timber purchase contracts reviewed by the IC Advisors. Further,
the purchase prices for such BVIs timber assets have been reconciled to the
Company’s financial statements based on set-off documentation relating to such
contracts that were reviewed by the IC. However, these comments are also
subject to the conclusions set out above under “Timber Ownership” on title and
other rights to plantation assets.

The IC Advisors reviewed documentation acknowledging the execution of the
set-off arrangements between Suppliers, the Company and Als for the 2006-2010
period. However, the IC Advisors were unable to review any documentation of
Als or Suppliers which independently verified movements of cash in connection
with such set-off arrangements between Suppliers, the Company and the Als
used to settle purchase prices paid to Suppliers by Als on behalf of SF. We note
also that the independent valuation referred to in Part VIII below has not yet been
completed.

Revenue Reconciliation

As reported in its First Interim Report, the IC has reconciled reported 2010 total
revenue to the sales prices in BVIs timber sales contracts, together with macro
customer level data from other businesses. However, the IC was unable to review
any documentation of Als or Suppliers which independently verified movements
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of cash in connection with set-off arrangements used to settle purchase prices
paid, or sale proceeds received by, or on behalf of SF.

Relationships

* Yuda Wood: The IC is satisfied that Mr. Huang Ran is not currently an
employee of the Company and that Yuda Wood is not a subsidiary of the
Company. However, there is evidence suggesting close cooperation (including
administrative assistance, possible payment of capital at the time of
establishment, joint control of certain of Yuda Wood’s RMB bank accounts and
the numerous emalls indicating coordination of funding and other business
activities). Management has explained these arrangements were mechanisms that
allowed the Company to monitor its interest in the timber transactions. Further,
Huang Ran (a Yuda Wood employee) has an ownership and/or directorship in
a number of Suppliers (See Section VI.B). The IC Advisors have been introduced
to persons identified as influential backers of Yuda Wood but were unable to
determine the relationships, if any, of such persons with Yuda Wood, the
Company or other Suppliers or Als. Management explanations of a number of
Yuda Wood-related emails and answers to E&Y’s questions are being reviewed
by the IC and may not be capable of independent verification.

» Other: The IC’s review has identified other situations which require further
review. These situations suggest that the Company may have close relationships
with certain Suppliers, and certain Suppliers and Als may have cross-
ownership and other relationships with each other. The 1C notes that in the
interviews conducted by the IC with selected Als and Suppliers, all such parties
represented that they were independent of SF. Management has very recently
provided information and analysis intended to explain these situations. The IC is
reviewing this material from Management and intends to report its findings in this
regard in its final report to the Board. Some of such information and explanations
may not be capable of independent verification.

* Accounting Considerations: To the extent that any of SF’s purchase and sale
transactions are with related parties for accounting purposes, the value of these
transactions as recorded on the books and records of the Company may be
impacted.

[..]
BVI Structure

The BVI structure used by SF to purchase and sell standing timber assets could be
challenged by the relevant Chinese authorities as the undertaking of “business
activities” within China by foreign companies, which may only be undertaken by
entities established within China with the requisite approvals. However, there is
no clear definition of what constitutes “business activities” under Chinese law and
there are different views among the IC’s Chinese counsel and the Company’s
Chinese counsel as to whether the purchase and sale of timber in China as
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undertaken by the BVIs could be considered to constitute “business activities”
within China. In the event that the relevant Chinese authorities consider the BVIs
to be undertaking “business activities” within China, they may be required to
cease such activities and could be subject to other regulatory action. As
regularization of foreign businesses in China is an ongoing process, the
government has in the past tended to allow foreign companies time to restructure
their operations in accordance with regulatory requirements (the cost of which is
uncertain), rather than enforcing the laws strictly and imposing penalties without
notice. See Section 11.B.2

C. Challenges

Throughout its process, the IC has encountered numerous challenges in its
attempts to implement a robust independent process which would yield reliable
results, Among those challenges are the following:

(a) Chinese Legal Regime for Forestry:
« national laws and policies appear not yet to be implemented at all local levels;

« in practice, none of the local jurisdictions tested in which BVIs hold standing
timber appears to have instituted a government registry and documentation system
for the ownership of standing timber as distinct from a government registry
system for the ownership of plantation land use rights;

« the registration of plantation land use rights, the issue of Plantation Rights
Certificates and the establishment of registries, is incomplete in some jurisdictions
based on the information available to the IC;

* as a result, title to standing timber, when not held in conjunction with a land
use right, cannot be definitively proven by reference to a government
maintained register; and

» Sino-Forest has requested confirmations from forestry bureaus of its acquisition
of timber holdings (excluding land leases) as additional evidence of ownership.
Certain forestry bureaus and Suppliers have indicated the confirmation was
beyond the typical diligence practice in China for acquisition of timber holdings.

(b) Obtaining Information from Third Parties: For a variety of reasons, all of them
outside the control of the 1C, it is very difficult to obtain information from third
parties in China. These reasons include the following:

* many of the third parties from whom the IC wanted information (e.g., Als,
Suppliers and forestry bureaus) are not compellable by the Company or
Canadian legal processes;

« third parties appeared to have concerns relating to disclosure of information
regarding their operations that could become public or fall into the hands of
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Chinese government authorities: many third parties explained their reluctance to
provide requested documentation and information as being “for tax reasons”
but declined to elaborate; and

» awareness of MW allegations, investigations and information gathering by the
OSC and other parties, and court proceedings; while not often explicitly
articulated, third parties had an awareness of the controversy surrounding SF and
a reluctance to be associated with any of these allegations or drawn into any of
these processes.

L[]

(e) Corporate Governance/Operational Weaknesses: Management has asserted
that business in China is based upon relationships. The IC and the [C Advisors
have observed this through their efforts to obtain meetings with forestry bureaus,
Suppliers and Als and their other experience in China, The importance of
relationships appears to have resulted in dependence on a relatively small group
of Management who are integral to maintaining customer relationships,
negotiating and finalizing the purchase and sale of plantation fibre contracts and
the settlement of accounts receivable and accounts payable associated with
plantation fibre contracts. This concentration of authority or lack of segregation of
duties has been previously disclosed by the Company as a control weakness. As a
result and as disclosed in the 2010 MD&A, senior Management in their ongoing
evaluation of disclosure controls and procedures and internal controls over
financial reporting, recognizing the disclosed weakness, determined that the
design and controls were ineffective. The Chairman and Chief Financial Officer
provided annual and quarterly certifications of their regulatory filings. Related to
this weakness the following challenges presented themselves in the examination
by the IC and the 1C Advisors:

+ operational and administration systems that are generally not sophisticated
having regard to the size and complexity of the Company’s business and in
relation to North American practices; including:

* incomplete or inadequate record creation and retention practices;
» contracts not maintained in a central location;

* significant volumes of data maintained across multiple locations on
decentralized servers;

* data on some servers in China appearing to have been deleted on an
irregular basis, and there is no back-up system;

* no integrated accounting system: accounting data is not maintained on a
single, consolidated application, which can require extensive manual
procedures to produce reports; and
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 a treasury function that was centralized for certain major financial
accounts, but was not actively involved in the control or management of
numerous local operations bank accounts;

* no internal audit function although there is evidence the Company has
undertaken and continues to assess its disclosure controls and procedures and
internal controls over financial reporting using senior Management and
independent control consultants;

* SF employees conduct Company affairs from time to time using personal
devices and non-corporate email addresses which have been observed to be
shared across groups of staff and changed on a periodic and organized basis; this
complicated and delayed the examination of email data by the IC Advisors; and

* lack of full cooperation/openness in the ICs examination from certain members
of Management,

(f) Complexity, Lack of Visibility into, and Limitations of BVIs Model: The use
of Als and Suppliers as an essential feature of the BVIs standing timber
business model contributes to the lack of visibility into title documentation, cash
movements and tax liability since cash settlement in respect of the BVlIs
standing timber transactions takes place outside of the Company’s books.

(g) Cooperation and openness of the Company’s executives throughout the
process: From the outset, the IC Advisors sought the full cooperation and support
of Allen Chan and the executive management team. Initially, the executive
management team appeared ill-prepared to address the IC’s concerns in an
organized fashion and there was perhaps a degree of culture shock as
Management adjusted to the IC Advisors’ examination. In any event, significant
amounts of material information, particularly with respect to the relationship
with Yuda Wood, interrelationships between Als and/or Suppliers, were not
provided to the IC Advisors as requested. In late August 2011 on the instructions
ofthe IC, interviews of Management were conducted by the IC Advisors in which
documents evidencing these connections were put to the Management for
explanation. As a result of these interviews (which were also attended by BJ) the
Company placed certain members of Management on administrative leave upon
the advice of Company counsel. At the same time the OSC made allegations in
the CTO of Management misconduct.

[.]

(h) Independence of the IC Process: The cooperation and collaboration of the IC
with Management (operating under the direction of the new Chief Executive
Officer) and with Company counsel in completing certain aspects of the IC’s
mandate has been noted by the OSC and by E&Y. Both have questioned the
degree of independence of the IC from Management as a result of this
interaction, The IC has explained the practical impediments to its work in the
context of the distinct business culture (and associated issues of privacy) in the
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forestry sector in China in which the Company operates. Cooperation of third
parties in Hong Kong and China, including employees, depends heavily on
relationships and trust. As noted above, the Company’s placing certain members
of Management on administrative leave, as well as the OSC’s allegations in the
CTO, further hampered the IC’s ability to conduct its process. As a result, the
work of the IC was frequently done with the assistance of, or in reliance on, the
new Chief Executive Officer and his Management team and Company counsel.
Given that Mr. Martin was, in effect, selected by the 1C and BJ was appointed in
late June 2011, the IC concluded that, while not ideal, this was a practical and
appropriate way to proceed in the circumstances. As evidenced by the increased
number of scheduled meetings with forestry bureaus, Suppliers and Als, and, very
recently, the delivery to the IC of information regarding Als and Suppliers and
relationships among the Company and such parties, it is acknowledged that Mr.
Martin’s involvement in the process has been beneficial. It is also acknowledged
that in executing his role and assisting the 1C he has had to rely on certain of the
members of Management who had been placed on administrative leave.

[Emphasis added]

On January 31, 2012, Sino released the Final Report. In material part, it read:

This Final Report of the IC sets out the activities undertaken by the IC since mid-
November, the findings from such activities and the IC’s conclusions regarding its
examination and review. The IC’s activities during this period have been limited
as a result of Canadian and Chinese holidays (Christmas, New Year and Chinese
New Year) and the extensive involvement of IC members in the Company’s
Restructuring and Audit Committees, both of which are advised by different
advisors than those retained by the 1C. The IC believes that, notwithstanding
there remain issues which have not been fully answered, the work of the IC is
now at the point of diminishing returns because much of the information which
it is seeking lies with non-compellable third parties, may not exist or is
apparently not retrievable from the records of the Company.

In December 2011, the Company defaulted under the indentures relating to its
outstanding bonds with the result that its resources are now more focused on
dealing with its bondholders. This process is being overseen by the Restructuring
Committee appointed by the Board. Pursuant to the Waiver Agreement dated
January 18, 2012 between the Company and the holders of a majority of the
principal amount of its 2014 Notes, the Company agreed, among other things, that
the final report of the IC to the Board would be made public by January 31, 2012.

Given the circumstances described above, the IC understands that, with the
delivery of this Final Report, its review and examination activities are terminated,
the IC does not expect to undertake further work other than assisting with
responses to regulators and the RCMP as required and engaging in such further
specific activities as the IC may deem advisable or the Board may instruct. The
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1C has asked the IC Advisors to remain available to assist and advise the 1C upon
its instructions.

[..]
[I. RELATIONSHIPS

The objectives of the 1C’s examination of the Company’s relationships with its
Als and Suppliers were to determine, in light of the MW allegations, if such
relationships are arm’s length and to obtain, if possible, independent verification
of the cash flows underlying the set-off transactions described in Section 1I.A of
the Second Interim Report. That the Company’s relationships with its Als and
Suppliers be arm’s length is relevant to SF’s ability under GAAP to:

* book its timber assets at cost in its 2011 and prior years’ financial statements,
both audited and unaudited

* recognize revenue from standing timber sales as currently reflected in its 2011
and prior years’ financial statements, both audited and unaudited,

A. Yuda Wood

Yuda Wood was founded in April 2006 and was until 2010 a Supplier of SF. Its
business with SF from 2007 to 2010 totalled approximately 152,164 Ha and RMB
4,94 biltion. Section VI.A and Schedule VI.A.2(a) of the Second Interim Report
described the MW allegations relating to Yuda Wood, the review conducted by
the IC and its findings to date. The IC concluded that Huang Ran is not currently
an employee, and that Yuda Wood is not a subsidiary, of the Company, However,
there is evidence suggesting a close cooperation between SF and Yuda Wood
which the IC had asked Management to explain. At the time the Second Interim
Report was issued, the IC was continuing to review Management’s explanations
of a number of Yuda Wood-related emails and certain questions arising there-
from,

Subsequent to the issuance of its Second Interim Report in mid-November, the IC,
with the assistance of the IC Advisors, has reviewed the Management responses
provided to date relating to Yuda Wood and has sought further explanations and
documentary support for such explanations. This was supplementary to the
activities of the Audit Committee of SF and its advisors who have had during this
period primary carriage of examining Management’s responses on the interactions
of SF and Yuda Wood. While many answers and explanations have been
obtained, the IC believes that they are not yet sufficient to allow it to fully
understand the nature and scope of the relationship between SF and Yuda
Wood. Accordingly, based on the information it has obtained, the IC is still
unable to independently verify that the relationship of Yuda Wood is at arm’s
length to SF. 1t is to be noted that Management is of the view that Yuda Wood is
unrelated to SF for accounting purposes. The IC remains satisfied that Yuda is
not a subsidiary of SF, Management continues to undertake work related to Yuda
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Wood, including seeking documentation from third parties and responding to e-
mails where the responses are not yet complete or prepared. Management has
provided certain banking records to the Audit Committee that the Audit
Committee advises support Management’s position that SF did not capitalize
Yuda Wood (but that review is not yet completed). The IC anticipates that
Management will continue to work with the Audit Committee, Company counsel
and E&Y on these issues.

B. Other Relationships

Section VI.B.1 of the Second Interim Report described certain other relationships
which had been identified in the course of the IC’s preparation for certain
interviews with Als and Suppliers. These relationships include (i) thirteen
Suppliers where former SF employees, consultants or secondees are or have
been directors, officers and/or shareholders (including Yuda Wood); (ii) an Al
with a former SF employee in a senior position; (iii) potential relationships
between Als and Suppliers; (iv) set-off payments for BVI standing timber
purchases being made by companies that are not Als and other setoff
arrangements involving non-Al entities; (v) payments by Als to potentially
connected Suppliers; and (vi) sale of standing timber to an AI potentially
connected to a Supplier of that timber. Unless expressly addressed herein, the
IC has no further update of a material nature on the items raised above.

On the instructions of the 1C, the IC Advisors gave the details of these possible
relationships to Management for further follow up and explanation. Just prior to
the Second Interim Report, Management provided information regarding Als and
Suppliers relationships among the Company and such parties.

This information was in the form of a report dated November 10, 2011,
subsequently updated on November 21, 2011 and January 20, 2012 (the latest
version being the “Kaitong Report™) prepared by Kaitong Law Firm (“Kaitong™),
a Chinese law firm which advises the Company, The Kaitong Report has been
separately delivered to the Board, Kaifong has advised that much of the
information in the Kaitong Report was provided by Management and has not
been independently verified by such law firm or the IC.

L[]

The Kaitong Report generally describes certain relationships amongst Als and
Suppliers and certain relationships between their personnel and Sino-Forest,
either identified by Management or through SAIC and other searches. The
Kaitong Report also specifically addresses certain relationships identified in the
Second Interim Report. The four main areas of information in the Kaitong Report
are as follows and are discussed in more detail below:

(i) Backers to Suppliers and Als: The Kaitong Report explains the concept of
“backers” to both Suppliers and Als. The Kaitong Report suggests that backers
are individuals with considerable influence in political, social or business circles,
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or all three. The Kaitong Report also states that such backers or their identified
main business entities do not generally appear in SAIC filings by the Suppliers or
Als as shareholders thereof and, in most instances, in any other capacity.

(i) Suppliers and Als with Former SF Personnel: The appendices to the
Kaitong Report list certain Suppliers that have former SF personnel as
current shareholders.

(iii) Common Shareholders Between Suppliers and Als: The Kaitong Report
states that there are S Suppliers and 3 Als with current common shareholders
but there is no cross majority ownership positions between Suppliers and Als.

(iv) Transactions Involving Suppliers and Als that have Shareholders in common;
The Kaitong Report states that, where SF has had transactions with Suppliers and
Als that have certain current shareholders in common as noted above, the subject
timber in those transactions is not the same; that is, the timber which SF buys
from such Suppliers and the timber which SF sells to such Als are located in
different counties or provinces.

The IC Advisors have reviewed the Kaitong Report on behalf of the IC. The IC
Advisors liaised with Kaitong and met with Kaitong and current and former
Management. A description of the Kaitong Report and the 1C’s findings and
comments are summarized below. By way of summary, the Kaitong Report
provides considerable information regarding relationships among Suppliers and
Als, and between them and SF, but much of this information related to the
relationship of each backer with the associated Suppliers and Als is not supported
by any documentary or other independent evidence. As such, some of the
information provided is unverified and, particularly as it relates to the nature of
the relationships with the backers, is viewed by the IC to be likely unverifiable
by it.

1. Backers to Suppliers and Als
[...]

Given the general lack of information on the backers or the nature and scope of
the relationships between the Suppliers or Als and their respective backers and the
absence of any documentary support or independent evidence of such
relationships, the IC has been unable to reach any conclusion as to the existence,
nature or importance of such relationships. As a result, the IC is unable to assess
the implications, if any, of these backers with respect to SF’s relationships with
its Suppliers or Als. Based on its experience to date, including interviews with
Suppliers and Als involving persons who have now been identified as backers
in the Kaitong Report, the IC believes that it would be very difficult for the IC
Advisors to arrange interviews with either the Als or Suppliers or their
respective backers and, if arranged, that such interviews would yield very little,
if any, verifiable information to such advisors. The IC understands Management
is continuing to seek meetings with its Als and Suppliers with the objective of
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obtaining information, to the extent such is available, that will provide further
background to the relationships to the Audit Committee.

[...]
2. Suppliers and Als with Former SF Personnel

The Appendices to the Kaitong Report list the Suppliers with former SF personnel
as current shareholders. According to the information previously obtained by the
IC Advisors, the identification of former SF personnel indicated in the Kaitong
Report to be current sharcholders of past or current Suppliers is correct.

(a) Suppliers with former SF personnel

The Kaitong Report, which is limited to examining Suppliers where ex-SF
employees are current sharcholders as shown in SAIC filings, does not provide
material new information concerning Suppliers where former SF employees were
identified by the [C in the Second Interim Report as having various past or present
connections to current or former Suppliers except that the Kaitong Report
provides an explanation of two transactions identified in the Second Interim
Report. These involved purchases of standing timber by SF from Suppliers
controlled by persons who were employees of SF at the time of these transactions.
Neither of the Suppliers have been related to an identified backer in the Kaitong
Report. The explanations are similar indicating that neither of the SF employees
was an officer in charge of plantation purchases or one of SF’s senior
management at the time of the transactions. The employees in question were
Sharcholder #14 in relation to a RMB 49 million purchase from Supplier #18 in
December 2007 (shown in SAIC filings to be 100% owned by him) and
Shareholder #20 in relation to a RMB 3.3 million purchase from Supplier #23
(shown in SAIC filings to be 70% owned by him) in October 2007, The Kaitong
Report indicates Shareholder #20 is a current employee of SF who then had
responsibilities in SF’s wood board production business.

The IC is not aware that the employees’ ownership positions were brought to the
attention of the Board at the time of the transactions or, subsequently, until the
publication of the Second Interim Report and understands the Audit Committee
will consider such information.

(b) Als with former SF personnel

The Kaitong Report indicates that no SF employees are listed in SAIC filing
reports as current shareholders of Als. Except as noted herein, the IC agrees with
this statement. The Kaitong Report does not address the apparent role of an ex-
employee Officer #3 who was introduced to the IC as the person in charge of Al
#2 by Backer #5 of Al Conglomerate #1. Backer #5 is identified in the Kaitong
Report as a backer of two Als, including Al#2. (The Kaitong Report properly
does not include Al #14, as an Al for this purpose, whose 100% shareholder is
former SF employee Officer #3. However, the IC is satisfied that the activities of
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this entity primarily relate to certain onshoring transactions that facilitated the
transfer of SF BVI timber asscts to SF WFOE subsidiaries.)

There was one other instance where a past shareholding relationship has been
identified between an Al #10 and persons who were previously or are still shown
on the SF human resources records, Sharcholder #26 and Shareholder #27.
Management has explained that such entity sold wood board processing and other
assets to SF and that the persons associated with that company consulted with SF
after such sale in relation to the purchased wood board processing assets. Such
entity subsequently also undertook material timber purchases as an Al of SF in
2007-2008 over a time period in which such persons are shown as shareholders
of such Al in the SAIC filing reviewed (as to 47.5% for Shareholder #26 and as
to 52.5% for Shareholder #27). That time period also intersects the time that
Shareholder #26 is shown in such human resources records and partially
intersects the time that Sharcholder #27 is shown on such records.
Management has also explained that Shareholder #26 subsequent to the time of
such AI sales became an employee of a SF wood board processing subsidiary.
Management has provided certain documentary evidence of its explanations.
The IC understands that the Audit Committee will consider this matter.

3. Common Shareholders between Supplier and Als

The Kaitong Report states that there are 5 Suppliers and 3 Als that respectively
have certain common current shareholders but also states that there is no cross
control by those current shareholders of such Suppliers or Als based on SAIC
filings. The Kaitong Report correctly addresses current cross shareholdings in
Suppliers and Als based on SAIC filings but does not address certain other
shareholdings. With the exception of one situation of cross control in the past, the
[C has not identified a circumstance in the SAIC filings reviewed where the same
person controlled a Supplier at the time it controlled a different Al. The one
exception is that from April 2002 to February 2006, AI #13 is shown in SAIC
filings as the 90% shareholder of Supplier/AI #14. AI #13 did business with SF
BVIs from 2005 through 2007 and Supplier/Al #14 supplied SF BVIs from
2004 through 2006, However, the IC to date has only identified one contract
involving timber bought from Supplier/AI #14 that was subsequently sold to AI
#13. It involved a parcel of 2,379 Ha. timber sold to AI #13 in December 2005
that originated from a larger timber purchase contract with Supplier/Al #14
earlier that year. Management has provided an explanation for this
transaction. The IC understands that the Audit Committee will consider this
matter,

4, Transactions involving Suppliers and Als with Current Shareholders in
Common

The Kaitong Report states that where SF has had transactions with 5 Suppliers
and 3 Als that have current shareholders in common (but no one controlling
shareholder) as shown in SAIC filings, the subject timber in the transactions they
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each undertook with SF is not the same; that is, the timber which SF buys from
the Suppliers and the timber which SF sells to the Als where the Supplier and Al
have a current common shareholder were located in different areas and do not
involve the same plots of timber. The Kaitong Report further states that where
SF has had transactions with S Suppliers and 3 Als with current shareholders in
common as shown in SAIC filings, SF had transactions with those Als prior to
having transactions with those Suppliers, thus SF was not overstating its
transactions by buying and selling to the same counterparties.

]

The Kaitong Report does not specifically address historical situations involving
common shareholders and potential other interconnections between Als and
Suppliers that may appear as a result of the identification of backers. There is
generally no ownership connection shown in SAIC filings between backers and
the Suppliers and Als associated with such backers in the Kaitong Report.

[]
VI. OUTSTANDING MATTERS

As noted in Section I above, the IC understands that with the delivery of this
report, its examination and review activities are terminated. The IC would expect
its next steps may include only:

(a) assisting in responses to regulators and RCMP as required; and

(b) such other specific activities as it may deem advisable or the Board may
instruct.

[Emphasis added]

IX.  SINO REWARDS ITS EXPERTS

228

Bowland, Hyde and West are former E&Y partners and employees. They served on

Sino’s Audit Committee but purported to exercise oversight of their former E&Y colleagues, In

addition, Sino’s Vice-President, Finance (Corporate), Thomas M. Maradin, is a former E&Y

employee.
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210, The charter of Sino’s Audit Committee required that Ardell, Bowland, Hyde and West
“review and take action to eliminate all factors that might impair, or be perceived to impair, the
independence of the Auditor.” Sino’s practice of appointing E&Y personnel to its board — and
paying them handsomely (for example, Hyde was paid $163,623 by Sino in 2010, $115,962 in
2009, $57,000 in 2008 and $55,875 in 2007, plus options and other compensation) — undermined

the Audit Committee’s oversight of E&Y.

211, E&Y’s independence was impaired by the significant non-audit fees it was paid during

2008-2010, which total $712,000 in 2008, $1,225,000 in 2009 and $992,000 in 2010.

212, Further, Andrew Fyfe, the former Asia-Pacific President for Poyry Forestry Industry Ltd,
was appointed Chief Operating Officer of Greenheart, and is the director of several Sino
subsidiaries. Fyfe signhed the P6yry valuation report dated June 30, 2004, March 22, 2005, March

23, 2006, March 14, 2008 and April 1, 2009,

213.  George Ho, Sino’s Vice President, Finance (China), is a former Senior Manager of the

BDO.

X. THE DEFENDANTS’ RELATIONSHIP TO THE CLASS

214. By virtue of their purported accounting, financial and/or managerial acumen and
qualifications, and by virtue of their having assumed, voluntarily and for profit, the role of
gatekeepers, the Defendants had a duty at common law, informed by the Securities Legislation
and/or the CBCA, to exercise care and diligence to ensure that the Impugned Documents fairly

and accurately disclosed Sino’s financial condition and performance in accordance with GAAP.

215.  Sino is a reporting issuer and had an obligation to make timely, full, true and accurate

disclosure of material facts and changes with respect to its business and affairs,
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216. The Individual Defendants, by virtue of their positions as senior officers and/or directors
of Sino, owed a duty to the Class Members to ensure that public statements on behalf of Sino
were not untrue, inaccurate or misleading. The continuous disclosure requirements in Canadian
securities law mandated that Sino provide the Impugned Documents, including quarterly and
annual financial statements. These documents were meant to be read by Class Members who
acquired Sino’s Securities in the secondary market and to be relied on by them in making
investment decisions. This public disclosure was prepared to attract investment, and Sino and the
Individual Defendants intended that Class Members would rely on public disclosure for that
purpose. With respect to Prospectuses and Offering Memoranda, these documents were prepared
for primary market purchasers. They include detailed content as mandated under Canadian
securities legislation, national instruments and OSC rules. They were meant to be read by the
Class Members who acquired Sino’s Securities in the primary market, and to be relied on by
them in making decisions about whether to purchase the shares or notes under the Offerings to

which these Prospectuses and Offering Memoranda related.

217.  Chan and Horsley had statutory obligations under Canadian securities law to ensure the
accuracy of disclosure documents and provided certifications in respect of the annual reports,
financial statements and Prospectuses during the Class Period. The other Individual Defendants
were directors of Sino during the Class Period and each had a statutory obligation as a director
under the CBCA to manage or supervise the management of the business and affairs of Sino.
These Individual Defendants also owed a statutory duty of care to shareholders under section 122
of the CBCA. In addition, Poon, along with Chan, co-founded Sino and has been its president

since 1994. He is intimately aware of Sino’s operations and as a long-standing senior officer, he



231

102

had an obligation to ensure proper disclosure. Poon authorized, permitted or acquiesced in the

release of the Impugned Documents.

218. BDO and E&Y acted as Sino’s auditors and provided audit reports in Sino’s annual
financial statements that were directed to shareholders. These audit reports specified that BDO
and E&Y had conducted an audit in accordance with GAAS, which was untrue, and included
their opinions that the financial statements presented fairly, in all material respects, the financial
position of Sino, the results of operations and Sino’s cash flows, in accordance with GAAP,
BDO and E&Y knew and intended that Class Members would rely on the audit reports and

assurances about the material accuracy of the financial statements.

219.  Dundee, Merrill, Credit Suisse, Scotia, CIBC, RBC, Maison, Canaccord and TD each
signed one or more of the Prospectuses and certified that, to the best of its knowledge,
information and belief, the particular prospectus, together with the documents incorporated
therein by reference, constituted full, true and plain disclosure of all material facts relating to the
securities offered thereby. These defendants knew that the Class Members who acquired Sino’s
Securities in the primary market would rely on these assurances and the trustworthiness that
would be credited to the Prospectuses because of their involvement, Further, those Class
Members that purchased shares under these Prospectuses purchased their shares from these

defendants as principals.

220. Credit Suisse USA, TD and Banc of America acted as initial purchasers or dealer
managers for one or more of the note Offerings. These defendants knew that persons purchasing
these notes would rely on the trustworthiness that would be credited to the Offering Memoranda

because of their involvement,
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XI. THE PLAINTIFFS’ CAUSES OF ACTION
A. Negligent Misrepresentation
221.  As against all Defendants except Pdyry and the Underwriters, and on behalf of all Class

Members who acquired Sino’s Securities in the secondary market, the Plaintiffs plead negligent

misrepresentation for all of the Impugned Documents except the Offering Memoranda.,

222. Labourers and Wong, on behalf of Class Members who purchased Sino Securities in one
of the distributions to which a Prospectus related, plead negligent misrepresentation as against
Sino, Chan, Horsley, Poon, Wang, Martin, Mak, Murray, Hyde, BDO, E&Y, Dundee, Merrill,

Credit Suisse, Scotia, CIBC, RBC, Maison, Canaccord and TD for the Prospectuses,

223. Grant, on behalf of Class Members who purchased Sino Securities in one of the
distributions to which an Offering Memorandum related, pleads negligent misrepresentation as

against Sino, BDO and E&Y for the Offering Memoranda.

224. In support of these claims, the sole misrepresentation that the Plaintiffs plead is the
Representation,  The Representation is contained in the language relating fo GAAP

particularized above, and was untrue for the reasons particularized elsewhere herein,

225.  The Impugned Documents were prepared for the purpose of attracting investment and
inducing members of the investing public to purchase Sino securities. The Defendants knew and
intended at all material times that those documents had been prepared for that purpose, and that
the Class Members would rely reasonably and to their detriment upon such documents in making

the decision to purchase Sino securities,

226, The Defendants further knew and intended that the information contained in the

Impugned Documents would be incorporated into the price of Sino’s publicly traded securities
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such that the trading price of those securities would at all times reflect the information contained

in the Impugned Documents.

227.  As set out elsewhere herein, the Defendants, other than PSyry, Credit Suisse USA and
Banc of America, had a duty at common law to exercise care and diligence to ensure that the
Impugned Documents fairly and accurately disclosed Sino’s financial condition and performance

in accordance with GAAP,

228. These Defendants breached that duty by making the Representation as particularized

above.

229, The Plaintiffs and the other Class Members directly or indirectly relied upon the
Representation in making a decision to purchase the securities of Sino, and suffered damages

when the falsity of the Representation was revealed on June 2, 2011.

230. Alternatively, the Plaintiffs and the other Class Members relied upon the Representation
by the act of purchasing Sino securities in an efficient market that promptly incorporated into the
price of those securities all publicly available material information regarding the securities of
Sino. As a result, the repeated publication of the Representation in these Impugned Documents
caused the price of Sino’s shares to trade at inflated prices during the Class Period, thus directly

resulting in damage to the Plaintiffs and Class Members.

B. Statutory Claims, Negligence, Oppression, Unjust Enrichment and Conspiracy
(i) Statutory Liability— Secondary Market under the Securities Legislation
231. The Plaintiffs plead the claim found in Part XXIII.1 of the OSA, and, if required, the

equivalent sections of the Securities Legislation other than the OSA, against all Defendants

except the Underwriters,
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232. Each of the Impugned Documents except for the December 2009 and October 2010

Offering Memoranda is a “Core Document” within the meaning of the Securities Legislation.

233, Each of these Impugned Documents contained one or more misrepresentations as
particularized above. Such misrepresentations and the Representation are misrepresentations for

the purposes of the Securitics Legislation.

234, Each of the Individual Defendants was an officer and/or director of Sino at material
times. Each of the Individual Defendants authorized, permitted or acquiesced in the release of

some or all of these Impugned Documents.
235, Sino is a reporting issuer within the meaning of the Securities Legislation,

236. E&Y is an expert within the meaning of the Securities Legislation, E&Y consented to

the use of its statements particularized above in these Impugned Documents.

237. BDO is an expert within the meaning of the Securities Legislation. BDO consented to

the use of its statements particularize above in these Impugned Documents.

238. Poyry is an expert within the meaning of the Securities Legislation. Pdyry consented to

the use of its statements particularized above in these Impugned Documents.

239. At all material times, each of Sino, Chan, Poon and Horsley, BDO and E&Y knew or, in
the alternative, was wilfully blind to the fact, that the Impugned Documents contained the
Representation and that the Representation was false, and that the Impugned Documents

contained other of the misrepresentations that are alleged above to have been contained therein,

(ii)  Statutory Liability — Primary Market for Sino’s Shares under the Securities
Legislation

240. Asagainst Sino, Chan, Horsley, Wang, Martin, Mak, Murray, Hyde, P6yry, BDO, E&Y,

Dundee, Merrill, Credit Suisse, Scotia, CIBC, RBC, Maison, Canaccord and TD, and on behalf
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of those Class Members who purchased Sino shares in one of the distributions to which the June
2009 or December 2009 Prospectuses related, Labourers and Wong assert the cause of action set
forth in s. 130 of the OS4 and, if necessary, the equivalent provisions of the Securities

Legislation other than the OSA.

241, Sino issued the June 2009 and December 2009 Prospectuses, which contained the
Representation and the other misrepresentations that are alleged above to have been contained in

those Prospectuses or in the Sino disclosure documents incorporated therein by reference.

(iit)  Statutory Liability — Primary Market for Sino’s Notes under the Securities
Legislation

242.  As against Sino, and on behalf of those Class Members who purchased or otherwise
acquired Sino’s notes in one of the offerings to which the July 2008, June 2009, December 2009,
and October 2010 Offering Memoranda related, Grant asserts the cause of action set forth in s.
130.1 of the OSA and, if necessary, the equivalent provisions of the Securities Legislation other

than the OSA4.

243.  Sino issued the July 2008, June 2009, December 2009 and October 2010 Offering
Memoranda, which contained the Representation and the other misrepresentations that are
alleged above to have been contained in those Offering Memoranda or in the Sino disclosure

documents incorporated therein by reference.

(iv)  Negligence Simpliciter — Primary Market for Sino’s Securities
244.  Sino, Chan, Poon, Horsley, Wang, Martin, Mak, Murray, Hyde, BDO, E&Y, P&yry and

the Underwriters (collectively, the “Primary Market Defendants™) acted negligently in

connection with one or more of the Offerings.

245.  As against Sino, Chan, Horsley, Poon, Wang, Martin, Mak, Murray, Hyde, BDO, E&Y,

P&yry, Dundee, Merrill, Credit Suisse, Scotia, CIBC, RBC, Maison, Canaccord and TD, and on
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behalf of those Class Members who purchased Sino’s Securities in one of the distributions to

which those Prospectuses related, Labourers and Wong assert negligence simpliciter.

246.  As against Sino, BDO, E&Y, Poyry, Credit Suisse USA, Banc of America and TD, and
on behalf of those Class Members who purchased Sino’s Securities in one of the distributions to

which the Offering Memoranda related, Grant asserts negligence simpliciter,

247, The Primary Market Defendants owed a duty of care to ensure that the Prospectuses
and/or the Offering Memoranda they issued, or authorized to be issued, or in respect of which
they acted as an underwriter, initial purchaser or dealer manager, made full, true and plain
disclosure of all material facts relating to the Securities offered thereby, or to ensure that their
opinions or reports contained in such Prospectuses and Offering Memoranda did not contain a

misrepresentation.

248, At all times material to the matters complained of herein, the Primary Market Defendants
ought to have known that such Prospectuses or Offering Memoranda and the documents
incorporated therein by reference were materially misleading in that they contained the

Representation and the other misrepresentations particularized above.

249,  Chan, Poon, Horsley, Wang, Martin, Mak, Murray and Hyde were senior officers and/or
directors at the time the Offerings to which the Prospectuses related. These Prospectuses were
created for the purposes of obtaining financing for Sino’s operations. Chan, Horsley, Martin and
Hyde signed each of the Prospectuses and certified that they made full, true and plain disclosure
of all material facts relating to the shares offered. Wang, Mak and Murray were directors during
one or more of these Offerings and each had a statutory obligation to manage or supervise the
management of the business and affairs of Sino. Poon was a director for the June 2007 share

Offering and was president of Sino at the time of the June 2009 and December 2009 Offering.
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Poon, along with Chan, co-founded Sino and has been the president since 1994, He is intimately

aware of Sino’s business and affairs.

250. The Underwriters acted as underwriters, initial purchasers or dealer managers for the
Offerings to which the Prospectuses and Offering Memoranda related. They had an obligation to
conduct due diligence in respect of those Offerings and ensure that those Securities were offering
at a price that reflected their true value or that such distributions did not proceed if inappropriate.
In addition, Dundee, Merrill, Credit Suisse, Scotia, CIBC, RBC, Maison, Canaccord and TD
signed one or more of the Prospectuses and certified that to the best of their knowledge,
information and belief, the Prospectuses constituted full, true and plain disclosure of all material

facts relating to the shares offered.

251. E&Y and BDO acted as Sino’s auditors and had a duty to maintain or to ensure that Sino
maintained appropriate internal controls to ensure that Sino’s disclosure documents adequately

and fairly presented the business and affairs of Sino on a timely basis,

252,  Poyry had a duty to ensure that its opinions and reports reflected the true nature and value
of Sino’s assets. Pdyry, at the time it produced each of the 2008 Valuations, 2009 Valuations,
and 2010 Valuations, specifically consented to the inclusion of those valuations or a summary at
any time that Sino or its subsidiaries filed any documents on SEDAR or issued any documents

pursuant to which any securities of Sino or any subsidiary were offered for sale.

253, The Primary Market Defendants have violated their duties to those Class Members who
purchased Sino’s Securities in the distributions to which a Prospectus or an Offering

Memorandum related.
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254, The reasonable standard of care expected in the circumstances required the Primary
Market Defendants to prevent the distributions to which the Prospectuses or the Offering
Memoranda related from occurring prior to the correction of the Representation and the other
misrepresentations alleged above to have been contained in the Prospectuses or the Offering
Memoranda, or in the documents incorporated therein by reference. Those Defendants failed to
meet the standard of care required by causing the Offerings to occur before the correction of such

misrepresentations,

255.  In addition, by failing to attend and participate in Sino board and board committee
meetings to a reasonable degree, Murray and Poon effectively abdicated their duties to the Class

Members and as directors of Sino.

256, Sino, E&Y, BDO and the Individual Defendants further breached their duty of care as
they failed to maintain or to ensure that Sino maintained appropriate internal controls to ensure
that Sino’s disclosure documents adequately and fairly presented the business and affairs of Sino

on a timely basis.

257. Had the Primary Market Defendants exercised reasonable care and diligence in
connection with the distributions to which the Prospectuses related, then securities regulators
likely would not have issued a receipt for any of the Prospectuses, and those distributions would

not have occurred, or would have occurred at prices that reflected the true value of Sino’s shares.

258. Had the Primary Market Defendants exercised reasonable care and diligence in
connection with the distributions to which the Offering Memoranda related, then those
distributions would not have occurred, or would have occurred at prices that reflected the true

value of Sino’s notes.
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259. The Primary Market Defendants’ negligence in relation to the Prospectuses and the
Offering Memoranda resulted in damage to Labourers, Grant and Wong, and to the other Class
Members who purchased Sino’s Securities in the related distributions, Had those Defendants
satisfied their duty of care to such Class Members, then those Class Members would not have
purchased the Securities that they acquired under the Prospectuses or the Offering Memoranda,

or they would have purchased them at a much lower price that reflected their true value.

(v)  Unjust Enrichment of Chan, Martin, Poon, Horsley, Mak and Murray

260. As a result of the Representation and the other misrepresentations particularized above,
Sino’s shares traded, and were sold by Chan, Martin, Poon, Horsley, Mak and Murray, at

artificially inflated prices during the Class Period.

261.  Chan, Martin, Poon, Horsley, Mak and Murray were enriched by their wrongful acts and
omissions during the Class Period, and the Class Members who purchased Sino shares from such

Defendants suffered a corresponding deprivation,

262. There was no juristic reason for the resulting enrichment of Chan, Martin, Poon, Horsley,

Mak and Murray.

263. The Class Members who purchased Sino shares from Chan, Martin, Poon, Horsley, Mak
and Murray during the Class Period are entitled to the difference between the price they paid to
such Defendants for such shares, and the price that they would have paid had the Defendants not
made the Representation and the other misrepresentations particularized above, and had not

committed the wrongful acts and omissions particularized above.
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(vi)  Unjust Enrichment of Sino
264, Throughout the Class Period, Sino made the Offerings. Such Offerings were made via

various documents, particularized above, that contained the Representation and the

misrepresentations particularized above.

265. The Securities sold by Sino via the Offerings were sold at artificially inflated prices as a

result of the Representation and the others misrepresentations particularized above.

266. Sino was enriched by, and those Class Members who purchased the Securities via the
Offerings were deprived of, an amount equivalent to the difference between the amount for
which the Securities offered were actually sold, and the amount for which such securities would
have been sold had the Offerings not included the Representation and the misrepresentations

particularized above.

267. The Offerings violated Sino’s disclosure obligations under the Securities Legislation and
the various instruments promulgated by the securities regulators of the Provinces in which such

Offerings were made. There was no juristic reason for the enrichment of Sino.

(vi)  Unjust Enrichment of the Underwriters
268. Throughout the Class Period, Sino made the Offerings. Such Offerings were made via

the Prospectuses and the Offering Memoranda, which contained the Representation and the other
misrepresentations particularized above. Each of the Underwriters underwrote one or more of

the Offerings.

269. The Securities sold by Sino via the Offerings were sold at artificially inflated prices as a
result of the Representation and the other misrepresentations particularized above. The

Underwriters earned fees from the Class, whether directly or indirectly, for work that they never
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performed, or that they performed with gross negligence, in connection with the Offerings, or

some of them.

270.  The Underwriters were enriched by, and those Class Members who purchased securities
via the Offerings were deprived of, an amount equivalent to the fees the Underwriters earned in

connection with the Offerings.

271, The Offerings violated Sino’s disclosure obligations under the Securities Legislation and
the various instruments promulgated by the securities regulators of the Provinces in which such

Offerings were made. There was no juristic reason for the enrichment of the Underwriters.

272.  In addition, some or all of the Underwriters also acted as brokers in secondary market
transactions relating to Sino securities, and earned trading commissions from the Class Members
in those secondary market transactions in Sino’s Securities. Those Underwriters were enriched
by, and those Class Members who purchased Sino securities through those Underwriters in tﬁeir
capacity as brokers were deprived of, an amount equivalent to the commissions the Underwriters

earned on such secondary market trades.

273. Had those Underwriters who also acted as brokers in secondary market transactions
exercised reasonable diligence in connection with the Offerings in which they acted as
Underwriters, then Sino’s securities likely would not have traded at all in the secondary market,
and the Underwriters would not have been paid the aforesaid trading commissions by the Class
Members. There was no juristic reason for that enrichment of those Underwriters through their
receipt of trading commissions from the Class Members.
(vii)  Oppression
274,  The Plaintiffs and the other Class Members had a reasonable and legitimate expectation

that Sino and the Individual Defendants would use their powers to direct the company for Sino’s
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best interests and, in turn, in the interests of its security holders. More specifically, the Plaintiffs

and the other Class Members had a reasonable expectation that:

275.

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)
®

Sino and the Individual Defendants would comply with GAAP, and/or cause Sino
to comply with GAAP;

Sino and the Individual Defendants would take reasonable steps to ensure that the
Class Members were made aware on a timely basis of material developments in

Sino’s business and affairs;

Sino and the Individual Defendants would implement adequate corporate
governance procedures and internal controls to ensure that Sino disclosed material
facts and material changes in the company’s business and affairs on a timely

basis;

Sino and the Individual Defendants would not make the misrepresentations

particularized above;
Sino stock options would not be backdated or otherwise mispriced; and

the Individual Defendants would adhere to the Code.

Such reasonable expectations were not met as:

(a)

(b)

(c)
(d)
(e)

®

Sino did not comply with GAAP;

the Class Members were not made aware on a timely basis of material

developments in Sino’s business and affairs;

Sino’s corporate governance procedures and internal controls were inadequate;
the misrepresentations particularized above were made;

stock options were backdated and/or otherwise mispriced; and

the Individual Defendants did not adhere to the Code.
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276. Sino’s and the Individual Defendants’ conduct was oppressive and unfairly prejudicial to
the Plaintiffs and the other Class Members and unfairly disregarded their interests. These
defendants were charged with the operation of Sino for the benefit of all of its shareholders.

The value of the shareholders’ investments was based on, among other things:
(a) the profitability of Sino;

(b) the integrity of Sino’s management and its ability to run the company in the

interests of all shareholders;
(c) Sino’s compliance with its disclosure obligations;

(d) Sino’s ongoing representation that its corporate governance procedures met with
reasonable standards, and that the business of the company was subjected to

reasonable scrutiny; and

(e) Sino’s ongoing representation that its affairs and financial reporting were being
conducted in accordance with GAAP.

277.  This oppressive conduct impaired the ability of the Plaintiffs and other Class Members to
make informed investment decisions about Sino’s securities. But for that conduct, the Plaintiffs
and the other Class Members would not have suffered the damages alleged herein.

(viii)  Conspiracy
278.  Sino, Chan, Poon and Horsley conspired with each other and with persons unknown
(collectively, the “Conspirators™) to inflate the price of Sino’s securities. During the Class
Period, the Conspirators unlawfully, maliciously and lacking bona fides, agreed together to,
among other things, make the Representation and other misrepresentations particularized above,
and to profit from such misrepresentations by, among other things, issuing stock options in

respect of which the strike price was impermissibly low.



244

115

279.  The Conspirators’ predominant purposes in so conspiring were to:

(a)

(b)

(c)

inflate the price of Sino’s securities, or alternatively, maintain an artificially high

trading price for Sino’s securities;
artificially increase the value of the securities they held; and

inflate the portion of their compensation that was dependent in whole or in part

upon the performance of Sino and its securities,

280. In furtherance of the conspiracy, the following are some, but not all, of the acts carried

out or caused to be carried out by the Conspirators:

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(&)

they agreed to, and did, make the Representation, which they knew was false;

they agreed to, and did, make the other misrepresentations particularized above,

which they knew were false;

they caused Sino to issue the Impugned Documents which they knew to be

materially misleading;

as alleged more particularly below, they caused to be issued stock options in

respect of which the strike price was impermissibly low; and

they authorized the sale of securities pursuant to Prospectuses and Offering

Memoranda that they knew to be materially false and misleading.

281.  Stock options are a form of compensation used by companies to incentivize the

performance of directors, officers and employees. Options are granted on a certain date (the

‘grant date’) at a certain price (the ‘exercise’ or ‘strike’ price). At some point in the future,

typically following a vesting period, an options-holder may, by paying the strike price, exercise

the option and convert the option into a share in the company. The option-holder will make

money as long as the option’s strike price is lower than the market price of the security at the
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moment that the option is exercised. This enhances the incentive of the option recipient to work

to raise the stock price of the company.
282. There are three types of option grants:

(a) ‘in-the-money’ grants are options granted where the strike price is lower than the
market price of the security on the date of the grant; such options are not
permissible under the TSX Rules and have been prohibited by the TSX Rules at

all material times;

(b) ‘at-the-money’ grants are options granted where the strike price is equal to the
market price of the security on the date of the grant or the closing price the day

prior to the grant; and

() ‘out-of-the-money’ grants are options granted where the strike price is higher than

the market price of the security on the date of the grant.
283. Both at-the-money and out-of-the-money options are permissible under the TSX Rules

and have been at all material times.

284. The purpose of both at-the-money and out-of-the-money options is to create incentives
for option recipients to work to raise the share price of the company. Such options have limited
value at the time of the grant, because they entitle the recipient to acquire the company’s shares
at or above the price at which the recipient could acquire the company’s shares in the open
market. Options that are in-the-money, however, have substantial value at the time of the grant

irrespective of whether the company’s stock price rises subsequent to the grant date.
285. At all material times, the Sino Option Plan (the “Plan”) prohibited in-the-money options.

286. The Conspirators backdated and/or otherwise mispriced Sino stock options, or caused the
backdating and/or mispricing of Sino stock options, in violation of, inter alia: (a) the OSA4 and the

rules and regulations promulgated thereunder; (b) the Plan; (¢) GAAP; (d) the Code; (¢) the TSX
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Rules; and (f) the Conspirators’ statutory, common law and contractual fiduciary duties and

duties of care to Sino and its shareholders, including the Class Members.

287.  The Sino stock options that were backdated or otherwise mispriced included those issued
on June 26, 1996 to Chan, January 21, 2005 to Horsley, September 14, 2005 to Horsley, June 4,
2007 to Horsley and Chan, August 21, 2007 to Sino insiders other than the Conspirators,
November 23, 2007 to George Ho and other Sino insiders, and March 31, 2009 to Sino insiders

other than the Conspirators,

288.  The graph below shows the average stock price returns for fifteen trading days prior and
subsequent to the dates as of which Sino priced its stock options to its insiders. As appears
therefrom, on average the dates as of which Sino’s stock options were priced were preceded by a
substantial decline in Sino’s stock price, and were followed by a dramatic increase in Sino’s

stock price. This pattern could not plausibly be the result of chance.
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289. The conspiracy was unlawful because the Conspirators knowingly and intentionally
committed the foregoing acts when they knew such conduct was in violation of, inter alia, the
0S4, the Securities Legislation other than the OSA4, the Code, the rules and requirements of the
TSX (the “TSX Rules”) and the CBCA. The Conspirators intended to, and did, harm the Class

by causing artificial inflation in the price of Sino’s securities.

290. The Conspirators directed the conspiracy toward the Plaintiffs and the other Class
Members. The Conspirators knew in the circumstances that the conspiracy would, and did,
cause loss to the Plaintiffs and the other Class Members. The Plaintiffs and the Class Members
suffered damages when the falsity of the Representation and other misrepresentations were

revealed on June 2, 2011.

XII. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SINO’S DISCLOSURES
AND THE PRICE OF SINO’S SECURITIES

291. The price of Sino’s securities was directly affected during the Class Period by the
issuance of the Impugned Documents. The Defendants were aware at all material times of the

effect of Sino’s disclosure documents upon the price of its Sino’s securities.

292.  The Impugned Documents were filed, among other places, with SEDAR and the TSX,
and thereby became immediately available to, and were reproduced for inspection by, the Class

Members, other members of the investing public, financial analysts and the financial press.

293. Sino routinely transmitted the documents referred to above to the financial press,
financial analysts and certain prospective and actual holders of Sino securities. Sino provided

either copies of the above referenced documents or links thereto on its website.
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294, Sino regularly communicated with the public investors and financial analysts via
established market communication mechanisms, including through regular disseminations of
their disclosure documents, including press releases on newswire services in Canada, the United
States and elsewhere. Each time Sino communicated that new material information about Sino

financial results to the public the price of Sino securities was directly affected.

295.  Sino was the subject of analysts’ reports that incorporated certain of the material
information contained in the Impugned Documents, with the effect that any recommendations to
purchase Sino securities in such reports during the Class Period were based, in whole or in part,

upon that information,

296. Sino’s securities were and are traded, among other places, on the TSX, which is an
efficient and automated market. The price at which Sino’s securities traded promptly
incorporated material information from Sino’s disclosure documents about Sino’s business and
affairs, including the Representation, which was disseminated to the public through the

documents referred to above and distributed by Sino, as well as by other means.

XIII. VICARIOUS LIABILITY
A, Sino and the Individual Defendants

297. Sino is vicariously liable for the acts and omissions of the Individual Defendants

particularized in this Claim.

298.  The acts or omissions particularized and alleged in this Claim to have been done by Sino
were authorized, ordered and done by the Individual Defendants and other agents, employees
and representatives of Sino, while engaged in the management, direction, control and transaction
of the business and affairs of Sino. Such acts and omissions are, therefore, not only the acts and

omissions of the Individual Defendants, but are also the acts and omissions of Sino.
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299, At all material times, the Individual Defendants were officers and/or directors of Sino.
As their acts and omissions are independently tortious, they are personally liable for same to the

Plaintiffs and the other Class Members,

B. E&Y

300. E&Y is vicariously liable for the acts and omissions of each of its officers, directors,

partners, agents and employees as set out above.

301. The acts or omissions particularized and alleged in this Claim to have been done by E&Y
were authorized, ordered and done by its officers, directors, partners, agents and employees,
while engaged in the management, direction, control and transaction of the business and affairs
of E&Y. Such acts and omissions are, therefore, not only the acts and omissions of those

persons, but are also the acts and omissions of E&Y.

C. BDO

302.  BDO is vicariously liable for the acts and omissions of each of its officers, directors,

partners, agents and employees as set out above,

303. The acts or omissions particularized and alleged in this Claim to have been done by BDO
were authorized, ordered and done by its officers, directors, partners, agents and employees,
while engaged in the management, direction, control and transaction of the business and affairs
of BDO. Such acts and omissions are, therefore, not only the acts and omissions of those
persons, but are also the acts and omissions of BDO.

D. Piyry

304. Podyry is vicariously liable for the acts and omissions of each of its officers, directors,

partners, agents and employees as set out above.
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305. The acts or omissions particularized and alleged in this Claim to have been done by
P8yry were authorized, ordered and done by its officers, directors, partners, agents and
employees, while engaged in the management, direction, contro! and transaction of the business
and affairs of PGyry. Such acts and omissions are, therefore, not only the acts and omissions of

those persons, but are also the acts and omissions of P6yry.

E. The Underwriters

306. The Underwriters are vicariously liable for the acts and omissions of each of their

respective officers, directors, partners, agents and employees as set out above.

307. The acts or omissions particularized and alleged in this Claim to have been done by the
Underwriters were authorized, ordered and done by each of their respective officers, directors,
partners, agents and employees, while engaged in the management, direction, control and
transaction of the business and affairs such Underwriters. Such acts and omissions are,
therefore, not only the acts and omissions of those persons, but are also the acts and omissions of

the respective Underwriters.

XIV. REAL AND SUBSTANTIAL CONNECTION WITH ONTARIO

308. The Plaintiffs plead that this action has a real and substantial connection with Ontario

because, among other thing:
(a) Sino is a reporting issuer in Ontario;
(b) Sino’s shares trade on the TSX which is located in Toronto, Ontario;
(c) Sino’s registered office and principal business office is in Mississauga, Ontario;

(d) the Sino disclosure documents referred to herein were disseminated in and from

Ontario;

(e) a substantial proportion of the Class Members reside in Ontario;
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Sino carries on business in Ontario; and

a substantial portion of the damages sustained by the Class were sustained by

persons and entities domiciled in Ontario.

XV. SERVICE OUTSIDE OF ONTARIO

309. The Plaintiffs may serve the Notice of Action and Statement of Claim outside of Ontario

without leave in accordance with rule 17.02 of the Rules of Civil Procedure, because this claim

is:
(a)
(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

XVL

a claim in respect of personal property in Ontario (para 17.02(a));
a claim in respect of damage sustained in Ontario (para 17.02(h));

a claim authorized by statute to be made against a person outside of Ontario by a

proceeding in Ontario (para 17.02(n)); and

a claim against a person outside of Ontario who is a necessary or proper party to a
proceeding properly brought against another person served in Ontario (para
17.02(0)); and

a claim against a person ordinarily resident or carrying on business in Ontario
(para 17.02(p)).

RELEVANT LEGISLATION, PLACE OF TRIAL, JURY TRIAL AND
HEADINGS

310. The Plaintiffs plead and rely on the CJA, the CPA, the Securities Legislation and CBCA,

all as amended.

311.  The Plaintiffs propose that this action be tried in the City of Toronto, in the Province of

Ontario, as a proceeding under the CPA,



312.  The Plaintiffs will serve a jury notice.
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313. The headings contained in this Statement of Claim are for convenience only. This

Statement of Claim is intended to be read as an integrated whole, and not as a series of unrelated

components,
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(Class Action)
SUPERIOR COURT

GUINING LIU, residing at 6580
Monkland Ave, Unit 103, Montreal,
Quebec, H4B 2N4;

Petitioner;
V.

SINO-FOREST CORPORATION, legal
person established pursuant to the Canada
Business Corporations Act, having its head
office at 1208-90 Burnhamthorpe Rd W,
Mississauga, Ontario, L5B 3C3 ;

and
ERNST & YOUNG LLP, legal person

having its head office at 222 Bay Street,
Toronto, Ontario, M5K 117 ;

and

ALLEN T.Y. CHAN, Sino-Forest
Corporation, 1208-90 Burnhamthorpe Rd
W, Mississauga, Ontario, L5B 3C3 ;

and

W. JUDSON MARTIN, Sino-Forest
Corporation, 1208-90 Burnhamthorpe Rd
W, Mississauga, Ontario, L5B 3C3 ;

and

KAI KIT POON, Sino-Forest Corporation,
1208-90 Burnhamthorpe Rd W,
Mississauga, Ontario, L5B 3C3 ;

and

DAVID 1. HORSLEY, Sino-Forest
Corporation, 1208-90 Burnhamthorpe Rd
W, Mississauga, Ontario, L5B 3C3 ;

and
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WILLIAM E. ARDELL, Sino-Forest
Corporation, 1208-90 Burnhamthorpe Rd
W, Mississauga, Ontario, L5B 3C3 ;

and

JAMES P, BOWLAND, Sino-Forest
Corporation, 1208-90 Burnhamthorpe Rd
W, Mississauga, Ontario, L5B 3C3 ;

and

JAMES M.E. HYDE, SIino-Forest
Corporation, 1208-90 Burnhamthorpe Rd
W, Mississauga, Ontario, L5B 3C3 ;

and

EDMUND MAK, Sino-Forest Corporation,
1208-90 Burnhamthorpe Rd W,
Mississauga, Ontario, L5B 3C3 ;

and

SIMON MURRAY, Sino-Forest
Corporation, 1208-90 Burnhamthorpe Rd
W, Mississauga, Ontario, 1.5B 3C3 ;

and

PETER WANG, Sino-Forest Corporation,
1208-90 Burnhamthorpe Rd W,
Mississauga, Ontario, L5B 3C3 ;

and

GARRY J. WEST, Sino-Forest
Corporation, 1208-90 Burnhamthorpe Rd
W, Mississauga, Ontario, L5B 3C3 ;

and

POYRY (BEIJING) CONSULTING
COMPANY LIMITED, legal person
having its head office at 2208-2210 Cloud
9 Plaza, No. 1118 West Yan‘an Road,
Shanghal 200052, PR China ;

Defendants;
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MOTION TO AUTHORIZE THE BRINGING OF A CLASS ACTION AND TO OBTAIN THE
STATUS OF REPRESENTATIVE
(Article 1002 C.C.P. and following)

TO ONE OF THE HONOURABLE JUSTICES OF THE QUEBEC SUPERIOR COURT,
SITTING IN AND FOR THE DISTRICT OF QUEBEC, YOUR PETITIONER STATES AS
FOLLOWS :

General presentation

1. The Petitioner wishes to institute a class action on behalf of the following group,

of which he is @ member (the “Group”):

“All persons or entities domiciled in Quebec (other than the Defendants,
their past and present subsidiaries, affiliates, officers, directors, senior
employees, partners, legal representatives, heirs, pi*edecessors,
successors and assigns, and any individual who is an immediate member
of the families of the individual named defendants) who purchased or
otherwise acquired, whether In the secondary market, or under a
prospectus or other offering document in the primary market, equity,
debt or other securities of or relating to Sino-Forest Corporation, from
and including August 12, 2008 to and Including June 2, 2011 (the “Class

Period").”
or such other group definition as may be approved by the Court.

2. Sino-Forest Corporation (along with its subsidiaries, “Sino”) is a public company

and its shares were listed for trading at all material times on the Toronto Stock

Page 3
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Exchange (the “TSX") under the ticker symbol “TRE,” on the Berlin exchange as
“SF] GR,” on the OTC market In the United States as “SNOFF” and on the

Tradegate market as “"SF) TH.”

3, At all material times, Sino purported to be a legitimate enterprise operating as a
commercial forest plantation operator in the People’s Republic of China ("PRC").
At all material times, Sino overstated the nature of its forestry operations and
misrepresented the fact that Its financlal reporting had complied with Canadian

GAAP, when in fact it had not done so.
4, | The relief that the Petitioner seeks includes the following:

a) damages in an amount equal to the losses that it and the other
Mernbers of the Group suffered as a result of purchasing or acquiring

the securities of Sino at inflated prices during the Class Period;

b) a declaration that every prospectus, management’s discussion and
analysis, annual information form, information circular, annual
financial statement, interim financial report, Form 52-109F2 and Form
52-109F1 issued by Sino-Forest Corporation after August 12, 2008
(the “Impugned Documents”) contained one or more

misrepresentations;

c) a declaration that Sino-Forest Corporation is vicariously liable for the
acts and/or omissions of Allen T.Y. Chan, W. Judson Martin, Kal Kit
Poon, David J. Horsley, Willlam E. Ardell, James P. Bowland, James

M.E. Hyde, Edmund Mak, Simon Murray, Peter Wang, Garry J. West

Page 4
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(the “Individual Defendants™), and of its other officers, directors and

employees;

d) a declaration that Ernst and Young LLP Is vicariously liable for the acts
and/or omissions of each of its officers, directors, partners and

employees; and

e) a declaration that Pdyry (Beijing) Consulting Company Limited is
vicariously liable for the acts and/or omissions of each of its officers,

directors and employees.

The Petitioner

5. The Petitioner is one of thousands of investors who purchased shares of Sino
during the Class Period and continued to hold shares of Sino when the price of
Sino’s securities declined due to the correction of the misrepresentations alleged

herein,

6. During the Class Perlod, the Petitioner made net purchases of 1,000 Sino shares
over the TSX, [Particulars of the Petitioner’s Class Period transactions

are attached hereto as P-1].
The Defendants

7. The defendant Sino purports to be a commercial forest plantation operator in the PRC,
Sino Is a corporation formed under the Canada Business Corporations Act, RSC 1985, ¢

C-44 (the “CBCA".

Page 5
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At the material times, Sino was a reporting issuer in all provinces of Canada, and had its
registered office located in Mississauga, Ontario. At the material times, Sino's shares
were listed for trading on the TSX under the ticker symbol “TRE,” on the Berlin
exchange as “SFJ GR,” on the OTC market in the United States as "SNOFF” and on the
Tradegate market as “SFJ TH.” Sino securities are also listed on altérnative trading
systems In Canada and elsewhere including, without limitation, AlphaToronto and
PureTrading. Sino also has varlous debt instruments, derivatives and other securities

which are publicly traded in Canada and elsewhere,

The defendants Allen T.Y. Chan, W. Judson Martin, Kal Kit Poon, David J. Horsley,
William E. Ardell, James P. Bowland, James M.E. Hyde, Edmund Mak, Simon Murray,
Peter Wang and Garry J, West (the “"D&Q0s") are offlicers and/or directors of Sino. Each
of them are directors and/or officers of Sino within the meaning of the Securities Act,

RSQ ¢ V-1.1 (the “Securities Act").

The defendant Ernst & Young LLP ("E&Y") is Sino’s auditor, E&Y is an expert of Sino

within the meaning of the Securities Act.

The defendant Poyry (Beijing) Consulting Company Limited ("POyry™) is an international
forestry consulting firm. Poyry Is an expert of Sino within the meaning of the Securities

Act,

Sino’s Continuous Disclosure Obligations

12, As a reporting Issuer in Quebec, Sino was required throughout the Class Period

to Issue and file with SEDAR:
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! e within 60 days of the end of each quarter, quarterly Interim financlal
statements prepared in accordance with GAAP Including a comparative
statement to the end of each of the corresponding periods in the previous

financial year;

e within 140 days of the end of the flscal year, annual financial statements
prepared in accordance with GAAP, including comparative financial
statements relating to the period covered by the preceding financial year;

and

e contemporaneously with each of the above, management’s discussion
and analysis of each of the above financial statements.

13.  The Defendants issued the disclosure documents referenced herein pursuant to
their statutory obligation to do so, and also for the specific purpose of attracting
investment in Sino’s securlties, and Inducing members of the public to purchase

those securities.
The Defendants’ Misrepresentations

14,  Throughout the Class Period, Sino falsely purported to be a legltimate enterprise
operating as a commercial forest plantation operator in the PRC. As part of its
obligations as a reporting issuer in Quebec (and elsewhere), Sino issued the
Impugned Documents. In those documents, Sino made statements concerning
the nature of its business, its revenues, profitability, future prospects and
compliance with the laws of the PRC and of Canada, Implicitly and explicitly and

through documents incorporated by reference,
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15.  In fact, such statements were materially false and/or misleading. During the
Class Period, Sino overstated its forestry assets, misrepresented Its revenue
recognition practices, falsely maintained that Its financlal statements complied
with Canadian GAAP and Issued materially misleading statements regarding

Chinese law and Sino’s compliance therewith, among other misrepresentations,

16,  On June 2, 2011, however, the truth was at least partially revealed. As a result,
the market value of Sino’s securities fell dramatically, and the market value for
Sino’s shares in particular fell by in excess of 70% on, extraordinarily heavy
trading volume, Trading of Sino common shares was halted on the TSX after a
decline in excess of 24% on June 2. When trading resumed on the TSX on June
3, Sino shares fell in excess of a further 63%, for a two-day drop in excess of

nearly 73%.

The Defendants’ Fault

The Defendants Owed Duties to the Members of the Group

17.  The Defendants owed a duty to the Petitioner and to persons and entities
similarly situated, at law and under provisions of the Securfties Act (chapter V-
1.1), to disseminate promptly, or to ensure that prompt dissemination of truthful,
complete and accurate statements regarding Sino’s business and affairs, and
promptly to correct previously-issued, materially inaccurate information, so that
the price of Sino’s publicly-traded securities was based on complete, accurate

and truthful Information.

18. At all times material to the matters complained of herein, each of the Defendants

knew or ought reasonably to have known that the trading price of Sino’s publicly
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traded securities was directly influenced by the statements disseminated by the

Defendants concerning the business and affairs of Sino.

19,  As such, the Defendants knew or ought reasonably to have known that a failure
to ensure that Sino’s disclosures referenced herein were materially accurate and
materially complete would cause Sino’s securities to become inflated, and thus
would cause damage to persons who invested in Sino’s securities while thelr

price remained inflated by such false statements.

The Defendants Violated their Duties

20.  Certain statements made by Sino and the D&Os in the Impugned Documents
were materially false and/or misleading. The Petitioner and the Members of the
Group relied on such statements directly or indirectly or via the instrumentality of
the markets on which Sino securities traded, When the truth was revealed and
true value of Sino’s securities became clear, the Petitioner and the Members of
the Group were injured thereby. The Petitioner and the Group plead negligent

misrepresentation as against Sino and the D&Os,

21.  Sino’s internal controls, which were desighed and/or maintained by the D&Qs,
were inadequate or Ignored. The D&Qs owed a duty of care to the Petitioner
and the Members of the Group to properly design and/or maintain such internal
controls. The Petitioner and the Group plead negligence as against the D&Os In

connection thereto,

22.  E&Y made statements in certain of the Impugned Documents that were
continuous disclosure documents that the audited financial statements contained

or incorporated by reference therein “present fairly, and In all material respects,

Page 9

SISKINDS, DESMEULES | A0



23.

264

the financial position of [Sino] [...] and the results of its operations and cash
flows [...] In accordance with Canadian generally accepted accounting principles”
(or similar language). Such statements were materially false and/or misleading,
and E&Y lacked a reasonable basis to make such statements when E&Y made
them. E&Y knowingly prepared its reports for use by Sino’s security holders and
prospective security holders. The Petitioner and the Group relied on such
statements directly or indirectly or via the instrumentality of the markets \on
which Sino securities traded. When the truth was revealed and the true value of
Sino’s securities became clear, the Petitioner and the Group were injured

thereby. In respect of Sino's continuous disclosure documents, the Petitioner

and the Group plead negligence and negligent misrepresentation as against E&Y.

E&Y made statements in those of the Impugned Documents that are
prospectuses that the Sino financial statements contained or Incorporated by
reference therein “complied with Canadian generally accepted standards for an
auditor’s Involvement with offering documents” (or similar language). Such
statements were materially false and/or misleading, and E&Y lacked a reasonable
basis to make such statements when E&Y made them. E&Y knowingly prepared
its reports for use by Sino’s security holders and prospective security holders.
The Petitioner and the Group relied on such statements directly or indirectly or
via the instrumentality of the markets on which Sino securities traded. When the
truth was revealed and true value of Sino’s securities became clear, the
Petitioner and the Group were injured thereby. The Petitioner and the Group
plead negligence and negligent misrepresentation as against E&Y in respect of

Sino's Class Perlod prospectuses,

SISKINDS, DESMEULES| 4
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26,

27.

28,

265

Poyry made statements regarding the nature of Sino’s operations In reports
dated on or about May 31, 2011, May 27, 2011, April 23, 2010 and April 2, 2009.
Such statements were materially false and/or misleading, and Poyry lacked a
reasonable basis to make such statements when Pdyry made such statements.
P&yry knowingly prepared its reports for use by Sino's security holders and
prospective securlty holders. The Petitioner and the Members of the Group
relied on such statements directly or indirectly or via the instrumentality of the
markets on which Sino securities traded. When the truth was revealed and true
value of Sino’s securities became clear, the Petitioner and the Members of the
Group were injured thereby. The Petitioner and the Members of the Group plead

negligence and negligent misrepresentation as against Poyry.

At all times material to the matters complained of herein, each of the Defendants
ought to have known that Sino’s disclosure documents described herein were
materially misleading as detailed above. Accordingly, the Defendants have

violated their duties to the Petitioner and to persons or entities similarly situated.

The reasonable standard of care expected in the circumstances required the
Defendants to act fairly, reasonably, honestly, candidly and in the best interests

of the Petitioner and the other Members of the Group.

The Defendants failed to meet the standard of care required by issuing Sino’s
disclosure documents during the relevant period, which were materially false

and/or misleading as described above,

The negligence of the Defendants resulted in the damage to the Petitioner and

Members of the Group as pleaded.
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The Relationship Between Sino’s Disclosures and the Price of Sino’s Securities

29,  The price of Sino’s securities was directly affected during the Class Period by the
issuance of the disclosure documents described herein, The Defendants were
aware at all material times of the effect of Sino’s disclosures upon the price of its

Sino’s securities,

30.  The disclosure documents referenced above were filed, among other places, with
SEDAR and the TSX and thereby became immediately available to, and were
reproduced for inspection by, the Members of the Group, other members of the

investing public, financial analysts and the financlal press.

31.  Sino routinely transmitted the documents referred to above to the financlal
press, financlal analysts and certain prospective and actual holders of Sino’s
securities. Sino provided either copies of the above referenced documents or

links thereto on its website.

32.  Sino regularly communicated with the public investors and financlal analysts via
established market communication mechanisms, Including through regular
disseminations of press releases on newswire services in Canada, the United
States and elsewhere. The price of Sino’s securities was directly affected each
time SINO communicated new material information about Sino’s financlal results

to the public.

33.  Sino was the subject of analysts’ reports that Incorporated material information
contained In the disclosure documents referred to above, with the effect that any
recommendations in such reports during the Class Perlod were based, in whole

or in part, upon that information.
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Sino’s securities were and are traded on efficient and automated markets. The
price at which Sino’s securitles traded promptly incorporated material information
about Sino’s business and affairs, Including the omissions and/or
misrepresentations described herein, which were disseminated to the public
through the documents referred to above and distributed by Sino, as well as by

other means.

Statutory Liability for Misrepresentations — Secondary Market

35,

36.

37.

38.

39,

40,

41.

Each of the Impugned Documents is a “Core Document” within the meaning of

the Securities Act.
Each of the Impugned Documents contained one or more misrepresentations.

Each of the D&Os was an officer and/or director of Sino at all material times.
Each of the D&Os authorized, permitted or acquiesced in the release of some or

all of the Impugned Documents.

Sino is a reporting Issuer within the meaning of the Securities Act.
Poyry is an expert within the meaning of the Securities Act.

E&Y is an expert within the meaning of the Securities Act.

The Petitioner and the Group assert the causes of action set forth in Title VIII,
Chapter II, Division II of the Securities Act as against Sino, Poyry, the D&Os and

E&Y and will seek leave, If and as required, in connection therewith.
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Statutory Liability for Misrepresentations — Primary Market

42,  Sino issued prospectuses on December 11, 2009 and June 1, 2009 (the

“Prospectuses,” both of which are Impugned Documents).
43,  The defendants E&Y, Chan, Horsley, Martin and Hyde signed the Prospectuses.

44,  The Prospectuses contained one or more misrepresentations within the meaning

of the Securities Act.

45,  The Petitioner and the Group plead the cause of action found in Title VIII,

Chapter II, Division I of the Securitfes Act as against all Defendants.
Vicarious Liability of Sino

46,  Sino is vicariously llable for the acts and omissions of the Individual Defendants

particularized In this Claim.

47.  The acts or omissions particularized and alleged herein to have been done by
Sino were authorized, ordered and done by the Defendants and other agents,
employees and representatives of Sino, while engaged in the management,
direction, control transaction of the business and affairs of Sino. Such acts and
omissions are, therefore, not only the acts and omissions of the Individual

Defendants, but are also the acts and omissions of Sino.
Damages

48.  As a result of the acts and omissions described above, the Petitioner and the

other Members of the Group were Induced to over-pay substantially for Sino's
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securities. Such persons and entities have suffered damages equivalent to the

loss in market value that occurred when Sino corrected the Misrepresentations.

i

49.  The Petitioner and other Members of the Group are also entitled to recover, as
damages or costs, the costs of administering the plan to distribute the recovery

in this action,
Conditions required to institute a class action

50.  The composition of the Group makes the application of article 59 or 67 C.C.P,

impracticable for the following reasons:

e The number of persons included in the group is estimated to be several

thousand;

e The names and addresses of persons included in the group are not

known to the Petitioner (but are likely to be known to Defendants);

o All the facts alleged in the preceding paragraphs make the application of

articles 59 or 67 C.C.P. impossible.

51.  The claims of the Members of the Group raise identical, similar or related

questions of fact or law, namely:

* Did the Defendants authorize or Issue false and/or misleading public

information?

e Did the Defendants’ Misrepresentations cause the share price of Sino's

stock to be artificially inflated during the Class Period?
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¢ Did the Defendants therefore commit a fault towards the Petitioner and

the Members of the Group, thereby engaging their llability?

» What prejudice was sustained by the Petitioner and the Members of the

Group as a result of the Defendants’ faults?

¢ Are the Defendants jointly responsible for the damages sustained by each

of the members?

52. The interests of justice weigh in favour of this motion being granted in

-accordance with its conclusions.
Nature of the action and conclusions sought

53. The action that the Petitioner wishes to institute for the benefit of the Members

of the Group Is an action in damages;

54.  The conclusions that the Petitioner wishes to introduce by way of a motion to

institute proceedings are;
GRANT the Petitioner’s action against the Defendants;

CONDEMN Defendants to pay to the Members of the Group compensatory

damages for all monetary losses;

GRANT the class action of the Petitioner on behalf of all the Members of the

Group;

ORDER the treatment of individual claims of each Member of the Group In

accordance with articles 1037 to 1040 C.C.P.;
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THE WHOLE with interest and additional indemnity provided for in the G/
Code of Quebec and with full costs and expenses including expert fees and

notice expenses;

55.  The Petltioner suggests that this class action be exercised before the Superior

Court in the district of Quebec for the following reasons:

e A great number of the Members of the Group resides in the judicial

district of Montreal and in the appeal district of Quebec;
* The Petitioner and his lawyers are domiciled in the district of Quebec.

56.  The Petitioner, who is requesting to obtain the status of representative, will fairly
and adequately protect and represent the interest of the Members of the Group

for the following reasons:
* He understands the nature of the action;

» He is available to dedicate the time necessary for an action to collaborate

with Members of the Group; and

¢ His interests are not antagonistic to those of other Members of the

Group.
57.  The present motion is well-founded in fact and In law.
FOR THESE REASONS, MAY IT PLEASE THE COURT:

GRANT the present motion;
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AUTHORIZE the bringing of a class action In the form of a motion to Institute

proceedings In damages;

ASCRIBE the Petitioner the status of representative of the persons included in

the group herein described as:

“All persons or entities domiciled in Quebec (other than the Defendants,
their past and present subsidiaries, affiliates, officers, directors, senior
employees, partners, legal representatives, heirs, predecessors,
successors and assigns, and any individual who is an immediate member
of the families of the individual named defendants) who purchased or
otherwise acquired, whether in the secondary market, or under a
prospectus or other offering document in the primary market, equity,
debt or other securities of or relating to Sino-Forest Corporation, from
and including August 12, 2008 to and including June 2, 2011 (the “Class

Period”).”
or such other class definition as may be approved by the Court.

IDENTIFY the principle quesfions of fact and law to be treated collectively as the

following:
» Did the Defendants authorize or issue false and/or misleading public information?

* Did the Defendants’ Misrepresentations cause the share price of Sino’s stock to

be artificially inflated during the Class Period?

o Did the Defendants therefore commit a fault towards the Petitioner and the

Members of the Group, thereby engaging their liability?
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* What prejudice was sustained by the Petitioner and the Members of the Group as

a result of the Defendants’ faults?

e Are the Defendants jointly responsible for the damages sustalned by each of the

Members of the Group?

IDENTIFY the conclusions sought by the class action to be instituted as being the

following:
GRANT the Petitioner’s action against the Defendants;

DECLARE that the Defendants made the Misrepresentations during the Class

Period;
DECLARE that the Defendants made the Misrepresentations negligently;

DECLARE that Sino Is vicariously liable for the acts and/or omissions of the

Individual Defendants;

CONDEMN Defendants to pay to the Members of the Group compensatory
damages in the amount of 4 billion$, or such other sum as this Court finds

appropriate for all monetary losses;

GRANT the class action of the Petitioner on behalf of all the Members of the

Group;

ORDER the treatment of individual claims of each Member of the Group in

accordance with articles 1037 to 1040 C.C.P.;
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THE WHOLE with interest and additional indemnity provided for in the Civif
Code of Quebec and with full costs and expenses including expert fees and

notice fees;

DECLARE that all Members of the Group that have not requested their exclusion
from the Group in the prescribed delay to be bound by any judgement to be

rendered on the class action to be instituted;

FIX the delay of exclusion at 30 days from the date of the publication of the

notice to the Members of the Group;

ORDER the publication of a notice to the Members of the Group in accordance

with article 1006 C.C.P.;

THE WHOLE with costs to follow.

Quebec, June 9, 2011

(s) SISKINDS, DESMEULES

SISKINDS, DESMEULES, AVOCATS
(Me Simon Hébert)
Lawyer for the Petitioner
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SCHEDULE 1

NOTICE TO DEFENDANT

Take notice that the plaintiff has filed this action or application in the office of
the Superlor Court of the judicial district of Québec.

To file an answer to this action or application, you must first file an appearance,
personally or by advocate, at the courthouse of Québec located at 300, boul.
Jean-Lesage, Québec, G1K 8K6 within 10 days of service of this motion.

If you fail to file an appearance within the time limit indicated, a judgment by
default may be rendered against you without further notice upon the expiry of
the 10 day period.

If you file an appearance, the action or application will be presented before the
court on September 23, 2011, at 9h00 a.m., in room 3.14 of the courthouse. On
that date, the court may exercise such powers as are necessary to ensure the
orderly progress of the proceeding or the court may hear the case, unless you
have made a written agreement with the plaintiff or the plaintiff's advocate on a
timetable for the orderly progress of the proceeding. The timetable must be flled
in the office of the court.

These exhibits are available on request.

Quebec City June 9, 2011

(s) SISKINDS, DESMEULES

SISKINDS, DESMEULES, AVOCATS
(Me Simon Hébert)
Lawyers for the Petitioner
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THIS IS EXHIBIT “B” TO
THE AFFIDAVIT OF W. JUDSON MARTIN
SWORN NOVEMBER 21, 2012

o ing Yee
A Commlsmgﬁlﬁfﬁl Eﬁf},‘?
Reed Smith
Richards Butler
20/F Alexandra House
Hong Kong SAR
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Q.B. No. m of 2011

CANADA )
PROVINCE OF SASKATCHEWAN )

IN THE QUEEN’S BENCH
JUDICIAL CENTRE OF REGINA

Between:
ALLAN HAIGH

Plaintiff,
and

SINO-FOREST CORPORATION,
ALLEN T.Y. CHAN, and DAVID J, HORSLEY,

Defendants

Brought under The Class Actions Act

STATEMENT OF CLAIM

NOTICE TO DEFENDANT

1. The plaintiff miay enter judgment In accordance with this Statement of Clalm or such judgment as
may be granted pursuant fo the Rules of Court upless

» within 20 days it you wero served In Saskatchewat;

« within 30 days If you were sorved elsewhere In Canadn or in the Unlted States of Amerdos;

+ within 40 days if you were served outside Canada and the United States of Amerloa

s (o lud Ing-the day-ofservies) you-serve-a-Statoment-ofPefenss-onthe plaintitfand file-a-copy-thereof——r wore

In the office of the local registrar of the Court for the judiclal centre abovenamed,

2. Inmany oases a defendant may have the trial of the actlon held at a judlolal centre other than the one
at whioh the Statement of Claim is Issued, Bvery defendaut should consult his lawyer as to his rights,

3. This Statoment of Claim Is to be served within six mouths from the date on which It is issued,

4. ‘This Statement of Clalm Is issued at the above-named judiolal sentrs the 1* day of December, 2011,

< T, LANGFORD
BY. LOCAL REGISTRAR

Local Registrar

@Al
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1. In this Statement of Claim, in addition to the terms that are defined elsewhere herein,
the following terms have the following meanings:
() “AX” means Authorized Intermediary;
(b) YA means Annual Information Forny;
(0) “CAA” means The Class detions Act, 8.8, 2001, o, C-12.01, as amended;
(d) “CBCA” means the Canada Business Corporations dct, RSC 1985, . C-44, as
amended;
(&) “Chan” means the defendant Allen T,Y, Chan;
(D) “Class” and “Class Members” means all persons and entities wherever they may reside
who acquired securities of Sino during the Class Poriod either by primary distribution in
Canada or an sequisition on the TSX or other secondary matket in Canads, other than the
Defendants, their past and present subsidiaries, affiliates, officers, directors, senior employees,
partners, legal representatives, heirs, predecessors, sucoessors and assigns, and any individual
who is an immediate member of the family of an Individual Defendant;
(g) “Class Period” means the period from and including March 19, 2007 to end including
June 2,2011; ‘
(h) “Code” means Sino’s Code of Business Conduot;
() “Defendants” means Sino and the Individual Defendants;

e () EDecomber 2009 Prospectus’ means Sino’s Hinal Short Borm Brospectus, dated December. .. ...
10, 2009, which Sino filed on SEDAR on December 11, 2009;
(k) “E&Y” means Ernst and Young LLP;
() “GAAP” means Canadian generally accepted accounting principles;
(m) “Globe” means The (Hobe and Mall;
(n) “Horsley” means the defendant David J, Horsley;
(0) “Impugned Documents” means the 2006 Annual Consolidated Financial Statements (filed
on SEDAR on March 19, 2007), 2006 AIF (filed on SEDAR on March 30, 2007), 2006
Annval MD&A (filed on SEDAR on March 19, 2007), Management Information Clroular
dated April 27, 2007 (filed on SEDAR on May 4, 2007), Q1 2007 MD&A. (filed on SEDAR
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on May 14, 2007), Q1 2007 Financial Statements (filed on SEDAR on May 14, 2007), June
2007 Prospectus, Q2 2007 MD&A (filed on SEDAR on August 13,2007), Q2 2007 Finaneia)
Statements (filed on SEDAR on August 13, 2007), Q3 2007 MD&A. (filed on SEDAR on
November 12, 2007), Q3 2007 Financial Statements (filed on SEDAR on November 12,
2007),2007 Annual Consolidated Financial Staterments (filed onn SEDAR on Mareh 18, 20083,
2007 AXIF (filed on SEDAR on March 28, 2008), 2007 Annual MD&A. (filed on SEDAR on
March 18, 2008), Amended 2007 Annual MD&A (filed on SEDAR on March 28, 2008),
Management Information Cireular dated April 28, 2008 (filed on SEDAR on May 6, 2008),
Q1 2008 MD&A. (filed on SEDAR on May 13, 2008), Q1 2008 Financial Statements (filed
on SEDAR on May 13, 2008), Q2 2008 MD&A (filed on SEDAR on August 12, 2008), Q2
2008 Finanocial Statements (filed on SEDAR on August 12, 2008), Q3 2008 MD&A (filed on
SEDAR on November 13, 2008), Q3 2008 Finanocial Statements (filed on SEDAR on
November 13, 2008), 2008 Annual Consolidated Financial Statements (filed on SEDAR on
March31,2009), 2008 Anmual MD& A (filed on SEDAR onMareh 16, 2009), Amended 2008
Annual MD&A (filed on SEDAR on March 17, 2009), 2008 ATF (filed on SEDAR on March
31, 2009), Management Information. Clreular dated April 28, 2009 (filed on SEDAR on May
4,2009), Q1 2009 MD&A (filed on SEDAR on May 11,2009), Q1 2009 Financial Statements
(filed on SEDAR on May 11, 2009), June 2009 Prospectus, Q2 2009 MD&A (filed on
e S EDAR-0n-August-10,2009),.Q2.2009-Einanclal. Stetements.(filed on SED AR on August. 10, ... ..
2009), Q3 2009 MD&A. (filed on SEDAR on November 12, 2009), Q3 2009 Financial
Statements (filed on SEDAR on November 12, 2009), December 2009 Prospectus, 2009
Annuval MD&A (flled on SEDAR on March 16, 2010), 2009 Audited Anoual Financial
Statements (filed on SEDAR on March 16, 2010), 2009 AXF (filed on SEDAR on March 31,
2010), Management Information Circular dated May 4, 2010 (filed on SEDAR on May 11,
2010), Q1 2010 MD&A. (filed on SEDAR on May 12, 2010), Q1 2010 Financlal Statements
(filed on SEDAR onMay 12, 2010), Q2 2010 MD&A (filed on SEDAR on Avgust 10, 2010),
Q2 2010 Pinancial Statements (filed on SEDAR on August 10,2010), Q3 2010 MD&A (filed
on SEDAR on November 20, 2010), Q3 2010 Financial Statements (filed on SEDAR on
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November20,2010),2010 Annual MD&A (March 15, 2011), 2010 Annval Audited Financial
Staterments (filed on SEDAR on March 15, 2011), 2010 ATF (filed on SEDAR on March 31,
2011) and Management Information Clreular dated May 2, 2011 (filed on SEDAR on May 10,
2011);
) “Individual Defendants” means Chan and Horsley;
(@) “June 2007 Prospectus” means Sino’s Short Form Prospectus, dated June 5, 2007, which
8ino filed on SEDAR on June 5, 2007;
(@ “June 2009 Prospectus” means Sino’s Final Short Form Prospectus, dated June 1, 2009,
" which Sino filed on SEDAR on June 1, 2009;
(8) “MD&A" means Management’s Disoussion and Analysis;
(®) “Muddy Waters” means Muddy Waters LLC;
(u) “OSC” means the Ontatlo Securlties Commission;
(v) “Plaintiff” means the plaintiff Allan Haigh;
(w) “PRC” means the People’s Republic of China;
() “Representation” means the statement that Sino’s financlal statements complied with
GAAY;
(¥) “SEDAR” means the system for electronic document analysis and retrieval of the Canadian
Securities Administrators;
s (2807 means.the.defendant, Sino=Forest Corporation.... S
(a) “SSAY means The Securities Act, 8.8, 1988-89, ¢, 8+42.2, as amended;
{bb) “TSX” means the Toronto Stock Exchange;
(oc) “WIOE” means wﬁolly forelgn owned enterprise or an enterprise established in China

in accordance with the relevant PRC laws, with capital provided solely by forelgn Investors,

CLAIM
(1) the parties
(a) plaintiff

2, The Plaintiff, Allan Halgh, resides in Sagkatoon, Saskatchewan. Mr, Haigh purchased
200 shares of Sino on November 3%, 2010, at a cost of $20.14 per share.
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(b). defendants ,

3. The Defendant Sino-orest Corporation (“Sino-Forest”™), is incorporated pursvant to
the laws of Canada, with its head office at 1208-90 Burshamthorpe Rd W, Mississauga,
Ontarlo, LSB 3C3.

4, The Detendant Chan resides in Ontarlo, At all material times, Chan was 8ino’s
Chairman, Chief Exeentive Officer, and a director of the company.

5. The Defendant Horsley resides in Ontario, At all material times, Horsley was Sino’s
Chief Financlal Officer,

(2) the closs
6. The Plaintiff brings this action on behalf of all persons or entities who held cormmon

shares of Sino between March 19, 2007 and June 2, 2011 (the “Class Perlod®) elther by
primary distribution in Canade or an acquisition on the Toronto Stock Bxchange or other
secondary market In Canada,

(3) particulars
7, At all material times, Sino was a reporting issuer in all provinees of Canada, and had
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8, From the time of its establishment in 1994, Sino has claimed to be a legitimate
buginess operating in the commerolal forestry industry in the PRC and elsewhere,

9, In 1994, Sino entered Canada’s capital markets by way of a “reverse takeover.” This
allowed Sino to avoid the serutiny of an Initlal Public Offering,

10, At all material times, Sino’s shares weras listed for trading ont
(a) the Toronto Stock Bxchange (the “TSX™) under the ticker symbol “TRE™;
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(b) on the Berlin exchange as “SFJ GR”;

(¢) on the OTC market in the United States as “SNOFF”;

(d) on the Tradegate market ag “SFJ TH";

(¢) on alternative trading systems in Canada and elsewhete including, without
limitation, AlphaToronto and PureTrading,

11, At all material times, Sino had vatious debt instruments, derivatives and other
seourities that were publicly traded in Canada and elsewhere,

12,  The price of Sino’s secwrities wag direotly affected during the Class Period by the
issnance ofthe Impugned Doouments, The Defendants were aware at all materlal times ofthe
effect of Sino’s disclosure doouments upon the price of its Sino’s securities,

13,  Thelmpugned Documents were filed, among other places, with SEDAR and the TSX,
and thereby beeame immediately available to, and were reproduced for inspection by, the
Plaintiff, Class Members, other members of the investing public, financial analysts and the

financial press,

14, Sino routinely transmitted the documents referred to above to the financial press,
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financial analysts and certain prospective and actual holders of Sino securities, Sino provided
either copies of the Impugned Documents or links thereto on its website,

15, Sino regularly communicated with the publie investors and financial analysts via
established market communication mechanisms, including through regular disseminations of
thelr disclosure documents, including press releases on newswire services in Canada, the
United States and elsewhere, Each time Sino communioated that new material information
about Sino financial results to the public the price of Sino seourities was direotly affected.
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16, Sino was the subject of analysts’ reports that Incorporated certain of the material
information contained in the Impugned Doowments, with the effect that any recommendations
to purchase Sino securities in $uch reports during the Class Perlod were based, in whole or in
part, upon that information.

17, Theprice at which Sino’s securities traded promptly incorporated material information
from Sino’s disclosure documents about Sino’s business and affairs, including the
Representation, which was disseminated to the public through the doeuments referred to above
and distributed by Sino, as well as by other means,

18, In Sino’s Initial Proxy Clreular of Pebruary 11%, 1994, Sino purported to operate
through six joint ventures formed in the PRC, By the early 2000's, Sino’s business struotured
changed to include wholly-owned subsidiaties and so called authorized Intermediaries (“Als”).
By sarly 2011, Stno purported to conduct business through more than 60 subsidiavies, at least
16 of which were formed in the British Virgin Islands, and at least 40 of which were formed
in the PRC,

19, Sino conducted seven offerings during the Class Perlod (the “Offerings™), raising an
aggregate of more than $2.7 billlon from investors:
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(a) by short form prospectus dated June 5, 2007 (filed with SEDAR), Sino conducted
an offering of 15,900,000 common sharas at a price of $12.65 per share, resulting in
gross proceeds of $201,135,000;

(b) by way of an “Offering Memorandum®, Sine sold through private placement
US$345 million In aggregate prineipal amount of convertible senior notes due 201.3;
() by short form prospectus dated June 1, 2009 (filed with SEDAR), Sino conducted
an offering of 34,500,000 common shares for $11.00 per share, resultlng‘in gross
proceeds of $379,500,000;
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(d) by way of an Exchange Offer Memorandum, Sino exchanged cerfain of iis then
outstanding senior notes with new notes, pursuant to which Sino lssued
US$212,330,000 in aggregate principal amount of guaranteed senior notes due 20143
() by way of a final Offering Memorandum, Sino sold through private placement
US$460,000,000 in aggregate principal amount of convertible senlor notes due 2016,
(f) by short form prospectus dated December 11", 2009 (filed with SEDAR on
Decetnber 11, 2009), Sino conducted an offering of 21,850,000 common shares for
$16.80 per shares, resulting in proceeds of $367,080,000;

{(g) On Febroary 8", 2010, Sino closed the acquisition of substantially all of the
outstanding common shares of Mandra Forestry Holdings Limited, Concurrent with
this acquisition, Sino completed an exchange with holders of 99,7% of the USD$195
million notes issued by Mandra Forestry Financial Limited and 96,7% of the warrants
lssued by Mandra Forestry Holdings Limited, for new guaranteed senior notes issued
by Sinoe in the aggregate principal amount of USD$187,177,375 with a matwity date
of July 28, 2014,

(g) On October 14, 2010, Sino issued a final Offering Memorandum pursuant to which
Sino sold through private placement US$600,000,000 in aggregate principal amount
of guaranteed senior notes due 2017,
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20,

The offering documents referenced in the preceding paragraph imcluded and

incorporated other documents by reference that inocluded the Representation and other

migrepresentations that are particularized below, Had the truth in regard to Sine’s

management, business and affairs been timely disologed, securities regulators likely would not

have receipted the Prospectuses and the offerings would not have ocourred,

1

(4) Sino’s class period misrepresentations

21,

During the class period, Sino misrepresented;
(a) Its 2006 Resulis and AIF;
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(b) Tts May 2007 Mar'lagement Information Circular;
(¢) Its tax-related risks atising from its use of Als;
(d) Its Yunnan Forestry Assets;

() Its Suriname Forestry Assets;

(f) Its Jiangxi Forestry Assets;

() Its related parties;

(h) Tts sales of standing timber;

(©) Its purchases of Forestry Assets; and

(§) Tts margins and taxes.

Sino’s 2006 Resnlts and AIF

22.  Priorto the opening of markets on March 19™, 2007, Sino issued and filed on SEDAR
its 2006 Annual Consolidated Financial Staternents and 2006 Annual MD&A, Bach document
contained the Representation, which was false,

23.  Inpartioular, Sino materially overstated its results for 2006, and its assets as at year-
end 2008, Sino reported in each such document, on a GAAPR basis, that its revenues and net
income for the year ended December 31%, 2006 were, respectively, US$634.0 million and
US$111,6 million, and further reported, on a GAAP basis, that its assets as at December 317,
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2006 were US$1.2 billion,

24,  Qverthetentrading days following the issuance of Sino’s inflated 2006 results, Sino’s
share price rose substantially on unusually heavy trading volume. At the close of trading on
March 16", 2007 (the trading day prior to March 19™, 2007), Sino’s shares traded at $10,10
per share, At the close of frading on March 29", 2007, Sino’s shares traded at $1 3.42 per share,
which constituted en inctease of approximately 33% from the March 19® closing price.
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Sho’s May 2007 Management Information Clrcular
25.  OnMarch 30, 2007, Sino issued and filed on SEDAR its 2006 AIF, In that AJF, Sino
stated: '

.. PRC laws and regulations require foreign companies to obtaln licenses to
engage in any business activitles in the PRC. As aresult of these requirements,
we cuvently engage in our trading activities thvough PRC authorized
intermediaries that have the requisite business licenses. There is no assurance
that the PRC government will not take action to restrict our ability to engage
in trading activities through our authorized intermediaries. In exder to reduce
our reliance on the anthorized intermediaries, wo intend to use a WFOR
in the PRC fo enter into contracts directly with suppliers of raw timber,
and then process the raw timber, or engage others to process raw timber
on its behalf, and sell logs, wood chips and wood-based products to
customers, although it would not be able to engage in pure trading
actlvities, [Emphasis added.]

26,  Inits 2007 AIF, which Sino filed on March 28, 2008, Sino again declared its intention
to reduce its rellance upon Als,

27, These statements wore false and materlally misleading when made, as Sino had no
Intention of reduping materially its reliance on Als, because Als wers critical to Sino’s ability
to inflate its revenue and net income, Rather, these statements had the effect of mitigating any
investor conoern arising from Sino’s extensive reliance upon Als,
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28,  Throughout the Clags Period, Sino continued to depend heavily upon Als for itg
putported sales of standing timber and Sino’s rellance on Als in fact increased during the
Class Period.

Sino’s twc-related visks avising from s use of Als
29.  Throughout the Class Petiod, Sino materially understated the tax-related risks arising
from its use of Als.

........
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30,  Tax evaslon penalties in the PRC are severe and depending on the severity of the
offense can be punishable with unlimited fineg,

31, Duringthe Class Period, Sino professed to be unable to determine whether its Als had
paid required taxes and so the tax-related risks arising from Sino’s use of Als were potentially
devastating, Sino failed to disclose these risks in its Clags Period disclosure documents,

including and particularly in its discussions of its tax provisioning set forth in its Class Period
financlal statements and AIFs,

32, Based upon Sino’s reported results, Sino's tax accruals in its 2007, 2008, 2009 and
2010 Audited Annual Financial Statements were matetially deficlent and Sino’s inadequate
tax accyuals violated GAAY,

33.  Sino also violated GAAP in its 2009 Audited Annual Financial Statements by failing
to apply to its 2009 financial results the PRC tax guidance that was issued in February 2010.
Although that guidance was issued after year-end 2009, GAAP required that Sino apply that
guidance to its 2009 financlal results, beeause that guldance was issued in the subsequent
events period.
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34,  Basedupon Sino's reported profit margins onits dealings with Als, which margins are
extraordinary both in relation to the profit marging of Sino’s peers, and in relation to the
limited risks that Sino pueports to assume in its transactions with its Als, Sino’s Als were not
satisfying their tax obligations, a fact that was either known to the Defendants or oughtto have
been known, If Sino’s extraordinary profit marging are real, then Sino and its Als must be
dividing the gains from non-payment of taxes to the PRC,

s1e amaenem
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35, During the Class Petlod, Sino also failed to disclose the risks relating to the
repatriation of its earnings from the PRC, In 2010, Sino added two new sections to its AIF
regarding the tisk that it would not be able to repatriate earnings from its BV subsidiaries
(which deal with the Als). The amount of retained earnings that may not be able to be
repairiated is stated therein to be US$1.4 billion, Notwithstanding this disclosure, Sino did not
disclose that it would be unable to repatriate any earnings absent proof of payment of PRC
taxes, whioh it has admiited that it lacks,

36, In addition, there are materlal discrepancies in Sino’s desoriptions of its accounting
treatment of ity Als, Beginning in the 2003 AIF, Sino deseribed its Als as follows:

Becaugse of the provisions in the Operational Procedures that specify when we
and the authorized intermediary assume the risks and obligations relating to the
raw timber or wood chips, as the case may be, we troat these transactions for
accounting purposes as providing that we take title to the raw timber when it
1s deliverad to the authorized intermediary. Title then passes to the authorized
intermediary once the timber is processed into wood chips. Accordingly, we
treat the authorized Intermediarles for accounting purposes as being hoth
our suppliers and customers in these transactions, [Emphasis added.]

37, Sino’s disclosures were consistent in. that regard up to and including Sino’s first AIF
issued in the Class Period, which states:
Beoause.ofthe.provisions.inthe Opetational Rrovedures.that.specify. when we
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and the Al assume the risks and obligations relating to the raw timber or wood
chips, as the case may be, we treat thess transactions for accounting purposes
as providing that we take title to the raw timber when it is delivered to the AL
Title then passes to the Al once the timber s processed into wood chips,
Accordingly, we treat the AI for accounting purposes as belng both our
supplier and customer In these transactions, [Emphasis added.]

38,  Insubsequent AIFs, Sino ceased without explanationto disclose whether it treated Als
for accounting purposes as being both the supplier and the customer.
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39.  Following the issuance of Muddy Waters’ report on the last day of the Class Period,
however, Sino declared publicly that Muddy Waters was “wrong” in its assertion that, for
aceounting purposes, Sino treated its Als as being both supplier and customer in transactions,
This claim by Sino implies either that Sino misrepresented its accounting treatment of Als in
its 2006 AJF (and in its AIFs for prior years), or that Sino changed its accounting treatment
of its Als after the issuance of its 2006 AIR, If the latter is true, then Sino was obliged by
GAAP to discloge its change in its accounting treatment of its Als, It failed to do so.

Sirto Overstates its Yunnan Forestry Assets

40.  Tn a press release issued by Sino and filed on SEDAR on March 23, 2007, Sino
announced that it had entered Into an apgreement to sell 26 million shates to several
ingtitutional investors for gross proceeds of US$200 million, and that the proceeds wounld be
used for the acquisition of standing timber, including pursuant to a new agreement to purchase
standing timber in Yunnan Provinee, It further statod in that press release that Sino-Panel
(Asia) Ine, (“Sino-Panel™), o wholly-owned subsidiary of Sino, had entered on that same day
into an agreement with Gengma Dai and Wa Tribes Autonomous Region Forestry Company
L4d,, (“Gengma Forestry™) established in Lincang Cily, Yunnan Provinee inthe PRC, and that,
under that Agteement, Sino-Panel would aequire approximately 200,000 hectares of non-state
owned commercial standing timber in Lincang City and surrounding cfties in Yunnan for
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US$700 million to US$1.4 billion over a 10-year period,

41, Thesesame terms of Sino’s Agreement with Gengma Forestry were disclosed in Sino’s
Q1 2007 MD&A, Moreover, throughout the Class Period, Sino discussed its purported
Yumnan acquisitions in the Impugned Documents,

42,  However, the reported acquisitions did not take place, As the Globe later revealed,
Sino “substantially overstated the size and value of its forestry holdings in China’s Yunnan
Province, according to figures provided by senior forestry officials and a key business partner
there.” Sino simply does not own the trees it claims to own in Yunnan,
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Stno Overstates its Suriname Forestry Assels

43,  In mid-2010, Sino became a majority shareholder of Greenheart Group Ltd., a
Bermuda corporation having its headquarters In Hong Kong and a listing on the Hongl Kong
Stock Exchange (“Greenheart”),

44,  In August 2010, Greenheart issued an aggregate principal amount of US$25,000,000
convertible notes for gross proceeds of US$24,750,000, The sole subscrlber of these
convertible notes was Greater Sino Holdings Limited, Chan beoame a member of Greenheazt’s
Board and the Board's Chairman, Other officers and directors of Sino became officers and
dizectors of Greenheart.

45, On August 24, 2010 and December 28, 2010, Greenheart granted to Chan options to
purchase approximately 6.8 million, The options ate exercisable for a five-year term,

46,  AsatMarch31,2011, General Enterprise Management Services International Limited,
a company in which some of Sino’s offivers and directors have an indirect interest, held
7,000,000 shares of Greenheart, being 0.9% of the total issued and outstanding shares of
Greenheatt,
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47.  As aresult of the aforesaid transactions and interosts, Sino, Chan, and other officers
and directots of Sino, stood to profit handsomely from any inflation in the market price of
Greenheart’s shares,

48,  Atallmaterial times, Greenheart purported to have forostry assets in New Zealand and
Suriname. On March 1, 2011, Greenheart issued a press release in which it announced that;

Greonheart acquires certain rights to additiomal 128,000 hectare
concession in Suriname

dedodehd

312,000 hectares now undor Greenheart management Hong Kong, March
1, 2011 ~ Greenheart Group Limited (“Greenheart” or “the Company™)
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(HXSE: 00094), an investment holding company with foresiry assets in
Suriname and New Zealand (subject to certain closing conditions) today
announced that the Company has acquired 60% of Vista Marine Services
NV, (“Vista”), a private company based in Surinome, South America that
controls certain harvesting rights to a 128,000 hectares hardwood
corecession, Vista will be rebranded as part of the Greenheart Group, This
transaction will iIncrease Greenheart's concessions under management In
Suriname to approximately 312,000 hectares. The cost of this acquisition is
not materiel to the Company as & whole but the Company is optimistic about
the prospects of Vista and the positive impact that it will bring. The
concession Is located in the Sipalawini district of Suriname, South America,
bordering Lake Brokopondo and has an estimated annual gllowable cut of
approximately 100,000 cubie meters. My, Judson Martin, Chief Executive
Officer of Greenheart and Vice-Chairman of Sino- Forest Corporation, the
Company’s controlling shareholder said, “This acquisition 1s in line with our
growth strategy to expand our footprint in Suriname, In addition to Increased
harvestable ares, this acquisition will bring synergies in sales, marketing,
administration, financial reporting and control, logistics and overall
management. I am pleased to welcome My, Ty Wilkinson to Greenheart as
our minority partner, Mr. Willinson shares our respect for the people of
Suriname and the land and will be appointed Chief Executive Officer of this
Joint venture and be responsible for operating in a sustuinable and
responsible manner, This acquisition further advances Greenheart’s strategy
of becoming a global agri-forestry company. We will continue to actively seek
well-priced and sustainable concessions in Suriname and nelghboring reglons
in the coming months,”

About Ty Wilkinson
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WO, WilKins 0H Has o vei twenty yoars of experionce in thengriculivral and
forestry business, He was awarded the prestigions “Farmer and Ranchor
of tho year” award in the US4, in recognition of his work on water
conservation, perfecting the commercial nse of drip irrigation and
maximizing erop yield through the use of technical soil research and
analysis, Mr, Wilkinson also has extensive knowledge In sustainable
forestry management, forestry planning, infrastruetore development,
harvest schedules, lumber drying, lumber processing, extensive local
knowledge as well as regional business networks, He has been living in
Suriname since 2001, [Emphasis added,]
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In its 2010 ATF, filed on SEDAR on Match 31, 2011, Sino stated:

We hold a majority interest in Greenheast Group which, together with its
subsidiaries, owns certain rights and manages approximately 312,000 hectares
of hardwood forest concessions in the Republic of Suriname, South America
(“Suriname™) and 11,000 hectares of a radiata pine plantation on 13,000
hectares of freehold land in New Zealand as at March 31, 2011, We believe
that our ownershlp In Greenheart Group will strengthen our global
sourcing network in supplying wood fibre for China in a sustainable and
responsible manner, [Emphasis added].

In its Annual Report for 2010, which Sino filed on SEDAR on May 10, 2011, Sino’s

Vice-Chalrman stated:

I am honored to report to you for the fitst time as Vice Chaltman of Sino-
Forest and Chief Exeoutive Officer of Greenheart Group [...] Greenheart’s
strategy Is to be Sino-Forest’s international growth vehicle for acquiring
sustainable and profitable forestry assets located outside China to serve the
growing wood deficit within China while at the same time maintaining the
ability to manage and operate in othor markets around the world, At the end of
2010, Greenheart had three primary assets; a 60% interest in a 184,000 hectare
hardwood concession located in western Sutiname (Sino-Forest currently owns
the remaining 40% minority inferest); a commitmentto acquire 13,000 hectares
of freshold land including 11,000 hectares of softwood radiata pine plantations
in New Zealand (which was completed subsequent fo year end); and US$78
million in cash. It the first quarter of 2011, we acquired 60% of Vista Marine
Services N, V., which holds certain harvesting rights to a 128,000-hectare
concesslon in eastern Suriname, This acquisition expands Greenheart’s land

under-managementin-Suriname-to-approximately-312,000.hectare. We-are
currently bullding two large-scale wood processing facilities, which we
expect to complete late this year, which will allow us to process logs into
lumber and other value-added products such as flooring, decking and special
millwork, Greertheart's strategy in Suriname is {o continue to expand our
concession footprint and be the leader in the sustainable imber industry. We
are committed to low-Impact harvesting and silviculture methods as
prescribed by Suriname’s Centrefor Agricultural Research (“CELOS™), and
we will be working towards Forest Stewardship Council (“FSC*)
certification In all our operations. The responsible care of people and the
environment Is our corporate policy but also our stute of mind, [Emphasis
added.]
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ot Ty a4
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51, The foregoing statements were false or materially misleading when made, for the
reasons set out below,

52, Shortly before Greenbeart’s purported acquisition of Vista Marine Services N.V,
(*Vista”), Vista was founded by Ty Wilkinson, an American citizen who formetly resided in
Sarasota, Florida, Althoﬁgh Greenheart saw fit to disclose in its March 1, 2011 press release
. that Mr, Wilkinson, Greenheart’s new Suriname CEO, was once named “Farmer and Rancher
of the year,” Greenheart failed to disclose that the Clreuit Court of Sarasota County, Florida,
had issued a warraut for Mr, Wilkingon’s arrest in Qctober 2009, and that Mz, Wilkinson
abandoned residence in the United States at least In part to avold arrest, and also to avoid
paying various debis Wilkinson owes to a former business associate and others,

53, There is no record of Greonheart in the Suriname Trade Rogister maintained by the
Chamber of Commierce in Suriname, nor is there any record of Greenheart with the Suriname
Foundation for Forest Management and Production Control,

54,  In additlon, vnder the Suriname Forest Management Act, i1 is prohibited for one
company or a group of companies in which one person or company has a majority interest to
control more than 150,000 hectares of land under concession.

293

55, Finally, Vista's forestry concessions are located in a roglon of Suriname populated by
the Saramaka, an indigenous people, Pursuant to the American Convention on Human Rights
and a decision of the Inter-Amerlcan Court of Human Rights, the Saramaka people must have
effective control over fheir land, ineluding the management of their reserves, and must be
effectively consulted by the State of Suriname, Neither Sino nor Greenheart has disclosed that
Vista's purported concessions in Suriname, if they exist at all, are impaired due to the
unfulfilled rights of the indigenous peoples of Suriname.

oy
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JHangxi Forestry Assets

56.

On June 11, 2009, Sino issued a press release in which it stated:

Sino-Forest Corporation (TSX: TRE), a leading commercial forest plantation
operator in China, announced today that its wholly-owned subsidiary, Sino-
Panel (China) Investments Limited (“Sino-Panel”), hag entered into a Magter
Agreoment for the Purchase of Pine and Chinese Fir Plantation Forests (the
“Jiangxi Master Agreetent”) with Hangxl Zhonggan Industrial Development
Company Limited (“Jiangxi Zhonggen”), which will aot as the authorized
agent for the original plantation rights holders. Under the Jiangxi Master
Agreement, Sino-Panel will, through PRC subsidiaries of Sino- Forest, acquire
between 15 million and 18 million cublo metres (m3) of wood fibre located in
plantations in Jiangxi Province over a three-year period with a price not to
exceed RMB300 per m3, to the extent permitted under the relevant PRC Jaws
and regulations, The plantations In which such amount of wood fibre to
acquire Is between 150,000 and 300,000 hectares to achieve an estimated
average wood fibre yield of approximately 100 m3 per hectare, and include tree
species such as pine, Chinese fir and others, Jlangxi Zhonggan will ensure
plantation forests sold to Sino-Panel and its PRC subsidiaries are non-state-
owned, non-natural, commercial plantation forest trees. In addition to securing
the maximum tree acquisition price, Sino-Panel has pre-emptive rights to lease
the underlying plantation land at a price, petmitted under the relevant PRC
laws and regulations, not to exceed RMB450 per heotare per annum for 30
years from the time of harvest. The land lease can also be extended to 50 years
as permitted under PRC laws and regulations, The specific terms and
conditions of purchasing or leasing are to be determined upon the exeoution of
definitive agreements between the PRC subsidiaries of Sino-Panel and Jiangxi
Zhonggan upon the authorisation of original plantation rights holders, and
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Subject to the Yequisite governmental approvel and 1 complianée Wil the
relevant PRC laws and regulations. ‘

Sino-Forest Chairman and CEQ Allen Chan said, “We are fortunate to
have been able to capture and support investment opportunities in
China’s developing forestry sector by locking up a large amount of fibre
at competitive prices, The Jiangxi Master Agroement is Sino-Fovest’s fifth,
long-term, fibre purchase agreement during the past two years, These five
agreements cover a total plantation aren of over one million hectares in
five of China’s most densely forested provinces.” [Emphasis added],
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57, According to Sino’s 2010 Annval MD&A, as of December 31, 2010, Sino had
acquired 59,700 ha of plantation trees from Jiangxi Zhonggen Industrial Development
Company Limited (“Zhonggan®) for US$269.1 million undet the terms of the master
agreement, (In its interlm report for the second quarter of 2011, which was igsued after the
Class Perlod, Sino claims that, as at June 30, 2011, this number had increased to 69,100 ha,
for a purchase price of US$309.6 million).

58, However, as was known to Sino, Chan, and Horsley, Sino’s plantation acquisitions
through Zhonggan are far smaller than Sino has claimed.

59.  In Avgust 2011, a supervisor of the Forestry Burean of Nanchang, the capitol of
Jiangxi Provinee, affirmed that he had never heard of Zhonggan, In that same month, the
Jiangxi Forestry Bureau, which has jurlsdiction over the Province of Jiangxd, was able to
confirm only that Zhonggan had rented the land use rights of 3,333 ha from local farmers.

60,  Zhonggan’s offices belie the purported scope and nature of Zhonggan's business,
During a visit to Zhonggan's offices in August 2011, no personnel were present during
business hours, there was no signage outside the office, and there was a CCTV camera and a
fingerprint entry machine installed near the office entrance,
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61,  Zhonggan was formed in January 2008, only 18 months before agreeing to sell to
Sino’s subsidiary up to 300,000 ha of plantation forest, Moreover, when it was established,
Zhonggan was capitalized with a mere ¥5 million,

62, Imespective of the true extent of Zhonggan's fransactions in Jiangxi forestry
plantations, Sino failed 1o disclose, in violation of GAAP, that Zhonggan was a related party
of Sino, More particularly, according to AIC records, the legal representative of Zhonggan is
Lam Hong Chiu, who s an executive vice president of Sino, Lam Hong Chiu is also a director
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and a 50% shareholder of China Square Industrial Limited, a BVI corporation which,
aceording to AIC records, owns 80% of the equity of Zhonggan.

Misrepresentations Regardkug Related Parties other than Zhonggan

63,  OnlJanuary 12,2010, Sino fssued a press release In which it announced:the acquisition
by one of 1ts wholly-owned subsidiaries of Homix Limited (“Homix"), which it desoribed as
a 48 company engaged in research and development and manufactuting of engineered-wood
products in China, for an aggregate amount of US$7,1 million, That press release stated:

HOMIX has an R&D laboratory and two engineered-wood production
operations based in Guangzhou and Jiangsu Provinces, covering eastern and
southern China wood product markets, The company has developed a number
of new technologles with patent rights, specifically suitable for domestic
plantation logs including poplar and euoalyptus species, HOMIX specializes
in eurlng, drying and dyeing methods for englneered wood and has the know-
how to produce recomposed wood products and laminated veneer Jumber.
Recomposed wood technology is considered to be environment-fiiendly and
versatile as It uses fibre from forest plantations, recycled wood and/or wood
residue, This reduces the traditional use of large-diameter trees from natural
forests. Thete 1s growing demand for recomposed wood technology as it
reduces cost for raw material while increases the utllization and sustainable use
of plantation fibre for the production of furniture and Interior/exterior bullding
materials,

L]

Mr, Allen Chan, Sino-Forest's Chairman & CEO, said, “As we continue to
ramp up our replanting programme with Improved eucalyptus species, it is
important for Sino-Forest to continue investing in the research and
development thet maximizes all aspects of the forest product supply chain.
Modernization and improved productivity of the wood processing indusiry in
China is also necessary given the country’s chronic wood fibre deficlt,
Increased use of technology improves operation efficiency, and meximizes and
broadens the use of domestic plantation wood, which reduces the need for
logging domestlo natural forests and for importing logs from strained {ropical
forests, HOMIX has significant technological capabilities in englneered-wood
processing,”
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Mr, Chan added, “By acquiring HOMIX, we intend to use six~year eucalypius
fibre instead of 30-year tree fibre from other species to produce quality fumber
using recomposed technology. We belleve that this will help preserve natural
forests as well as improve the demand for and pricing of our planted eucalyptus
trees.”

G4,  Sino’s 2009 Annual Audited Financial Statements, Q1/2010 Unaudited Interim
Financial Statements, 2010 Annual Audited Financlal Statements, the MD&As related to each
ofthe aforementioned financial statements, and Sino’s AIRs for 2009 and 2010, each discussed
the acquisition of Homix, but nowhere disclosed that Homix was in fact a party related to
Sino.

65,  More patticularly, Hua Chen, a Senior Vice President, Administration & Finance, of
Sinoin the PRC, and who Joined Sino in 2002, is a 30% shareholder of an operating subsidiary
of Homix, Jiangsu Dayang Wood Co., Ltd,

66,  Pursuant to GAAP, Sino was required to provide, among other things, a description
of the relationship between the transacting parties when dealing with related parties, GAAP
recognizes that detail on related party transactions Is crucial,

e § T Th0S-Sin0?s - faflure-to-disclose-that-Homix-was. a-related -party—was.a-violation-of- —.—....

(GAAP, and a misrepresentation.

68,  Finally, Homix has no patent deslgns registered with the PRC State Intellectual
Property Office, a fact also not disclosed by Sino at the time of the Homix acquisition or
subsequently.
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Misrepresentutions Regarding Sales of Standing Timber -
69, Every financial staternent and MD&A issued during the Clags Period overstates 8ino’s
sales of standing timber to a material degree, and overstates to a material degree Sino’s
reported revenues and net income for the period in question,

70,  Throughout the Class Period, Sino purported to sell “standing timber” As
particularized above, such sales did not ocour, or did not ocour in a manner such that revenue
could be recorded pursuant to GAAP,

Misrepresentations Regarding Purchases of Forestry Assets

71, As partloularized above, Sino overstated iis acquisition of forestry assets in. Yunnan
and Jiangxi Provinces in the PRC and in Suriname. Accordingly, Sino’s total assets are
overstated to a material degree in the Impugned Docuents in violation of GAAP, and each
such statement of Sino’s total assets constitutes a misrepresentation,

72, In addition, during the Class Perlod, Sino caused statements to be made that are
misrepresentations in regard to Sino’s Yunnan Province “assets,” namely:
() In a report dated March 15, 2008, filed on SEDAR on March 31, 2008, Sino:

(a) cansed to bo gtated that it had detetmined the valuation of the Sino forest assets to
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be US$3,2 billion as at 31 December 2007}

(b) oaused tables and figures regarding Yunnan to be published,

(e) caused to be stated that “Stands in Yunnan range from 20 ha to 1000 ha,” that “In
2007 Sino-Forest purchased an area of mixed broadleaf forest 1n Yunnan Provinee,”
that “Broadleaf forests already acquired in Yunnan are all mature,” and that “Sino-
Forest is embarking on a series of forest acquisitions/expansion efforts in Hunan,
Yunnan and Guangkl;” and

(d) provided a detalled outline of Sino’s Yunnan “holdings” at Appendixes 3 and 5;




v e

" 22

(b) In a report dated April 1, 2009 and filed on SEDAR on April 2, 2009, Sino cansed to be
stated that:

“[t]he area of forest owned in Yunnan has quadrupled from around 10 000 ha
to almost 40 000 ha over the past year,”

provided figures and tables regarding Yunnan, and stated that:

“Sino-Forest has inereased its holding of broadleaf crops in Yunnan during
2008, with this province containing neatly 99% of its broadieaf resource;”

(¢) In a “Final Report” dated April 23, 2010, and filed on SEDAR on April 30, 2010, Sino
caused to be stated that;

“Guangxi, Hunan and Yunnan are the three largest provinees in terms of Sino-
Porest’s holdings, The largest change in area by provinee, both in absolute and
relative terms [sic] has been Yunnan, where the area of forest owned hag
almost tripled, from around 39 000 ha to almost 106 000 ha over the past year,”

provided figures and 1ables regarding Yunnan, and stated that:

“Yunnan containg 106 000 ha, including 83 000 ha or 99% of the total
broadleaf forest,” stated that “the thres provinces of Guangxi, Hunan and
Yunnan together contain 391 000 ha or about 80% of the total forest area of
491 000 ha” and that “a)lmost 51 97% of the broadleaf forest is in Yunnan,”

and provided a detailed discussion of 8ino’s 'Yunnan “holdings” at Appendixes 3 and 4;

(d) In & “Summary Valuation Report” regarding “Valuation of Purchased Forest Crops as at
31 December 2010” and dated May 27, 2011, Sino caused to be published tables and figures
regarding—Yunnan;-and-stated-that:
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“[tThe major changes In area by species from December 2009 to 2010 has been
in Yunnan pine, with acquisitions in ‘Yunnan and Sichuan provinees”

and that:

“la]nalysis of [Sino’s] inventory data for broadleaf forest in Yunnan, and
comparisons with an Inventory that Pdyry undertook there in 2008 supported
the upwards revision of prices applied to the Yunnan broadleaf large size log,”

and stated that:

“It]he yield table for Yunnan pine in Yunnan and Sichuan provinces was
derived from data collected in this species in these provinges by Pdyry during
other work;”

and
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(e) In & press release titled “Summary of Sino-Forest’s China Forest Asset 2010 Valuation
Reports” and which was “jointly prepared by Sino-Forest and P8yry to highlight key findings
and outeomes from the 2010 valuation reports,” Sino caunsed to be reported that the estimated
market value of Sitw’s forest assets on the 754,816 ha to be approximately US$3.1 billion as
at December 31, 2010,

73.  Statements caused to be made by Sino regarding the value of Sino’s forestry “assets”
that were misrepresentations were incorporated into the 2007 Annual MD&A, the Amended
2007 Annual MD&A, each of the 2008 Q1, Q2, Q3, Annual and amended Annual MD&AS,
each of the 2009 Q1, Q2, Q3 and Annuval MD&As, and each of the 2010 Q1, Q2 and Q3
MD&As.

Misrepresentations Regarding Sino’s Margins and Taxes

74, Sinonever disclosed the true sowrce of its elevated profit marging and the true nature
of the tax~related rlsks to which it wag exposed, as partioularized above. This omigsion
rendered each of the following statements a misrepresentation: ‘

(a) In the 2006 Annual Financial Statements, note 11 [b] “Provision for tax related liabilities”
and associated text;

(b) In the 2006 Annual MD&A, the subsection “Provision for Tax Related Liabilltles” in the
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sectlon “Critical Accounting Estimates,” and associated iext;

(c) In the AIF dated March 30, 2007, the section “Estimation of the Company's provision for
income and related taxes,” and associated text;

(d) In the Q1 and Q2 2007 Financlal Statements, note 5 “Provision for Tax Related
Liabilities,” and associated toxt;

(e) In the Q3 2007 Financlal Statements, note 6 “Provision for Tax Related Liabilities,” and
assoclated text;

() In the 2007 Annual Financial Statements, note 13 [b] “Provision for tax related liabilities,”
and associated text;
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(£) Inthe 2007 Annual MD&A and Amended 2007 Annnal MD&A, the subsection “Provision
for Tax Related Liabilitles” in the section “Critical Accounting Estimates,” and associated
text;

(h) In the ATF dated Maroh 28, 2008, the seotion “Estimation of the Corporation’s provision
for income and related taxes,” and assoclated text;

) In the Ql, Q2 and Q3 2008 Financial Statements, note 12 “Provision for Tax Related
Liabilities,” and associated text;

() Inthe Q1, Q2 and Q3 2008 MD& As, the subsection “Provision for Tex Related Liabilities”
in the sectlon “Critical Accounting Estimates,” and assoclated text;

(k) Inthe 2008 Annual Pinancial Statements, note 13 [d] “Provision for tax related liabilities,”
and associated text;

(1) Inthe 2008 Annual MD&A and Amended 2008 Annual MD&A, the subsection “Provision
for Tax Related Liabilities” in the section “Critical Accounting Estimates,” and associated
text;

(m) In the AIF dated March 31, 2009, the section “We may be liable for income and related
taxes to our buginess and operations, particularly our BVI Subsidiaries, In amounts greater
than the amounts we have estimated and for which we have provisioned,” and agsociated text;
(n) In the Q1, Q2 and Q3 2009 Financial Statements, hote 13 “Provision for Tax Related
Tiabilitles,” and associated text;
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(0)Inthe Q1,Q2 and Q3 2009 MD&As, the subsoction “Provision for Tax Related Liabilities”
in the section “Critical Accounting Estimates,” and associated text;

(1) In the 2009 Annual Finanolal Statements, note 135 [d] “Provision for tax related liabilities,”
and assoclated text;

() In the 2009 Annual MD&A, the subsection “Provislon for Tax Related Liabilities” i the
section. “Critloal Accounting Estimates,” and associated text;

(1) In the AIF dated Match 31, 2010, thie séction “We may be liable for incoms and related
taxes to our business and operations, particularly our BV Subsidiaries, in amounts greater
than the amounts we have estimated and for which we have provisioned,” and associated text;
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(s) In the Q1 and Q2 2010 Pinanciel Statements, note 14 “Provision for Tax Related
Liabilities,” and assocliated text;

() Inthe Q1 and Q2 2010 MD&As, the subsection “Provision for Tax Related Liabilities™ in
the section “Critical Accounting Estimates,” and associated text;

(u) In the Q3 2010 Finanoial Statements, nofe 14 “Provision and Contingencles for Tax
Related Liabilities,” and assoclated text; and

(v) In the Q3 2010 MD&As, the subsection “Provision and Contingeneles for Tax Related
Liabilities” in the section *Critical Accounting Estimates,” and associated text;

(w) In the 2010 Annual Financial Statements, note 18 “Provision and Contingencies for Tax
Related Liabilities,” and associated text;

(x) Inthe 2010 Annual MD&A, the subsestlon “Provislon and Contingencies for Tax Related
Liabilities” in the section “Critieal Accounting Estimates,” and asscciated text; and

(¥) In the AIR dated March 31, 2011, the section “We may be liable for income and related
taxes to our business and operations, pamiotﬂgx‘ly our BVI Subsidiaries, in amounts greater
than the amounts we have estimated and for which we havd provisioned,” and associated text,

75, In every Impugned Document that is a financial statement, the line item “Accounts
payable and accrued liabilities” and assoclated figures on the Consolidated Balance Sheets
fails to propetly acoount for 8ino’s tax accruals and 1s a misrepresentation,
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CEQ AND CFO FALSE CERTIFICATIONS

76.  Pursuant to National Instrument 52+109, the defendants Chan, as CEO, and Horsley,
as CFO, were required at the material times to certify Sino’s annual and quarterly MD&As and
Financial Statements as well as the AXFs (and all documents incorporated into the AIRs), Such
certifications included statements that the ﬁlings‘ “do not contain any untrue statement of a
material fact or omit to state a material fact required to be stated or that is necessary to make
a statement not misleading In light of the clroumstances under which it was made” and that the
reports “fairly present in all mateyial respeots the financial condition, results of operations and
cash flows of the issuer,”
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As particulatlzed elsewhere herein, however, the Impugned Documents contained the
Representation, which was false, as well as the other misrepresentations alleged above,
Accordingly, the certifications given by Chan and Horsley were false and were themselves

misrepresentations, Chan and Horsley made such false cerfifications knowingly or, at a
minimum, recklessly,

THE TRUTH IS REVEALED

On. June 2, 2011, Muddy Waters 1ssued its initlel report on Sino, and stated in part

thereln;

P e T

Sino-Forest Corp (TSE: TRE) is the granddaddy of China RTO frauds, It has
always been a fraud — reporting excellent results from one of its early joint
yentures — even though, because of TRE’s default on its investment
obligations, the JV never went into operation, TRE just Hed,

The foundation of TRE’s fraud is a convoluted structure whereby it claims to
run most of its revenues through “anthorized intermediaries” (“AI”), Als are
supposedly timbet trader customers who purportedly pay much of TRE’s value
added and income taxes, At the same time, these Als allow TRE a gross
margin of 55% on standing timber merely for TRE having speculated on troes,

The sole purpose of this structure is to fabricate sales transactions while having
an exouse for not having the VAT invoices that ate the mainstay of China audit
work, If TRE really were processing over one billion dollars in sales through

company would take such risks ~ particularly becavse this structure has zero
upside,

]

On the other side of the books, TRE massively exagperates its assets, TRE
slgnificantly falsifies its Investments in plantation fiber (trees), It putports to
have purchased $2,891 billion in standing timber under master agreements
since 2006

[]

Valuation Because TRE has $2.1 billion in debt outstanding, which we believe
exceeds the potential recovery, we value its equify at less than $1,00 per share,
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Adg-TRE-and-the-Als-would-be-in-verious-legal-trouble-No-legitimate-publio o
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79.  Muddy Waters also disclosed in its initial report that Sino had failed to disclose various
related party transactions, including its deelings with Jiangxl Zhonggan Industrial
Development Company Ltd,

80,  After Muddy Waters’ initial teport became public, Sino shares fell to $14.46, at which
point trading was halted (a decline of 20,6% from the pre-disclosure close of $18.21), When
trading was allowed to resume the next day, Sino’s shares fell to a cloge of $5.23 (a decline
of 71.3% from June 1).

81.  On June 3, 2011, Sino announced the formation of an “Independent Comumittee,”
comprised of Willlam E, Ardell (Chalr), James P, Bowland and James M.E, Hyde, to
investigate Muddy Waters' allegations and report to Sino’s Board in that regard,

82,  OnlJune 14, Sinoissued is Q1 2011 Financial Statements, Those financial statements
contained the following notice:

Notice of no auditor review of the condensed imterim consolidated
financial statements.

The accompanying unaudited condensed interlm consolidated financial
statements (the “Intexlm Financial Statements”) have not been reviewed by the
Company’s extetnal auditors, On June 2, 2011, Muddy Waters, LL.C issued a
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e RO (the-“Reopori-contalning-various-allegations-regarding-the-Gompanyy-—--~ ~— - ———

its assets, operations and financial results, As a result of such report, on June
2, 2011, the Board of Direotors of the Corpany appointed a committee of
Independent directors (the “Independent Committee™) to thoroughly exatnine
and review the allegations contained in the Report, and report back to the
Board of Direstors, The Independent Commitiee has retained independent legal
counsel in Canada, Hong Kong and China ag well as independent acoounting
firm. Pricewaterhonse Coopers LLP to assist with the examination. The
Company’s external anditors wete initially engaged to conduct a review of the
acoompanying Interim Financial Statements in accordance with Canadian
standards for the auditor review of interim financlal statements, The
Company’s auditors have advised that they are unable to complete a review of
these financial statements until the completion of the examination and review
by the Independent Committee and the anditors’ consideration of the results
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thereof, The Board of Directors and management believe that, based on
information currently available to thems, the Interim Financlal Statements were
compiled in accordance with Internatlonal Financlal Reporting Standaxds
(“TERS") and fairly deplet the financlal condition and results of operations of
the Company, However, in the event that the allegations set forth in the Report
prove 1o be accurate, in whole or in part, the information set forth in the
Interim Financial Statements may differ materially and the Interina Financial
Statements could be subject to restatement, As aresult, readers should exercise
caution in yeviewing such financial statements. See Note 2,1 of the Interim
Finanolal Statements,

That same day, Sino held its Q1 2011 Earnings Call, On that call, Ardell stated that
“particular reforence was madeto n number of the directors that this is an opportunity for them
to be in and buyling significant amounts of shares to demonstrate strong beliefin the company,
And I can assure you that if we had the choice, we certainly would at this stage” (emphasis
added). Ardell thereby confitmed that he had prejudged the outcome of his committee’s

investipation, and that his committee was not independent,

84,

On Saturday June 18 and Sundsy June 19, 2011, the Globe published an in-depth

investigative report on Sino,

85,

The June 18 article, titled “Key partner casts doubt on Sino-Forest claim,” read, in
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materlal part:

Embattled Sino-Forest Corp., once Canada’s biggest publioly-traded timber
company, appeats to have substantially overstated the size and value of its
forestry holdings in China’s Yurman provinee, according to figures provided
by senlor forestry officials and a key business partner there,

During two weeks of on-the-ground reporting that included intetviews with
Chinese government officials, forestry experts, local business operators and
brokers, The Globe and Mail uncovered a number of glaring Inconsistencies
that rajse doubts about the company’s public statements rogarding the value of
the assets that lie at the centre of the company’s core business of buying and
gelling Chinese timber rights,

[-+]
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The Globe’s investigation raises particularly hard questions about & key
agreement in March, 2007, that Sino-Forest says gave it the right to buy timber
rights for up to 200,000 hectares of forest in Yunnan over a 10-year perlod for
between $700-million (U.8.) and $1.4-billion. The trees were to be bought
through a series of agreements with an entlty called Gengme Dal and Wa
Tribes Autonomous Region Forestry Co. Ltd., also known as Gengma Forestry,

The company says it has fulfilled virtually all of the agreement with Gengroa
and. now owns more than 200,000 hectares in Yumnan.

But officials with Gengma Forestry, including the chairman, dispute the
company’s account of the deal, telling The Globe and Mail that the actual
numbers are much smaller.

Kie Hongting, the chairman of Gengma Forestry, sald In an interview that the
transaotions catried out so far by Sino-Forest amounted to less than 14,000
hectares,

Agked how many deals Gengima had conducted with Sino-Forest, Mr, Xie said:
“I"ve told you that we sold them almost 200,000 mw.” (Mu is a Chinese unit
of land measurement; 15 mn eguals one lLectare.) Mr. Xle’s account
corroborates the assertions of senlor forestry officlals in the province, Speaking
on condition of anenymity, these officials challenged the company’s statements
that it controls more than 200,000 hectares of Yunnan trees, and said they are
now investigating.

[}

While Gengma Forestry officlals question Sino-Forestry’s account of the 2007
deal, local land brokers sald it would be difficult to find 200,000 11ectams of
quality land leases to complete that agreement,

[

Senior forestry officials in the provinee challenged the company’s agsertion
that it controls about 200,000 hectares of forest in the region, Speaking on.
condition they not be identifled, they sald their records showed Sino-Forest
manages far less than that and sald the Yunnan Forestry Bureau would begin
an investigation aimed at determining the company’s true holdings. In addition
to the questions about Sino-Forest’s disclosures on the size of its holdings,
forestry officlals, as well ag looal timber brokers who spoke to The Globe
raised questions regarding the value Sino-Forest attributes to its Yunnan assets,
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“It's very hard for anyone to say what the value of thelr property is,” said one
forestry officlal, adding that forested land in ‘Yunnan neéded to be ovaluated
by & special body jointly appointed by the Forestry Bureau and the Ministry of
Finance. Sino-Forest has not requested such an officlal valuation of its land,
he said, “(The valuation) must have two chops (official seals) and two forestry
resource svaluation, experts and two licensed evaluators... . Even I can’t just
go there and give it a valve,”

[

The June 19 article, titled “On the tratl of the truth behind Sino-Porest,” stated in part:

The deepening mystery surrounding Canadian timber company Sino-Forest
Corp. leads to the reglonal capital of Kunming in China’s Yunnan province
and down Huashan West Road —to an address that doesn’t exist.

That address, No. 125 ~ 129 Huoashan West Rd,, is listed as the office of a
forestry company that sold 1,600 hectares of timber in Yunnan province to a
Sino-Forest subsidiary in March. But the odd-numbered side of Huashan West
Road ends at 81,

Finding the buyer, the Sino-Forest subeldiary, proves almost as elusive, The
offioe is in a white three-storey building with a green Sino-Panel sign on Bai
Tai Rosd on the northern edge of Lincang, the administrative centre of the
region’s forestry industry, But it's erupty.

The curious transactions totaling $6-million and inked on March 7 betweer a
Sino-Forest subsidiary with an empty office and a seller with no addsess
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highlight the bigger questions surrounding Sino-Forest’s dealings In southern
China, Tryingto penetrate Sino-Forest’s complicated business in Yunnan can
be like trying to gpot the sun through the thick forests of oak, biroh, pine and
other timber that carpet the mountains in this sprawling region along China’s
border with Myanmat,

[]

Senior forestry bureaucrats also told The Globe and Mail that there’s no
officlal valuation of Sino-Forest’s properties, since the company has never
applied to have an evalvation conducted by the local government, The Yunnan
Porestry Bureau has sinoe launched an lnvestigation into the company’s claims,

L]
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Two weeks of travelling by car and plane to visit Sino-Forest offices,
properties and partners in. Yunnan, Hunan and Beljing ~ and interviews with
forestry officials, Industry experts and looal residents ~ led to as many new
questions ag answers,

In the series of deals inked on March 7, the buyer was named as Sino-Panel
(Yunnan) Foresiry Co., the local affiliate of Sino~Forest, and the seller was
listed as ‘Yunnan Shunxuan Forestry Co, Ltd, of Huashan West Road.

No one on Huashan West Road recalls a forestry company ever having an
office In the area, “If there was a company Hke this on Huashan West Road,
would know about it,” said & member of the neighbouthood committee (a
hyperloocal and usually omniseient arm. of the ruling Communist Party) that is
responsible for the street.

At the game time, neighbours say the office of Sino-Panel on Bai Tai Road sat
eapty until Thursday, June 2 -~ hours before Muddy Waters released the report
that rocked investor confidence in Sino-Forest and sent its share price
spiralling downwards. Then a moving van attived at the long-vacant building
and began unloading desks, chairs, power bars and Internet cables, A week
later, however, there was still no evidence of anyone working there, other than
asquashed clgarette butt and a caulking gun that Iay on the divty tile floor anaid
the bare workstations,

“We wouldn’t have noticed, but (on June 2) my car was blocking the moving
van (and had to be moved), Before that, the building was empty,” said Wu Jle,
manager of the reglonal office of Fanhua Forestry Investments Development
Co., which sits beside a massage parlour and an English {raining centre across

the sireet from the deserted Sino-Panel huilding.
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(1]
87.  Inthe latter article, the Globe also discussed Sino’s failure to disclose certain related
paxty transactions.
88,  On June 20, 2011, Muddy Waters released a follow-up report, “The Ties that Blind,

Part 1: Hualhva Yuda,” which provided furtber detall on Sino’s undisclosed transactions with
related parties Huaihua Yuda and Sonic Jita,
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89, ‘When the market closed on June 20, 2011, Sino’s shares traded at $2.73 (a decline of
85% from June 1, 2011).

90,  After the close of markets on June 20, 2011, it was revealed that certain entities
affiliated with Panlson & Co., which had been 8ino’s largest shareholder, had sold all of its
holdings and thereby realized a loss, on a mark-to-market basis, in excess of $560-million,
Only five days earlier, Horsley had sought to reassure investors, saying “I've spoken. to
[Panlson & Co.] and they are very supportive.”

91.  Thenextday, Sino shares closed at $1,99 a decline of $16,22 or 89% from their closing
price on June 1, 2011,

92,  OnlJuly 14, 2011, Fiteh Ratings withdrew its ratings of Sino’s debt securities, stating:

Fltch Ratings has withdrawn Sino-Forest Corpotation’s (Sino-Forest) Foreign
Currency Issuer Default Rating and senior unsecured debt rating of ‘BB, The
ratings were on Negatlve Watoh at the point of withdrawal, Fitch has
withdrawn the ratings as it is unable to obtain sufficlent information to
maintain them,

Ll
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Since-placing-Sino-Forest-on-Negative-Watch-on-20-June-2031-Fitch-had v e o

requested from the company a more frequent and regular update of its offshore
oash balances, as well as updates on management’s progress/intentions with
regard to the fiture onshore/offshore structure of the business, Fitch viewed
this information as critical to monitoring the positton of Sino-Forest offshore
creditors, partioularly glven that under the curtent business structure offshore
obligors are unable to directly acoess the company’s onshore cash flows.
Management has Informed Fitch that the company Is unwilling to provide
any further Information until the Committes of Independent Board Members
—which was formed to investigate the allegations made by Muddy Waters LLC
—publishes its findings, The company has not provided a date for the
publication, Fiteh does not consider these actions commensurate with being
able to maintain the rating for investors,
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Fitoh will no longer provide ratings or analytical coverage of this issuer,
[Bmphasis added.]

93,  Atthe close of trading on August 25, 2011, Sino’s shares traded at $4,81 per share,
Shortly prior to the commencement of trading on August 26, 2011, the OSC issued a cease-
trade order in relation to Sino’s securities, and also took the unprecedented step of ordering,
without a hearing, that Chan and vatfous other Sino officers resign,

94, Inits order, the OSC stated that in part:
]

3. Albert Inp (“Tp”) 1s the Senior Viee President Development and Operations
North- East and South-West China of Sino-Forest;

4, Alfred C.T. Hung (“Hung”) is Vice-President Corporate Planning and
Banking of Sino-Forest;

5, George Ho (“Ho™) is Vice-President Finanoce of Sino-Forest;

6. Simon Yeung (“Yeung™) is Vice President » Operation within the Operation
/ Project Management group of Sino-Panel (Asia) Ino., a subsidiary of Sino-
Forest (“Yeung™):;

7. 8ince 2003, Sino-Forest has ratsed approximately $2,986 billion from public
e e s (Y QSR OR-A0M SO~ dobt~secuLit 08 IS UCS~inClUd NG~ FouL--PUbH O~ ORI S v -« o rerairne
between 2004 and 2009 which approximately raised $1,05 billion;

8. Sino-Forest has over 150 subsidiarles, the majority of which are registered
in the British Virgin Islands and Peoples Republic of China (“PRC™);

9, Sino-Forest’s operations are predominately in the PRC and its management
has offices in Hong Kong primarily and also in the PRC and Ontarlo;

10. Staff of the Commission is conducting an investigation into the activities
and business of Sino-Forest and its subsidiaries and their management;

11, The Independent Committee of Sino-Forest has also been conducting an
investigation into the activities and business of Sino-Forest and its subsidiarles
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and their management, As a result, Sino-Forest has recently suspended Ho,
Hung, and Yeung temporarily and curtailed Ip*s duties and responsibilities,

12, Sino-Forest, through its subsidiaries, appears to have engaged in significant
nonarm’s longth fransactions which may have been contrary to Ontarjo
securities laws and the public inferest;

13. Sino-Forest and certaln of its officers and directors appear to have
misrepresented some of its revemis and/or exaggerated some of its thmber
holdings by providing information to the public in documents required to be
filed or furnished under Ontarlo securities laws which may have been false ox
misleading in a materlal respect contrary to segtion 122 or 126.2 of the Actand
coniraty to the public interest;

14. Sino-Forest and certain of its officers and directors Including Chan appear
to be engaging ox participating in acts, practices or a course of conduot related
to its securities which it and/or they know or reasonably ought to know
perpetuate a fraud on any person ot conpany contrary to section 126,1 of the
Aot and contrary to the public interest...

Several hours Jater, the OSC rescinded its oxder thet Chan and the other Sino officers
referenced in the preceding paragraph resign, but maintained its cease-trade order.

On August 28, 2011, 8ino announced that Chan had resigned “voluntarily” from the
positions of Sino’s CEO and Board Chaitman and as & member of the Sino Board,

(6) the Plaintiff’s causes of action
Negligent Misrepresentation

As against all Defendants, and on behalf of all Class Members, the Plaintiff pleads
negligent misrepresentation, In support of that eause of action, the sole misrepresentation that
the Plaintiff pleads i3 the Representation, The Plaintiff does not plead any other
misrepresentation In support of their negligent mistepresentation claim,

97‘
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98.  TheRepresentation is contained inthe phrase “[e]xcept where otherwise indicated, all
financial Information reflected hersin is determined on the basis of Canadian generally
accepted accounting principles ("GAAP™).” This plwase appears in the every annval and
quarterly MD&A that is an Impugned Document. Sino and the Individual Defendants made
this statement or cavsed it to be made.

99.  The Representation is also contained in the phrase “[t]be consolidated financial
statements of Sino-Forest Corporation (the “Company™) have been prepared [,..] in acoordanoce
with Canadlan generally accepted accounting principles,” This phrase appears in every
Audited Annual Financial Statement that Is an Impugned Document. Bvery Inferim Financial
Statement thatis an Impugned Document incorporated by reference that section ofthe relevant
Audited Annval Financial Statement which contalned that phrase, Sino and the Individual
Defendants made this statement, approved it or caused it to be made,

100, The Representation is also contalned in the plrase “[t]he consolidated financial
statements contained in this Annual Report have been prepated by management in accordance
with Canadian generally accepted accounting principles.” This phrase appears in every
Audited Annual Financial Statement thatis an Impugned Document, That statement wag made
by Sino, Chan and Horsley in the “Management’s Report,”

101.  The Representation is contained in the phrase “[w]e prepare our financial statements
in accordance with Canadian GAAP” found in the All's filed on March 3 1, 2009 and 2010,
The Reptesentation is also contained in the phrase “[plrior to January 1, 2011, we have
prepared our financial statements in accordance with Canadian GAAR” found in the AIF filed
on Maroh 31, 2011, The Impugned Documents that are Management Information Ciroulars
incorporated the most recent AIF, Annual MD&A and Annual Financial Statements by
reference and thus the Representation, Sino and the Individual Defendants made these
statements, approved it, and caused them to be made,
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102.  The Representation is further contained in the phrase “[t}he Corporation prepares its
financlal statements in accordance with Canadian GAAP" found in the Prospectuses, Sino and
the Individual Defendants made this statement, approved it, and caused it to be made. The
Representation is contained in the phrase “[i]iu our opinion, these consolidated financial
statements present fairly, in all material respeots, the finanolal position of the Comparny as at
December 31, [years vary between doouments] and the results of its operations and its cash.
flows for the year[s] then ended in accordanoe with Canadian generally accepted accounting
principles,” made by B&Y in every Audited Annual Financial Statement that is an Impugned
Document,

103,  The Representation was untrue: the Impugned Documents violated GAAR by, among
other things, overstating to a material degree Sino’s revenues, net income and assets, failing
to disclose changes in accounting policles, understating Sino’s tax accruals, and failing to
disclose related party transactions,

104,  The Impugned Docurnents were prepared for the purpose of attracting investment and
inducing members of the investing public to purchase Sino securities, and all of the
Defendants knew at all material times that those documents had been prepared for that

purpose, and that the Class Members would rely reasonably and to their detriment upon such

documents in making the decision to purchase Sino securities,

105. The Defendants further knew that the information contained in the Impugned
Documents would be incorporated info the price of Sino’s publicly traded seourities such that
the trading price of those securities would at all times reflect the information contained in the
Impugned Documents.
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106, By virtue of thelr purported accounting, financial, and managerial acumen, the
Defendants had a duty at common law, informed by the Seourities Legislation, to exercise care
and diligence to ensure that the Impugned Documents fairly and acourately disclosed Sino’s
finaneial condition and performance in accordance with GAAP.

107, The Defendants or some of them breached that duty by making the Representation as
particnlarized above,

108.  The Plaintiff and the other Class Members directly or indirectly relied upon the
Repregentation in making & decision to purchase the securities of Sino,

109, Alternatively, the Plaintiffand the other Class Members relied upon the Representation
by the act of purchasing Sino secrities In an efficlent market that prompily incorporated into
the price of those seourities all publicly available material information regarding the securities
of Sino. As a result, Sino's repeated publication of the Representation in the Impugned
Documents caused the price of Sino’s shares to trade at inflated prices during the Class Period,
thus direotly resulting in damage to the Plaintiff and Class Members.

Statutory Linbility— Secondary Market
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110,  The Plaintiff intends to deliver a notlce of motion seeking, among other things, an
order granting loave to bring the statutory causes of action. found in Part XX 1 of the S84,
against all Defendants,

Statutory Liability — Primary Market

111,  As against Chan and Horsley who signed the June 2009 and December 2009
Prospectuses, and on behalf of those Class Members who purchased Sino shares in one of the
distributions to which those Prospectuses related, the Plaintiff asserts the cause of action set
forth in s, 137 of the 5S4,
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112,  Sino issued the June 2009 and December 2009 Prospectuses, which contained the
Representation and the other misrepresentations that are alleged above to have been contained,
In those Prospectuses or in the Sino disclosure documents incorporated therein by reference,

Unjust Enrichment of Chan and Horsley

113, Asaresult ofthe Representation and the other misrepresentations patticularized above,
Sino’s shares traded, and were sold by Chan and Hotsley at artiflcially inflated prices duting
the Class Period.

114, Accordingly, Chan and Horsley were entiched by thelr wrongful acts and omissions
during the Class Period, and the Class Members who purchased Sino shares from such
Defondants suffered a corresponding deprivation,

115,  There was no juristic reason for the resulting enrlchment.

116,  Accordingly, the Class Members who purchased Sino shares from Chan and Horsley
during the Class Period are entitled to the difference between the price they paid to such
Defendants for such shares, and the price that they would have paid had the Defendants not
made the Representation and the other mistepresentations partioularized above, and had not
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coramitted the wrongful acts and omissions particularized above.

Unjust Enrichment of Sino

117.  Throughout the Class Perlod, Sino made the Offerings. Such Offerings were made via
various documents, particulatized above, that contalned the Representation and the
misropresentations particularized above.

118,  The securities sold by Sino via the Offerings were sold at artificlally inflated prices as
a result of the Representation and the others misrepresentations particularized above,
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119, Sino was enriched by, and those Class Members who purchased securities via the
Offerings were deprived of, an amount equivalent to the difference between the amount for
which the securities offered were actually sold, and the amount for which such securities
would have been sold had the Offerings not included the Representation and the
mistepresentations particularized above,

120, The Offerings violaied Sino’s disclosure obligations under the Securities Legislation

and the various Instruments promulgated by the securities regulators of the Provinces in which
such Offerings were made. There was no juristic reason for the enrichment of Sino.

Oppression

121, In the ciroumstances alleged hereln, the Plaintiff and the other Class Members had a
reasonable and legitimate expeoctation that Sino and the Individual Defendants would use their
powers to direct the company for Sino’s best intereats and, in turn, in the interests of its
gecwrity holders, More specifioally, the Plaintiffand the other Class Members had a reasonable
expectation. that:

(a) Sino and the Individual Defendants wounld comply with GAAP, and cause Sino to comply
with GAAP;

(b) Sino and the Individual Defendants would take reasonable steps to ensure that the Class_

Members were made aware on a timely basls of material developments in Sino’s business and
affairs;

(¢) Sino and the Individual Defendants would implement adequate corporate governance
ptocedures and internal controls to ensure that Sino disclosed material facts and material
changes in the company’s business and affairs on a timely basis;

(@) Sino and the Individual Defendants would not make the misrepresentations partioulatized
above;

(e) Sino stock optlons would not be backdated or otherwise mispriced; and

(D) the Individual Defendants would adhere to the Code,
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122, Such reasonable expectations wete not met as;

(2) Sino did not comply with GAAP;

(b) the Class Members were not made aware on a timely basis of material developments in
Sino’s business and affairs;

(¢) Sino’s corporate governance procedures and internal controls were inadequate;

(d) the misrepresentations particularized above were made;

(e) stock options were backdated and otherwise mispriced; and

(f) the Individual Defendants did not adhere to the Code

123,  Sino’sand the Individual Defendants’ conduct was oppressive and wnfaitly prejudicial

to the Plaintiff and the other Class Members and unfairly disregarded their interests, These

defendants were charged with the operation of Sino for the benefit of all of its shareholdexs,

The value of the shareholders’ investments was based on, among other things;

(a) the profitability of Sino;

(b) the integrity of Sino’s management and its ability to run the company in the interests of all

shareholders;

(¢) Sino’s compliance with its disclosure obligations;

(d) Sino’s ongoing representation that its corporate governance procedures met with
+ e LeASONADIO standards, and that the business of the company, wes subjected fo reasonable

serutiny; and

(¢) Sino’s ongoing representation that its affairs and financial reporting were being conducted

in accordance with GAAP,

124,  This oppressive conduet impaired the ability of the Plaintiff and other Class Members
to make informed investment decisions about Sino’s securities, But for that conduet, the
Plaintiff and the other Class Members would not have suffered the damages alleged herein,
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(6) general
125.  The Plaintiff pleads and relios on:

(8) The Class Actions Act, 8.8, 2001, ¢, C-12.01, ag amended;

(b) The Conada Business Corporations Act, R.3. 1985, ¢. C-44, as am., including gs.

238 and 241,

(c) The Pre-Judgment Interest Act, 8.3, 1984-85-85, ¢, £.22.2, as am,, including s,

(1

(d) The Securities 4ct, 8.8, 1988-89, o, 8-42.2, as amended; and

(d) The Queen’s Bench Rules, including rules 388 and 394,

(7) rellef sought
126,  The Plaintiff therefore clalms, on behalf of himself and the Class:

() an order that Sino’s affairs have been conducted in a manner that is oppressive,
unfairly prejudicial to and which unfairly disregards the Interests of Class Members,
within the meaning of s, 241;
(baggravated and compensatory damages against the Defendants in an amount o be
determined at tiial;
(¢) punitive damages against the Defondants;
(d) prejudgment Interest;

gy sosteineluding the vosts ofnoticerand of administering the plancof-distributionrof the: -
recovery in this action plus applicable taxes; and
() such further and other reliof as this Honourable Court deems just.

DATED at Reging, Saskatchewan, on the 1% day of December, 2011,
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Delivered By: MERCHANT LAW GROUP LLP,




Address for Service:

Lawyer in Charge:

HAWRdsts\Class Actfons\Sing Poress of Gavpd
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100-2401 Saskatchewan Drive
Regina, Saskatchewan
S4P AH8,

E. F. Anthony Merchant, Q.C,
Tel: (306) 3597777
Fax: (306) 5§22-3299,

Counsel for the Plaintiffs,
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