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parties to enter into a confidentiality agreement with the Applicant on terms acceptable to the
Applicant and the Monitor, and all of the parties did so. A copy of the Data Room Order is attached
hereto as Exhibit “F”. The Applicant, with the assistance of the court-appointed Monitor,

established the data room.

26. For the purposes of the mediation, significant efforts of all the principal stakeholders were put
into: voluminous mediation materials, review of the relevant materials, and preparation for and
attendance at the mediation. The supervising CCAA Judge, Justice Morawetz, directed that
Justice Newbould conduct the mediation, and he did so. I did not participate directly in the

mediation, but am advised by counsel to Emst & Young that all of the Parties participated.

27. While the global mediation did not result in an all-party settlement, in my opinion it was a
catalyst for continued discussions and dialogue amongst the stakeholders, including negotiations
between the Ontario Plaintiffs and Emst & Young, ultimately resulting in the Ernst & Young

Settlement, approval of which is sought on this motion. -

78. As those discussions continued, the Ontario Plaintiffs brought a motion in the CCAA
Proceedings on October 28, 2012 for an order, among other things, restricting the scope of the stay
of proceedings imposed by the Initial Order so that it would not apply to the third party defendants,
including Ernst & Young, and certain officers and directors. The Court dismissed that motion, by
way of Endorsement dated November 6, 2012 (the “Lift Stay Endorsement”), a copy of which is
attached as Exhibit “G”. In the Lift Stay Endorsement, the Court observea that the relevant
stakeholders should focus on the Plan and Sino-Forest’s restructuring, including issues related to a
then pending appeal of the Equity Claims Order. At that time, and notwithstanding the absence of

a global settlement, the Court was not prepared to lift the stay to allow the Class Actions to move
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ahead separately from the CCAA Proceedings. This decision allowed, and in many respects

encouraged, the Parties to continue their negotiations, which they did.

29. The Ernst & Young Settlement was the direct result of the mediation and discussions as had
been ordered and directed by the Supervising CCAA Judge, and central to the terms of the Ernst &
Young Settlement was its inclusion in the proposed Plan being put forward by the Applicant and

the Noteholders.

30. Although I was not directly involved in the mediation and negotiations described in the
paragraph, I am advised by counsel to Emst & Young that, as described in the Wright Affidavit,
Ernst & Young and the Ontario Plaintiffs worked literally around the clock, to achieve the terms of
an agreement as between them as reflected in the Minutes of Settlement. Clifford Lax, Q.C., an
experienced senior counsel and mediator, was engaged to facilitate this bilateral mediation. The
mediation was conducted over the course of two lengthy days and nights, continuing into the early

hours of the morning.

31. Given the complexity of the claims, the nature of the resolution of the claims and the terms of
the Minutes of Settlement, significant amendments to the (then draft) Plan were required to give
effect to the Ernst & Young Settlement. Those amendments were ultimately negotiated, agreed
upon, approved by the creditors of Sino-Forest and sanctioned by the Court. The Applicant, the
Monitor, and the Noteholders were strongly of the view that such amendments must be made
urgently, if they were to be included in the Plan, in view of the importance (discussed above) of an
expedited restructuring to preserve asset value. A second stage of negotiations, principally with

the Noteholders and with the involvement of the Applicant and overseen by the Monitor, was
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therefore required to articulate and implement the required amendments to the proposed Plan. 1

was directly involved in these negotiations, which were intense and complicated..

The Ernst & Young Settlement

32. The Minutes of Settlement have been filed in this proceeding and have been publicly

available since shortly after the terms were agreed.

33. The Emst & Young Settlement provides for the payment of CAD$117,000,000.00 as a

Settlement Fund, being the full monetary contribution by Ernst & Young to settlement of the Ernst

& Young Claims.

34. The Emst & Young Settlement is conditional upon the terms set out in the Minutes of

Settlement and Schedule “B” thereto, including a global release in these CCAA Proceeding and a

Chapter 15 proceeding to be brought in the United States Bankruptcy Court. The Ernst & Young

Settlement is also conditional upon the following steps, as set out at Article 11.1 of the Plan:

(2)
(b)
(©)
(d

(¢)

the granting of the Sanction Order, sanctioning the Plan including the terms
of the Ernst & Young Settlement;

the issuance of the Settlement Trust Order;

any other orders necessary to give effect to the Ernst & Young Settlement;
the fulfillment of all conditions precedent in the Ernst & Young Settlement;
and

all orders being final orders and not subject to further appeal or challenge.

35. The condition in the Minutes of Settlement that the Plan include the framework for the Emst

& Young Settlement and the Emnst & Young Release, and that the Plan with those elements be

approved by Sino-Forest’s creditors and the Court, was critical to Emst & Young.
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36. Attached hereto as Exhibits “H”, “I” and “J” are copies of the Thirteenth Report of the
Monitor, the Supplement to the Thirteenth Report of the Monitor and the Second Supplement to
the Thirteenth Report of the Monitor without attachments, setting out the result of the vote of the

meeting of creditors of Sino-Forest held December 3, 2012.

37. The Plan, as ultimately approved by 99% in number and greater than 99% in value of those
Affected Creditors (as defined in the Plan) voting, voted in favour of the Plan, (as reported by the

Monitor in the Supplement to its Thirteen Report as Exhibit “I””) provides as follows:

. Plan Releases — pursuant to section 7.1 of the Plan, all claims against Sino-Forest,
the Subsidiaries and the named directors and officers are fully, finally irrevocably
released, discharged and barred on the Plan Implementation Date. This includes,
but is not limited to, all of the claims referred to above asserted by Emst & Young
in its Proofs of Claims against Sino-Forest, the Sino-Forest Subsidiaries, and the
directors and officers of each of them;

) Also pursuant to section 7.1, the Plan extinguishes and bars any entitlements of
Ernst & Young to receive distributions of any kind (including Newco shares, notes
and litigation trust interests) under the Plan;

© The Plan in effect transfers to Newco, a new corporation to be incorporated and
owned and/or controlled by the Sino-Forest Noteholders, all of the assets of
Sino-Forest free and clear from any and all claims. These assets specifically
included the shares of the Sino-Forest Subsidiaries, against which entities Emnst &
Young had its outstanding claims;

. In section 11.1, the Plan provides (that upon the various conditions precedent being
satisfied), including receipt by the Monitor of a certificate from Ernst & Young
confirming that it has paid the settlement amount to the Settlement Trust in

accordance with the Ernst & Young Settlement, the Ernst & Young Release is in
full force and effect in accordance with the Plan.

38. Itis important to note the scope of releases in the Plan referred to above. The only Applicant
in the CCAA Proceedings is Sino-Forest itself. The Plan, as sanctioned by this Honourable Court,
inciudes numerous other third party releases — specificaily in favour of the Sino-Forest subsidiaries

(who are non-applicants) and the directors and officers of Sino-Forest and its subsidiaries. To the
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best of my information and belief, no party is challenging or has challenged those third party

releases.

39. The fact and terms of the Erst & Young Settlement were disclosed prior to the finalization of
the Plan voted on at the creditors’ meeting to other stakeholders including (in addition to the
Applicant and the Monitor) the Underwriters and BDO, Sino-Forest’s former auditors. The Plan
as voted also included the framework for future potential settlements with third party defendants
including the underwriters at Article 11.2, using the same mechanics that apply to the Emst &
Young Settlement. Following the meeting of creditors, the Plan was amended to include BDO in

Article 11.2.

40. Ibelieve that the Ernst & Young Settlement was very much the catalyst for the inclusion in the
Plan of these additional provisions, which in turn led to the withdrawal of objections by the
Underwriters and BDO to the terms of the Plan and indeed their support for the Plan ultimately

sanctioned.

41. The Plan was sanctioned by this Honourable Court by way of the Plan Sanction Order. The
Plan Sanction Order implements the Plan and expressly provides (at paragraph 40) for the Emst
&Young Settlement to become effective upon the satisfaction of various enumerated conditions
precedent, including the approval sought by way of this motion. In like form, the Plan Sanction
Order provides for the implementation of other third party settlements (i.e. the underwriters and

BDO) on analogous terms if negotiated and approved by the court.
42. The Ernst & Young Settlement provides significant benefit to these CCAA Proceedings:

(a) Ernst & Young agreed to support the Plan;
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Emst & Young’s support has materially simplified and accelerated the Plan

approval and implementation process:

1) Ernst & Young has agreed that its claims against Sino-Forest and the
Sino-Forest Subsidiaries are released, which claims were significant and
material as stated above. In particular, the Proofs of Claim filed by Ernst &
Young set out extensive claims that were asserted directly against the
Sino-Forest Subsidiaries. None of these claims were addressed in the

Equity Claims Order;

(i) Ermst & Young has agreed to waive any leave to appeal to the Supreme
Court of Canada in respect of the dismissal of its appeal by the Court of
Appeal for Ontario of the Equity Claims Order;

(ii) By agreeing to release all these claims, Emst & Young has eliminated:

(1) Dilution of the Noteholders’ recovery if Ernst & Young were
ultimately to obtain judgments or settlements in respect of those
claims;

2) The expense and management time otherwise to be incurred by
Newco and the Subsidiaries in litigating these claims; and

(3) What might otherwise have been a significant extension of the’

timelines to complete the restructuring of Sino-Forest;

Emst & Young has agreed not to receive any distributions of any kind under the
Plan, as have the other Third Party Defendants. Without that agreement, the
Unresolved Claims Reserve would have materially increased, with the potential for
a corresponding dilution of consideration paid to the Affected Creditors. In
addition, I expect that it would have taken a considerable period of time for the
resolution of claims related to the Unresolved Claims Reserve. Considerable time
and resources would have been engaged to determine the appropriate level of the
significant holdbacks. Those in turn would have needed to be structured and, given

their size, carefully funded to a level which might have impaired the ongoing
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operations of the business in the hands of the Noteholders, including at the

Sino-Forest Subsidiary level where the timber rights assets are held;

(d) Although the allocation of the settlement funds has yet to be determined, any
portion allocated to the equity holders of Sino-Forest will significantly increase the
recovery to a class of stakeholders that would not otherwise receive any amount

under the Plan; and

(e) Ernst & Young agreed to not pursue its objections generally to the Plan and its

sanction, and agreed to not pursue all of its appeal rights in that regard.

43. Ernst & Young’s claims against Sino-Forest and the Sino-Forest Subsidiaries are discussed
above. The consensual release of those claims by Emst & Young, as confirmed on the Plan
Sanction hearing, allowed and permitted the Sino-Forest Subsidiaries to be in a position to
contribute their assets to the overall restructuring, unencumbered by pending claims totalling
billions of dollars. As noted in the Monitor’s Thirteenth Report and the supplements thereto, this
structure was a centrepiece of the entire Plan. Sino-Forest itself is merely a holding company and
its only assets are the shares of the Sino-Forest Subsidiaries. Sino-Forest itself has no other assets.
The ability of the Sino-Forest Subsidiaries to be in a position to contribute their assets was

therefore very important.

44. The transactional aspects of the Plan are in many ways quite straightforward. Simply put, the '

Plan extinguishes all claims against the Company and transfers its assets to the Noteholders. What
made a very straightforward circumstance more complicated was the existence of all of the
intertwining claims. It follows that the resolution of those claims, allowing for the transfer of the
Sino-Forest assets to the Company’s new holding company without protracted litigation involving
the determination of all of those claims (and the risks associated therewitﬁ), immensely simplified

and accelerated the restructuring process ultimately leading to the sanction referred to above.
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45. 1have been present in Court during argument in respect of many of the motions and steps that
have been brought in the CCAA Proceedings. On numerous occasions, counsel for each of the
Applicant, the Noteholders and the Monitor have urged upon this Honorable Court the imperative
of speed and the urgency with which the restructuring must be completed if a going-concern
outcome was to be achieved in order that asset value could be maximized for the stakeholders of
Sino-Forest. In my view, it is beyond question that the consensual resolution of all of the claims,
as are facilitated by the terms of the Emst & Young Settlement, and the corresponding withdrawal
for the purposes of Plan approval and implementation of the opposition of the other third party
defendants, being the Underwriters and BDO, have contributed materially to the speed with which

the Plan has already been sanctioned and with which the restructuring can now be completed.

46. The Ernst & Young Settlement is the direct result of the mediation efforts directed and
ordered by the supervising CCAA Judge, Mr. Justice Morawetz, on the urging of the Applicant
and supported by the Monitor, to unlock the impasse and advance the restructuring efforts
generally. The fact of the settlement is, as I understand it, precisely the objective the supervising
judge observed to be imperative to a successful restructuring and that is undoubtedly one of the

reasons why this Honourable Court made the Mediation Order and other related orders.

Possible Opposition to the Ernst & Young Settlement

47. 1 am aware that this motion may be opposed by certain parties, including Invesco Canada
Ltd., Northwest & Ethical Investments LP and Comité Syndicale Nationale de Retraite Batirente
Inc. (collectively, the “Funds”), (all of whom opposed the sanction order made in this CCAA

Proceeding).
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48. T am advised by counsel to Ernst & Young LLP that the Funds (other than Invesco, who was
not a named plaintiff), represented by the same counsel who act for them on this motion,
commenced their own Ontario proposed class action as against Ernst & Young, Sino-Forest and
others, and that the proposed class action was one of the competing actions that was the subject of
the carriage motion before the Honourable Justice Perell. Carriage was ultimately granted to
counsel for the Ontario Plaintiffs. Accordingly, the Funds have not only been aware of, but indeed

were active participants in, the Ontario Class Action from the outset.

49. In addition, the Funds are no strangers to the CCAA Proceedings. I was present in court on
December 7, 2012 for the Plan sanction hearing, when counsel for the Funds advised the Court that
they had been monitoring the CCAA Proceedings throughout, but had seen no need to p‘articipate,
make submissions or file materials until they learned of the Emst & Young Settlement. At that
time, the Funds filed a Notice of Appearance in the CCAA Proceedings. Attached hereto as

Exhibit “K” is a copy of the Funds’ Notice of Appearance.

50. This statement by Fund counsel was made in response to a question from the CCAA Judge as
to why, notwithstanding the implementation of various steps in the CCAA Proceedings that
affected them, the Funds had not appeared or participated in the CCAA Proceedings, let alone

objected, if they saw fit to do so.

51. The Funds had the opportunity to participate, but did not participate, in steps and orders
including those listed below, which may have affected their interests. I am advised by counsel to
Ernst & Young and believe that these steps and orders may affect the ability of the Funds to
maintain standing to oppose the Ernst & Young Settlement at this time. These steps and orders

include:
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Third Party Stay Order dated May 8, 2012 — In addition to staying the various
Class Actions, at paragraph 3, the Third Party Stay Order provides that the
Applicant is authorized to enter into agreements with the plaintiffs and defendants
in the Ontario Class Action and in the Quebec Class Action providing for, among
other things, the tolling of certain limitation periods. Pursuant to paragraph 4, the
Third Party Stay Order is without prejudice to the right of the parties in the Ontario
Class Action to move or vary the Third Party Stay Order on or after September 1,

2012;

Claims Procedure Order dated May 14, 2012 — The Claims Procedure Order
established a claims bar date and a procedure for the determination and/or
resolution of claims against the Applicant and others. At paragraph 17, the Claims
Procedure Order provides that any person that does not file a proof of claim in
accordance with the order is barred from making or enforcing such claim as against
any other person who could claim contribution or indemnity from the Applicant.
This would include claims by the Funds against Ernst & Young for which Emst &
Young could claim indemnity from Sino-Forest. The Claims Procedure Order
provides at paragraphs 27 and 28 that the Oﬁtario Plaintiffs (as defined therein) are
authorized to file one Proof of Claim in respect of the substance of the matters set
out in the Ontario Class Action and that the Quebec Plaintiffs are similarly
authorized to file one Proof of Claim in respect of the substance of the matters set
out in the Quebec Class Action. The propésed class in each of the Ontario and
Quebec Class Actions includes the Funds. I am advised by counsel to Ernst &

Young that the Funds did not object to or oppose the Claims Procedure Order,
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cither when it was sought or at any time thereafter. Accordingly, the Ontario
Plaintiffs were authorized to (and did) file a Proof of Claim in a representative

capacity in respect of the claims of the Funds;

(c) Mediation Order dated July 25,2012 — As stated above, at paragraph 3, the court
ordered that the parties eligible to participate in the mediation were the Applicant,
the Ontario Plaintiffs, the Third Party Defendants, the Monitor, the Noteholders
and any insurers providing coverage. Iam advised by counsel to Ernst & Young
that the Funds did not seek to be named as a Party to the mediation. The Mediation
Order provides that the Mediation Parties shall participate in the Mediation in
person and with representatives present “with full authority to settle the Subject
Claims”. The Ontario Plaintiffs were granted thereby full authority to settle and

resolve the claims, including the claims of the Funds;

(d) Data Room Order dated July 30, 2012 — The Data Room Order provided for the
production, via a data room protected by confidentiality agreements, of certain
documents for the purposes of the Mediation. The Data Room Order provided at
paragraph 2 that the documents would be made available to the Mediation Parties,

as defined above, but no other parties.

52. The Funds did not object, oppose or indeed take any position in respect of any of these steps

or orders.

(N
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

53. The Ernst & Young Settlement was the product of a process that began early on in the CCAA
Proceedings, in recognition of the substantial impact that the Class Actions had on Sino-Forest.

The process:

(a) began with the almost immediate participation of the Ontario Plaintiffs (augmented

by Siskinds’ representation as well of the Quebec Class Action Plaintiffs);

(b) was augmented early on in these proceedings through recognition by the
stakeholders that a resolution of the Class Action litigation, if achievable, would be

very much in the best interests of the restructuring process;
() led to the Third Party Stay Order;

(d) necessarily involved a representative status on the part of the Ontario Plaintiffs,
reflected in the orders of this Honourable Coui't;

(&) involved from there a closely integrated series of steps by which the Ontario Action

Plaintiffs:

6)) filed a Proof of Claim in the proceedings on behalf of the entire proposed

class;
(i1) participated in the claims process;

(iii) made the strategic decision on behalf of the class not to oppose the
Applicant’s motion seeking an order specifying that the shareholder claims

were equity claims, as that term is defined in the CCAA;

(iv) negotiated certain protections and structure within the Plan in relation to the

Noteholder claims advanced in the Class Action litigation;
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(v) sought from time to time to lift the stay with a view to advancing the
Ontario Class Action, which steps were ultimately unsuccessful in light of

the central role the litigation played in the restructuring of Sino-Forest;

led to a court-mandated mediation process, in which the Ontario Plaintiffs
participated as representatives of the Class with authority to settle claims, directed

towards resolving the Class Actions in the context of the CCAA Proceedings;

resulted in the Parties continuing to attempt, after the unsuccessful formal

mediation, to achieve a global resolution;

involved Emst & Young and the Ontario Plaintiffs continuing, on a bilateral basis
but otherwise consistent with the processes put in place by the CCAA Court, to
pursue a settlement that could facilitate the CCAA restructuring, and ultimately

succeeding in doing so in late November of 2012;

led to an important negotiation to incorporate the framework of the Ernst & Young

Settlement and the Ernst & Young Release within the Plan so as to:

@) climinate indemnification claims by Emst & Young into the Sino-Forest

estate, including at the subsidiary level;

(i) facilitate a reduced or eliminated claims process so as to permit prompt Plan

implementation;

(ii) create a template for further settlements of the Class Actions in a context in
which other defendants, notably the Underwriters and BDO gave up their
indemnification claims and facilitated a similar, and important, contribution

to bringing the restructuring to a conclusion;

involved, as a result, a significant concession on the part of Ernst & Young by

which it:

(i) gave up the indemnification claims;

()
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(1) gave up its further leave to appeal rights from the Equity Claims Order;

(itn) in order to facilitate the expedited restructuring of the Applicant, took the
step of permitting the balance of the Plan to be implemented without

completion of the settlement approval process;
(1v) voted in favour of the Plan;
) supported the Plan Sanction Order; and

in the result a fund of CAD$117,000,000 is available in respect of Ernst & Young
Claims, all for the benefit of certain Sino-Forest stakeholders and in such a way as

to reduce down substantially the scope of the Class Actions.

54. The Ernst & Young Settlement is one where:

(2)
(®
(©)
(d)

the claims to be released are rationally related to the purpose of the Plan;
the release of those claims is necessary for the success of the Plan;
Ernst & Young is contributing in a tangible and realistic way; and

the Plan benefits both Sino-Forest and its creditors generally.

55. If the approval order sought is granted, this Honourable Court will retain continuing

supervisory jurisdiction over the implementation of the settlement and specifically the allocation

and distribution of the amounts in the Settlement Trust.

56. Itis as against all of these factors that I believe that the Ernst & Young Settlement is fair and

reasonable and Ernst & Young asks that it be approved by this Honourable Court pursuant to both

the CCAA and the Class Proceedings Act.
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SWORN BEFORE ME at the City of
Toronto, in the Province of Ontario on this
11" day of January, 2013

ki

/7/’7 .'

347

Commissioner for Taking Affidavits
Shara N. Roy

+

‘_~" MIKE P. DEAN



ol
IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPANIES’ CREDITORS ARRANGEMENT ACT, R.S.C. 1985, ¢. C-36, AS AMENDED, AND IN THE P~
MATTER OF A PLAN OF COMPRISE OR ARRANGEMENT OF SINO-FOREST CORPORATION =

Court File No. CV-12-9667-00-CL
SINO-FOREST CORPORATION ERNST & YOUNG LLP, et al

Plaintiffs Defendants
Court File No. CV-11-431153-00-CP

ONTARIO
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE

IN THE MATTER OF

PROCEEDING COMMENCED AT TORONTO

AFFIDAVIT OF MIKE P. DEAN

LENCZNER SLAGHT ROYCE
SMITH GRIFFIN LLP

Barristers

Suite 2600

130 Adelaide Street West

Toronto ON MSH 3P5

Peter H. Griffin (19527Q)
Email: pgriffin@litigate.com

Peter J. Osborne (33420C)

Email: posborne@litigate.com

Linda L. Fuerst (22718U)
Email: lfuerst@litigate.com

Shara N. Roy (49950H)

Email: sroy@litigate.com

Lawyers for the Defendant Emst & Young LLP




TAB 14






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

ONTARIO
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE
:COMMERCIAL LIST

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPANIES CREDH‘ORS’
ARRANGEMENT ACT, R:S. ¥ o 1985, C c-36, AS AMENDED

AND IN'THE MA'I'I'ER OF PLAN or COMPRONHSE OR.
ARRANGEMENT OF SINO-FOREST CORPORATION
App‘l_ican'_t-

APPLICATION mm;lm TH’E COMPANZES CREDITORS’
ARRANGEMENTAGT RS:C: 1985, 6:€:36, AS AMEBNDED:

AFI*IBAVIT OF W‘v JODSON MAR'I.‘]N
(S,wom Ja‘nuaty 11; 2013)

1, W, JUDSON MARTIN, of thﬁr-exft‘y- of Huorig Kong Special Administrative Region;.
People’s Republic;of Ching, MAKE OATH AND SAY:

1. T arn the Viee:Chajtman and: Clnef Executive: Officer of Sino-Forest Corporatxon (“Sino-

Forest”or the “Applicant”): I'therefore Have personsl knowledge of the matters. set.out below,
except wheré- otherwise statéd. Whtere T do not Possess: petsonal knowledge; I have stated the

source of my information and I'belicve such information-to be frue.

2. “This affidavit is made in supporf .of a motion brought: by :the Ad Hec Committee -of

Purchasers, of the Applicant’s Securities, including the representative plainitiffs in the Ontario
Class Action (collgctively, the “Ontario Plaintiffs” ,-for approval of a settlement (the “Ermnst &
Young Séttlement”); as further defined in the Plan of ‘Compromise and Reorganization of Sino-

Forest dated December 3,:2012 (the “Plan”™), with Ernst & Young LLP and the release of claims
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digainst Ernst & Young LLP (thé “Emst & Young Release”, the “Emst & Young Claims” and

“Ernst & Young", all as those terms.ace defined in the Plan).

-

3. Terins ot defined in this affidavit are as defined in my affidavit sworn Maich 30, 2012
in support of the application for the initial order made in: this proceeding, my affidavit sworn
August 14, 2012 in support of the filing .of a draft plan of compromise and arrangement, and/or
my affidavit sworrrNovember 29, 2012 in sipport ¢f a motion for sanction of the Plan. Iadopt
and repeat for the purposes. of this motion the statemcnts I made in-my earlier affidavits. Copies
of these three affidavits are aftached hereta (without exhibifg) as. Bxhibits “A,” “B,” and “C*

respectively.

4, I have- swom ‘numieious affidavits i this CGAA. Proceeding, in my eapacity as Vice
Chairman and €hief Executive Officet 'of the. Applicant including those referred fodbove. In

addition to my responsibility for thie operationsl aind financial affairs of the Applicant, T have

been intimately involved.in this restructuring, instructing Applicant’s counsel (Bennett Jones

LLP) and have worked with FTI Consultinig Tnc. i ifs tapaeity as court-appointed, Monitor as
well as 'with the Ad Hoc Comiiittes of Sino-Forest Notelioldérs (the “Noteholdets™), and. their
respective counsel.

S In.addition, T:was. involyed in the formulation and finalization of the Plan uliimately

sanctioned by this Court on Décembér 10, 2012 (the “Sanction, Order”).

6. As I have -explained previeusly, Sino-Forest itself has no operating assets, and its

business in standing timber is conducted through its direct and indirect subsidiaries (collectively

the “Sino-Forest Subsidiarjes™). All of the standing timber assets of the Sino-Forest cornpanies

(of which there are many) ave held through the Sino-Forest Subsidiaries, as a result of which
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(and notwithstanding that Sino-Forest is fhe sole CCAA Applieant), the Sino-Forest Subsidiaries

and the business they. conduct have been central ta this restructuring,

7. As:T described in. iny- affidavit swoii November 29, 2012, the Plan provides (for the

reasons. expressed) that substantially all of Sino-Forest’s asséts, ingluding the shares in the Sino-

Forest Subisidiaries, will be transferred (according, o the terms of the Plan) to Newco for the
benefit of Affectéd Creditors.

8. “This necessarily required that the elaims: file} pursuant to fhe Claims Procedure Qrder
madein this GCAA Proceeding be identified and addiessed. “Tiat is one reasori why Sino-Forest

requesied, and fhis .E_our-"t-::g_raincd-,: thie ferm of thé ClaimisPracedure Order tequiring claimants to

identifypotential Claims agaist the: Sine-Forest Subisidisries, natwithstanding that Sinp-Forest

itself was the sele Applicatit.

9. I am generally familiar with the most: sifgpiﬁcmii claims. filed against the Applicant and.

the directors and ‘officers of Sino-Forest, and in particular the claims of Brist & Young, the

syndicate. of underwriters involved iri the vatious debt andl equity offerings: of Sino-Forest (the

“Underwriters”) and BDO Limited (“BDO). Those.claims, advanced against Sino-Forest and

ihe Sino-Forest Subsidiaries, individually and in. the aggregate, tofil in ti¢ billions of dollars:

Those claimis had to be addressed as part.of this restiticturing,

10.  As I stated at paragraph 124 of my affidavit swomn Novemiber 29, 2012, there could be no
effective restnicturing of Sino-Forest’s business aid separation from the Cenadian patent (which
Sino-Forest has $aid from the outset was the objective at the

proceedings) if the claims asserted against the Sino-Forest Subsidiaries arising out of, or

commencement of these
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connected: 1o, claims against Sino-Forest remained outstanding. The Plan provides fot, the

release of claims against the Sino-Forest Subsidiaries.

1. Inaddition, and as courisel for Sino-Forest hds previously submitted to this Court and as

‘his been observed by thie court-appointed Monitor, timing, and delay ‘wei€ critical factots inthis

réstrctucing. ‘I Believeé thiat delays and the passage- of time negatively inipact ‘on ‘the value of
Sino-Forest assets and, the recovery by stakeholders, and T certainly understand this to be- the
theit eoiisel b fitifierous octasions:

12" Accordingly, ‘it was-and fomsing etifical, to: the, 'success of this restructiring; fo, the

maximization.of valns and ti g preservation of assets that:

(@) ‘the claims.dgainst Sino-Forest dnd the Sino-Forest Subsidiaties be detgmiinéd or
resolved such that thie assels lield by the Sino-Forest Subsidiaties were not sobject

to thiese contingent claims; and )

(b) ‘thatthis'be achieved as quickly as possible.

I3. It was for these redsoris, among’ others; that Sing-Forst, suppeited by thie Noteholdets,

has continved'its effoits to Advance this-restructuring as:soomn as possiblé. Sino-Forest welcoined
the' initiative’ by the .supervising:. CCAA. Judge; Justice. Morawetz, to urge and encourage the
principal stakeholders to engage in a constructive dialogue with a view to atternpting to resolve

disputes on a consensual basis, including the claimis against Sino-Forest and the Siuo-Forest

Subsidiaries.



14. For thése réasons, Sino-Forest weélcomed the Mediation Ordér iiade in these proceedings
and the ensuing mediation, desétibed in.ny earlier affiddvits. As stated above, the. Court-ordered
mediation involying the parties to the Ontarjo Class Action; the Noteholders and the: Monitor
was consisterit with the direction and encouragement from the supervising €CAA, Judge that the
principal stakeholders should focus their-efforts on the resolution of claims. As I undefstand it,

this was a continuing theme in these:proceedings.

15.  Whilé the global miediation conducted by Tustite Newbonld did not-zésolve all litigation
claims at that time; if .did represent the genésis of 4 substantive diilégué among :the key
stakeholders and was;; -I'believe, the:catalyst for-discussions that contmucd after: the; concluision of
the formal medlahon., ‘Both the; global mediation and the yubseqiient setflerent dlscussxons were

consistént with thie:objectives of'the Applicant in this festrigturing,

16. I understand: that Ernst & Young contimned discissions with the Ontario Plaintiffs,
ultimately resulting iii’ the Minites' of ‘Settlemetit which defirié.the tetms of the Ernst & Young

Settlement.

17,  Sino-Forest was and remains of the view that the Emst & Young Settlement is a positive
development in this restructurmg for thé reasons eXpJ:essed below As a result, the. Appllcant
was' amenable to amending, the draft Plan to provide for the mechanies and framework for the
Ernst & Young Seftlement and the Emst & Young Release: in order that it could be voted on at

the meeting of creditors and sanctioned by this Court.

18. In my afﬁdawt swaorn November 29 2012 I chscussed the Equlty Chuns DCCISIOD (as

defined in that affidavit). Notwithstanding the Equity Claims Decision, I am advised by my

counsel, Bennett Jories LLP, and believe that, absent a resolution on terms acceptable to Emst &

o

N -
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sanctioned) already includes third party releases in respect of other non-Applicant entities and
individuals who have made material contributions to the success of the restructuring, incliding

present and former directors and officers, and the Sino<Forest Subsidiarics.

23.  The Plan provides for the mechanics and framework for other third party seitlements,
should ‘those occur in the futire. The inclusion of these provisions in the Pldn facilitated the
support of the Plan by tlie Underwriters and withdrawal of objections to the Plan by BDO. From
tife cotrse of the negofiations over the relevant period T believe- that the Ermst & Young
Settlemiet was. a. catalyst to those other parties withdrawing their- objections to: the: Plail.
Ultimately; except’ for. the group :of securities ‘holders mow opposing the. Ernst & Young

Settlerient, the Plan was approved without oppdsition,

2% In conclusion, for’ thie réasons described above, the. Applicant believes:that the BErmst &
Young Settlement: represented a. significant contribution to the Plan and to a successful
festructuring; and the Applicant supports the’ mofion ‘for ‘approval of the Ernst & Young

Settlement.

SWORN BEFORE ME at the City' of Hong
Kong, Special Administrative Region,
People’s Republic of China this  day of
January, 2013

.

5 (A AT
[&\f(\,\’l*\/ T - S
I —— W. JUDSON MARTIN
Solicilc%
Reed Smith
~ Rictiards Butler -
20/F Alexondm Houso

Hoog Kong SAR
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Monitor
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Court File No. CV-12-9667-00CL

ONTARIO
SUPERIOR COURT OF JUSTICE
(COMMERCIAL LIST)

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

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

FOURTEENTH REPORT TO THE COURT
SUBMITTED BY FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC,,
IN ITS CAPACITY AS MONITOR

INTRODUCTION

1. On March 30, 2012, Sino-Forest Corporation (the “Company”) filed for and obtained
protection under the Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. C-36, as
amended (the “CCAA”). Pursuant to the Order of this Honourable Court dated March
30, 2012, FTI Consulting Canada Inc. was appointed as the Monitor of the Company (the
“Monitor”) in the CCAA proceedings. Pursuant to an Order of this Court made on
November 23, 2012, this Court extended the stay period to February 1, 2013. On
December 10, 2012, the Court granted an Order approving the Company’s Plan of

Compromise and Reorganization dated December 3, 2012 (the “Plan”).

2. On December 21, 2012, this Court approved an Order (the “EY Settlement Notice
Order”) approving certain notice procedures for the approval of the Ernst & Young
Settlement (as defined in the Plan). Paragraph 4 of the EY Settlement Notice Order
provided for the filing of Notices of Objection (as defined in the EY Settlement Notice
Order) no later than 5pm (Eastern Time) on Janvary 18, 2013 (the “Objection
Deadline”) and directed the Monitor to file copies of such Notices of Objection in a

report to the Court.

TR
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! The purpose of this Fourteenth Report is to provide copies of the Notices of Objection.
The Monitor intends to submit a further report to Court on or about January 28, 2013

providing its views on the motion for approval of the Ernst & Young Settlement.

NOTICES OF OBJECTION

4. As of the date of this report, the Monitor has received 86 Notices of Objection on or prior
to the Objection Deadline and 7 Notices of Objection subsequent to the Objection
Deadline. The Monitor also received two withdrawals of Notices of Objection on or prior

to the Objection Deadline. A summary of total remaining Notices of Objection received

can be found below:

Date Notice of Objections Received Total # of Notice of Objections Received
Received by Objection Deadline 84
Received post Objection Deadline 7
Total Notice of Objections Received 91
ST Attached as Appendix A is a summary of all of the Notices of Objection received by the

Monitor. Attached as Appendix B-1 through B-93 are copies of the Notices of Objection,

including those that have been withdrawn.



Dated this 22nd day of January, 2013.
FTI Consulting Canada Inc.

In its capacity as Monitor of
Sino-Forest Corporation, and not in its personal capacity

Greg Watson Jodi Porepa
Senior Managing Director Managing Director
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APPENDIX A — SUMMARY OF ALL OF THE NOTICES
OF OBJECTION RECEIVED BY THE MONITOR

(See Attached)



Summary of Individuals/Corporations Who Submitted a Notice of Objection

As of January 21, 2013

Name of Individual/ Company Who Filed a Notice by
January 18, 2013

2288625 Ontario Inc.
Alain Vallee
Andrea Sullivan
Annie Kwok
Archie Sullivan
Arde Bont

Augen Resource Strategy Fund

Brunhilde & Rudolf

[Huber®

Caldwell Institutional Pool Equity

Caldwell Meisels Canada fund

Chandresh Amin
Charles Roussel
Chun Kim Lim
Clarence Morneau
Colleen Wittig
Comite Syndical Nationalde Retraite Baitirente Inc.
Daniel Liu

Daniel Lam
Darlene Murray
David Pike
David Gander
David Cristina’
Dean Wittig

Dr. Benjamin Lin

Dr. Clara Chow

Eric Lee

Erik Chong
Francis Wing Keung Leung
Gary Brookes
George Harrison
Gestion Ferique
Grace Nosal
Grant Bears
Gundy Inc.

Helmuth Slisarenko
Hubert Hicks
Huifang Fan

llan Toledano
llona Hayden
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Summary of Individuals/Corporations Who Submitted a Notice of Objection

As of January 21, 2013

-Name-otindividual/Company-Who-Filed-a-Notice-b
January 18, 2013

Invesco Canada Ltd
James William Alsop

Jason Evdoxiadis
Jeffry Boivin

John McAteer
Joe Corcoran
Joseph Campbell
Julianna Bears

Lao Fan

Layne Boivin

Lena Maria Goveas
Mario Guay
Matrix Asset Mgmt
Meng Try

Mervyn A. Kroeker
Michael Bailey
Michael Poon
Montrusco Bolton Investments Inc.
Muhammed& Sajedah |Datoo

Nina Bode
Northwest and Ethical Investments LP
Oliver Schaeffer
Paul Lechtzier
Pierre Drolet

Qing Yu

Reginald Garnett
Reginald MacDonald
Remi Gaudreault
Revi Plante
Richard Waskowski
Robin Singh

Sadiq Bin Huda
Samar Aljawhiri
Senthivel Kanagaratnam
Sonja Chong
Suzanne Rochon
Suzanne Theberge
Tammy Warren

Ted Goodie

Ted Szamecz
Timothy Martin
Walter Nosal

We | Chin Sun and/or Rebecca SJ Tsang Jtwros
William Rankin
Xiaotong Ji

Yicheng Bao

Zhong He Yu

Note [1]

Applicant has withdrawn Notice of Objection
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Summary of Individuals/Corporations Who Submitted a Notice of Objection

As of January 21, 2013

Name of Individual/ Company Who Filed a Notice

after January 18, 2013

Brian Gore
Chi Faz Chan/ Bi Faug Lei

Cindy Mai
Gene Manion
Jeanne Mai
Qin Jian Guo
Siu Hung Mai
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APPENDIX B - 1 - NOTICE OF OBJECTION
ON OR PRIOR TO THE OBJECTION

2288625 ONTARIO INC.

(See Attached)
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC.
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation
TD Waterhouse Tower
79 Wellington Street West
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104
Toronto, Ontario M5K 1G8

Attention: Jodi Porepa
Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com

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

1, 2288625 OMNAR j.f)__ L ). (please check all boxes that apply):

(insert name)

am a current shareholder of Sino —Forest Corporation

O am a former shareholder of Sino —Forest Corporation
O am a current noteholder of Sino —Forest Corporation
O am a former noteholder of Sino —Forest Corporation

O other (please explain)

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

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

SEE Sai-!ﬁnlufnf:’- jf) AT ACH EP
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E/ I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Emst & Young
Settlement, and 1 understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th
Floor Toronto, Ontario.

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

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

Neme: 228625 ONTARI O FNC. Name:
cfo MariK and Kpysr¥us GREEN)

Address:~77 Mo MurricH ST., PH 1| Address:
- -7%!&‘4%“4'8%.\) MsRavs

Tel.: Y16~ T- 1R9°T Tel.:

Fax: - Fax:

Email: ) gREEN (@ ROFERS COM Email:

Date: QBEQE»M BEER I 20|72 Signature:
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION — SINO-FOREST CORPORATION

SCHEDULE A

We hereby give notice that we object to the Ernst & Young (“E&Y™) Settlement, for the
following reasons:

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

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

Further, to put this into perspective, E&Y is a giant enterprise with more than USD 24 billion in
annual revenue (source: Forbes, December 24, 2012), which suggests sufficient resources
available to substantially increase the settlement amount (not to mention, an insurance company
is likely to be behind the scenes, spreading the expense beyond E&Y alone).
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APPENDIX B -2 - NOTICE OF OBJECTION
ON OR PRIOR TO THE OBJECTION

ALAIN VALLEE

(See Attached)



AVIS D’OPPOSITION

ATT: FT1 CONSULTING CANADA INC.

agissan! en sa qualité de contrdleur de Sino-Forest Corporation
TD Waterhouse Tower

79 Wellington Street West

Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104

Toronto, Ontario MSK 1G8

Attention: Jodi Porepa

Email: Jodi.porepa@fliconsulting.com

OBIJET: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION— AVIS DE REGLEMENT PROPOSE

Je,

AVEC ERNST & YOUNG LLP (le « REGLEMENT ERNST & YOUNG »)

SR ///ﬂ,&/.'gé’ (Veuillez cocher chaque case s’appliquant):

-

(luscrivez votre nom)
suis actuellement détenteur-d’action(s) de Sino —Forest Corporation
suis un ancien détenteur d’action(s) de Sino —Forest Corporation
suis actiellement détenteur de titre(s) de Sino —Forest Corporation
sujs un ancien détenteur de titre(s) de Sino ~Forest Corporation

autre(s) (veuillez expliquer)

Je reconnais que, conformément 4 ’ordonnance du juge Morawetz datée du 21décembre 2012
(« I'ardonnance »), les personnes souhaitant s’ opposer au réglement Emst & Young sont tenues
de remplir et transmettre cet avis d’opposition auprés de FTI Consulting Canada Inc., agissant en
sa qualité de contrdleur de Sino-Forest Corporation, par courrier, service de messagerie ou
courriel afin qu'il soit re¢u au plus tard, 2 17h00 HNE (5:00 p.m. Eastern Time), le [8 janvier
2013 et aux vus de respecter le calendricr de procédure joint en annexe C de ordonnance

Par la présente, je donne avis que je m'oppose au réglement Emnst & Young pour les raisons
suivantes:

oz
A EC

r -.l.
A/

z

-

C'/’/—nyt—_}_'?_ /‘{} '//;'/—7;,/._1:—U,'Z_ ) f“ L’,; 3 /31: 1:’ . (_,"-',,' J D[«/Z S _1__-:,:-
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(ﬁ/ JE N'Al PAS Vl'intention de comparaitre 4 ’audience de la requéte en approbation du

réglement Emst & Young et je comprends que mon opposition sera déposées auprés de la
Cour avant I audlence de la requéte, 4 10h00 HNE (10:00 a.m.), le 4 février 2013, au 330
University Avé., 8™ étage, Toronto, Ontario:

O J'Al Pintention de comparaitre en personne ou par le biais d’un avocat, et de soumetire
des arguments lors de 1'audience de la requéte en approbation du réglement Emst &
Young, 2 10h00 HNE (10:00 a.m.), le 4 février 2013, au 330 University Ave., 8™ étage,
Toronto, Ontario.

MON ADRESSE AUX FINS DE L’ADRESSE DE MON AVOCAT AUX

SIGNIFICATION EST : FINS DE SIGNIFICATION EST (le cas
‘ échéant) :
Nom: /4/-/52/”/ AL[’EC—- Nom:

$5F SI-6eocécS

Adresse: ST-ITERA -SIE~ Ar c,«;feé/aJ Adresse:
QE  TIE I

Tél.: o , o Tél.:

BBV 578G D
Télécopieur: Télécopieur:
Courriel: Cournel:

SU2 Al . TR & J’//-ﬂtoﬂifda cra

Date: / /' =0/ 3 Signature:




APPENDIX B - 3 - NOTICE OF OBJECTION
ON OR PRIOR TO THE OBJECTION

ANDREA SULLIVAN

(See Attached)
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NOTICE OF OBJECTION

TO: FTICONSULTING CANADA INC.
&CURE 10 IS capacily as Momlor of Sino- Forest Corporation
TD Waterhouse Tower
79 Wellington Street West
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104
Toronte, Onfario M5K 1G8

Attention: Jodi Poreps
Emgil: Jodi.porepa@fiiconsulting.com

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

AvOREAR JuLLrynav (please check all boxes that apply):
{inserl nanie)

& am & current sharehiolder of Sino —Forest Corporation
O am a former shz_irehold’er o_f Sino é'quest beporafion
O am a current notehslder of Sino —Forest Corporaion
O am & former noteholder of Sino —Forest Corporation

O other {please explain)

tackpowledge that pursuant to 1he ‘order of M. Justice Marawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the

“Order™), persons wishing to object to the Emst & Young Seitlement are |cqu1ri.d to complete
and deliver this Notice of Objection 1o FTI (‘"onsuiimk Capada Inc., acting in ils capacity as
Monilor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than
500 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January |8, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable
appended as Schedule C to the Order,

I hereby give notice that | object to the Ernst & Young Settiement, for the folfowing reasons:

My objection i that T befieve the settlement (0 be Tar too Jow, Proceadings must consider the actual 105 t6 The investors
because of the figures provided by Ernst and Young, and adequately compensate the investors for the loss cesulting
from multi-year misrepresentation of the actual financial position of Sino Forest.
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The proceedmgs cannot just provide compensation-for the accauntants, consultants and lawyers bringing this action

forward_Lespect any settlement approved by the courts to put the investors “campensation-ficst, st an-adequate level,
and to prevent intermediaries from collecting tens of millians:for only thousands of dollars worth of work at the

investors ExXpense.

I DO NOT mtend to nppear a1 the hearing of lse motion to apprmfe the Ernst & Voung;

(/ Settlement, and 1" undcrst,, d_'thal ‘my objection wll! be filed with the: court prior'ta the:
hearmg of the motion- 4t 10:00-a.:m.-on February 4, 2013, at 330. Umvers:ry Ave;, Sih
Floor Toronto, Ontano

0 | DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and 10 make submissions at the hearing of

the motion to approve the Ernst:& Young Settlement at 10:00"a.m. on Febmary 4;,2013;
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Taronto, Ontatio.

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

Name: @) pR & f SULLL pax/  Name

Address: QG’? ERST Dvcshy 2P, Address:
Fax; ((7 Du) G Q’p 78 "{%. Fax:
Email: g (o fh o 'Z@f/mu‘w Email:

Py |

— ¥ 5 " ‘ -
Date: '/ ) ."7__/{_’) Signature: 7 ° 37V




379

-2

against Emst & Young through an opt-out process under class proceedings or similar legislation. The
proposed settlement would settle, extinguish and bar all claims, globally, against Emst & Young in relation
to Sino-Forest including the allegations in the Proceedings. Emst & Young does not admit to any
wrongdoing or liability. The terms of the proposed settlement do not involve the resolution of any claims
against Sino-Forest or any of the other defendants. For an update on CCAA orders affecting Sino-Forest,
please see the CCAA Monitor’s website: http://cfcanada.fticonsulting.com/sfc/. A complete copy of the
Settlement  Agreement and other information about these proceedings is available at:
www.kmlaw.ca/sinoforestclassaction and www.kmlaw.ca/sinoforestclassaction (the “Class Action

Websites™).

The proposed settlement, if approved and its conditions fulfilled, provides that Emst & Young will pay
CAD$117,000,000.00 to a Settlement Trust to be administered in accordance with orders of the court, Itis
the intention of Class Counsel to seek the court’s approval of a plan of allocation that distributes the
settlement funds, net of counsel fees and other administrative costs and expenses, to members of the E&Y
Settlement Class.

In return, the action will be dismissed against Emst & Young, and there will be an order forever barring
claims against it in relation to Sino-Forest including any allegations relating to the Proceedings, including
claims (if any) that could be advanced through an opt-out process under class proceedings or similar
legislation. In considering whether or how they are affected by the proposed settlement, members of the
E&Y Settlement Class and anyone else with claims against Emst & Young in relation to Sino-Forest should
consider the effect of the orders made and steps taken in the Sino-Forest CCAA Proceedings. More
information on the Sino-Forest CCAA Proceedings can be found on the Monitor’s Website.

The settlement agreement with Emst & Young is subject to court approval, as discussed below.

Hearings to Approve Settlement on February 4, 2013 in Toronto, Ontario and Subsequent Hearings in
Ontario, Quebec and the United States.

On February 4, 2013 at 10:00 a.m. (Eastern Time), there will be a settlement approval hearing before the
Ontario Superior Court of Justice. The hearing will be heard at the Canada Life Building, 330 University
Avenue, 8th Floor, Toronto, Ontario. The exact courtroom number will be available on a notice board on the
8th Floor.

If the settlement approval motion which is being heard by the Ontario Superior Court of Justice on February
4, 2013 (the “Settlement Approval Motion™) is granted, then there will be a further hearing at a later date
before the Ontario Superior Court of Justice (the “Ontario Allocation/Fee Motion”) at which Class Counsel
will seek that Court’s approval of (1) the plan for allocating the net Emst & Young settlement fund among
the members of the E&Y Settlement Class; and (2) the fees and expense reimbursement requests of Class
Counsel.

In addition, if the Settlement Approval Motion is granted, then there may be additional hearings at later dates
in the Quebec Superior Court (the “Quebec Motion”) and in the United States Bankruptcy Court for the
Southern District of New York (the “US Motion™) at which recognition and implementation of the
Settlement Approval Motion and the Emnst & Young Settlement may be sought.
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NOTICE OF PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & YOUNG LLP
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TO: Everyone, including non-Canadians, who acquired Sino-Forest Corporation (“Sino-Forest™) securities
(including shares and/or notes) in the primary or secondary market in any jurisdiction between March 31,
2006 and August 26, 2011 (the “E&Y Settlement Class”) and to everyone, including non-Canadians, who
has, had, could have had or may have a claim of any kind against Emst & Young LLP, Emst & Young
Global Limited or any of its member firms and any person or entity affiliated or connected thereto (“Emst &
Young”), in relation to Sino-Forest, Emst & Young’s audits of Sino-Forest’s financial statements and any
other work performed by Ernst & Young related to Sino-Forest.

Background of Sino-Forest Class Action and CCAA Proceeding

In June and July of 2011, class actions were commenced in the Ontario Superior Court of Justice (the
“Ontario Proceeding”) and the Québec Superior Court (the “Québec Proceeding”) (collectively, the
“Proceedings™) by certain plaintiffs (the “Plaintiffs”’) against Sino-Forest, its senior officers and directors, its
underwriters, a consulting company, and its auditors, including Emst & Young. In January 2012, a proposed
class action was commenced against Sino-Forest and other defendants in the Southern District of New York
(the “US Action™). The actions alleged that the public filings of Sino-Forest contained false and misleading
statements about Sino-Forest’s assets, business, and transactions.

Since that time, the litigation has been vigorously contested. On March 30, 2012, Sino-Forest obtained
creditor protection under the Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act (the “CCA4”), within which
proceeding the Ontario Superior Court ordered a stay of proceedings against the company and other parties,
including Emst & Young (the “CCAA Proceeding”). Orders and other materials relevant to the CC44
Proceeding can be found at the CCAA Monitor’s website at http://cfcanada.fticonsulting.com/sfe/ (the
“Monitor’s Website”).

On December 10, 2012, a Plan of Arrangement was approved by the court in the CCAA Proceeding. As part
of this Plan of Arrangement, the court approved a framework by which the Plaintiffs may enter into
settlement agreements with any of the third-party defendants to the Proceedings. The Plan expressly
contemplates the Emnst & Young Settlement (as defined in the Plan), approval of which is now sought.

Who Acts For the E&Y Settlement Class

Koskie Minsky LLP, Siskinds LLP, and Siskinds Desmeules, sencrl (“Class Counsel”) represent the E&Y
Settlement Class in the Proceedings. If you want to be represented by another lawyer, you may hire one to
appear in court for you at your own expense.

You will not have to directly pay any fees and expenses to Class Counsel. However, if this action succeeds
or there is a monetary settlement, Class Counsel will seek to have their fees and expenses paid from any
money obtained for the class or paid separately by the defendants.

Proposed Settlement with Ernst & Young

The Plaintiffs have entered into a proposed settlement with Ernst & Young (the “Settlement Agreement”). If
the settlement is approved, it will be final and binding and there will be no ability to pursue a claim (if any)
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If the Settlement Approval Motion is granted, then a further notice will be disseminated to members of the
E&Y Settlement Class advising them of the time and place of the Ontario Allocation/Fee Motion and any
Quebec Motion and/or US Motion.

Members of the E&Y Settlement Class, and everyone, including non-Canadians, who has, had, could have
had or may have a claim of any kind against Emst & Young, in relation to Sino-Forest, Ernst & Young’s
audits of Sino-Forest’s financial statements and any other work performed by Ernst & Young related to
Sino-Forest, may attend at the hearing of the Settlement Approval Motion and ask to make submissions
regarding the proposed settlement with Ernst & Young.

Persons intending to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement Agrecment are required to: (a) deliver a
Notice of Objection, substantially in the form that can be found on the Monitor’s Website and the
Class Action Websites, and, if this Notice is received by mail, enclosed with this Notice (the "Notice of
Objection™), to the Monitor, by regular mail, courier or email transmission, to the coordinates
indicated on the Notice of Objection, so that it is received by no later than 5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on
January 18, 2013; and (b) comply with the litigation timetable set forth below. Copies of the Notices of
Objeetion sent to the Monitor will be filed with the court.

Litication Timetable

By order of the Ontario Superior Court of Justice, persons intending to participate in the Settlement Approval
Motion must comply with the following timetable:

I. Motion materials are to be delivered no later than January 11, 2013.

2. Responding motion materials are to be delivered by January 18, 2013.

3. Cross-examinations on affidavits (if any) are to be conducted on January 24 and 25, 2013.
4. Written Submissions are to be exchanged on January 30, 2013.

Further Information

If you would like additional information or to object to the Emst & Young Settlement Agreement, please
contact Koskie Minsky LLP, Siskinds LLP, or Siskinds Desmeules LLP at the addresses below:

Koskie Minsky LLP

20 Queen St. West, Suite 900, Box 52, Toronto, ON, M5SH 3R3
Re: Sino-Forest Class Action

Tel: 1.866.474.1739 (within North America)

Tel: 416.595.2158 (outside North America)

Email: sinoforestclassaction@kmlaw.ca

Siskinds LLP

680 Waterloo Street, P.O. Box 2520 London, ON N6A 3V8
Re: Sino-Forest Class Action

Tel: 1.800.461.6166 x 2380 (within North America)



Tel: 519.672.2251 x 2380 (outside North America)
Email; nicole.young@siskinds.com

Siskinds Desmeules, sencrl

43 Rue Buade, Bureau 320, Québec City, Québec, GIR 4A2
Re: Sino-Forest Class Action

Tel: 418.694.2009

Email: simon.hebert@siskindsdesmeules.com

Interpretation

If there is a conflict between the. provisions of this notice and the Settlement Agreement, the terms of the
Settlement Agreement will prevail.

Please do not direct inquiries about this notice to the Court. All inquiries should be directed to Class Counsel.

DISTRIBUTION OF THIS NOTICE HAS BEEN AUTHORIZED BY THE ONTARIO SUPERIOR
COURT OF JUSTICE
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APPENDIX B - 4 - NOTICE OF OBJECTION
ON OR PRIOR TO THE OBJECTION

ANNIE KWOK

(See Attached)



NOTICE OF OBJECTION

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC.
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation
TD Waterhonse Tower
79 Wellington Street West
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104
Toronto, Ontario MSK 1G8

Attention: Jodi Porepa

W Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting,.com

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

L, }‘ﬁ}v NIE / (W‘"K (please check all boxes that apply):

(insert name)

7!1 am a current shareholder of Sino —Forest Corporation

a am a former shareholder of Sino ~Forest Corporation
0 am a current noteholder of Sino —Forest Corporation
(| am a former noteholder of Sino —Forest Corporation
] other (please explain)

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

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

/:2-"16 SebudeAy _bﬂ Ef. 5112_“;_; C,/uz,/ |
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1 DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the inotion to approve the Ermst & Young
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th
Floor Toronto, Ontario.

O T DO intend to appear, in person or by counsel, and to make submissions at the hearing of

the motion to approve the Ernst & Young Settlement at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013,
at 330 University Ave., 8th Floor Toronto, Ontario.

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

s M (”“Wf/ o W7 wpplicatle

Address:«g & /tﬁ /2 7 ﬁ r2u Address;
g L D / Tel.:

Tel.:
_':1'
Fax; }XL""/ - /-—29 (75 Fax:

Email: 7OWJ, m Email:
MSV ¢4 2

pvirea kot @ s ﬁz;»/(; A / / _
& [/;ate: e f/, ° Sl{;nature: At S, / (g
s/

Jrh 1], 20/ 3




(@
(S o]
N

Schedule “A”

Lo~

Formal objection to the plan of settlement (CCAA-Sino Forest):

| would Ilke to formally object to the Ernst & Young Plan of settlement and this is to be read together
with my formal objection.

|, together with a number of sharehoiders who purchased our shares postJune 2" 2011 have not once
been considered and represented.

| object on the following basls:

1.

I do not consider myself represented in this action and all stakeholders must be considered in
such a proceeding

I was not represented to the point that | felt it necessary to work with my own counsel. His tirst
request letter was replied to by the Monitor in a form letter. The second correspondence was
never replied to

Until the publication of the notice | am responding to, neither of the Class action lawyers even
mentioned holders of shares bought after June 2™ as being represented. In fact they have taken
great pains to not call on them 1o join the action and to note that they were not a part of it.

| have spoken to counsel at Siskind who informed me that they would not be pursuing anyone
on behalf of the existing shareholders who purchased post June gl

The mention of ALL shareholders {past or present) was clearly only made now in order to
whitewash over the fact that at the fairness hearing this overlooked class could be deemed to
have been “represented” and considered with this never having been the case

At the OSC hearing, to take leave from those proceedings, it was proclaimed by counsel to that
court that the “Junior constituents” were belng considered by the Plan of Compromise as we
would have received the benefits of the litigation trust and any residual value, should a sale
occur within a certain timeframe. This was in response to the judge’s question if all
stakeholders were being considered. This consideration was arbitrarily removed without my
consent or any compensation or alternate consideration. Nor did it have the judge’s consent
who allowed the leave based, in part, on that consideration (I have copied the 0SC who should
be objecting)

| am working with imperfect information and the disparity of information goes contrary to the
continuous disclosure requirement that | was promised by the market when | purchased my
shares. Although | have requested access to the data room and offered to execute the NDA |
have not had my request addressed appropriately.

| have not had enough disclosure from the OSC with respect to the various actions they have
commenced in order to make a reasonable determination as to what | can or should do and as
to how to proceed when information is made available. This would void the possibility

| was most certainly induced by Ernst and Young to buy and hold my shares. Their resignation,
as is typical in such situations if the auditor is not confident in their work or company, would
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10.

11.

12.

13.

have most certainly caused me to reconsider my purchase and my hold strategy. Not only did
they not resign immediately, it was not until well after the cease trade that they did so
reluctantly. Their failure to do so can be attributable to the fact that they a} did not want a
resignation to create the perception that they were negligent and guilty, b) they sought to
protect their past partners who were now with Sino Forest’s Board of Directors, c} They had no
clue whether they had exercised due care in their role and/or d} they know that they acted with
due care and that Sino Forest was not a fraud. A, b and c suggest that, not only were they a
direct reason for why | bought and held but that their rationale for not resigning was self serving
and malicious and the settlement amount is not, in any way, indicative of that

It was not only E&Y that induced me, but in varying degrees, the OSC, the BOD and past
underwriters induced me by their actions or inactlons and an acceptance of this settlement
would most certainly set precedent for future settlements

While a huge windfall for the Class action lawyers, it does not represent anywhere near the
justice demanded for the billions that were wiped out. The rush to ratify the settlement is not
warranted. The court must weigh true justice against the need for the settlfement to be ratified
swiftly. The two parties that would like to most see it settled immediately are the Class lawyers
(they are accruing interest on the loans they took to pursue the case and stand to reap huge
benefits which they conveniently never disclose) and the BOD that has been in the biggest rush
to bury the company and together with it any real evidence that will atlow the courts and the
marketplace to properly allocate blame for this national embarrassment

The CCAA is being abused and | am of the view that the venue will be challenged at a later date.
The CCAA was established primarily in order to preserve jobs. Sino Forest has already declared
that not a single Canadian job will be preserved. However, if the settlement Is reached and new
information surfaces then it cannot be overturned later.

At a minimum, the distribution of the settlement should not be at the discretion of counsel, if
the settlement is ratified. If they claim to be representing all shareholders then all shareholders
{either past or present) should be participating in the settlement. it would be appropriate for
the lawyers to publicly disclose what they stand to make on this settlement prior to the Class
participants making a decision and for a court appointed and independent arbitrator, paid for
out of the settlement, to exercise the allocation after hearing from ALL sides and considering
ALL sides cases before rendering their independent decision on allocation. It is my assertion
that | suffered far more severely than someone who bought and subsequently sold shares prior
to the CB event and that 1 am due more than that market participant. Because it was
convenient to counsel to include them, as they fit counsels argument that this was a total fraud
from inception, does not justify their “reward”-Total Fraud has not been established and the
BOD has declared, after spending $50M of our money that this was in now a near total fraud.



APPENDIX B - 5-NOTICE OF OBJECTION
ON OR PRIOR TO THE OBJECTION

ARCHIE SULLIVAN

(See Attached)
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My objection 15 that T believe the settlement to be 1ar too Tow. Proceedings must consider the actual loss to the investors

NOTICE OF OBJECTION

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC.
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation
TD Waterhouse Tower
79 Wellington Street West
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104
Toronto, Ontario M5K 1G8

Attention: Jodi Porepa
Email: Jodi.porepa@fticonsulting.com

RE: SINO-FOREST CORPORATION—PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST &
YOUNG LLP (the “ERNST & YOUNG SETTLEMENT?”)

I, Almts fviy LA K- (please check all boxes that apply):

(insert name)

D/ am a current shareholder of Sino ~Forest Corporation

O am a former shareholder of Sino ~Forest Corporation
0O am a current noteholder of Sino —Forest Corporation

] am a former noteholder of Sino —Forest Corporation

O other (please explain)

I'acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the
“Order”), persons wishing to object to the Emst & Young Settlement are required to complete
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FT1 Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than
5:00 p.m. (Eastem Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable
appended as Schedule C to the Order,

I hereby give notice that 1 object to the Ernst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons:

because of the figures provided by Ernst and Young, and adequately compensate the investors for the loss resuiting
from multi-year misrepresentation of the actual financial position of Sino Forest.
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The proceedings cannot just provide compensation for the accountants, consultants and lawyers bringing this action

forward_lexpect any settlement approved hy the courtsto put the investors ‘ compensation first,-at-an-adequate Jevel,

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

I E]/ I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Ernst & Young

Settlement, and 1 understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior (o the
hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th
Floor Toronto, Ontario.

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

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

Name: QR.¢urs SV LES IV ap) Name:

Address: boT Epr Q(,uwmf#/ Address:
Martn Yerheo) ot B (fIN I 2

Tel.: ~ A )
e (@0"{/ go@ . 3_{_,7),, Tel..
Fax: ({p o/ ?'lg,\_) = 7(0’1/@ Fax:
Email: o (ol neng® showe co Email:

s
Date: [Jom (7] ;/ (8. Signature:i/gr_J/ Z; ///L T
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SINO-FOREST CORPORATION
NOTICE OF PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH ERNST & YOUNG LLP

TO: Everyone, including non-Canadians, who acquired Sino-Forest Corporation (“Sino-Forest”) securities
(including shares and/or notes) in the primary or secondary market in any jurisdiction between March 31,
2006 and August 26, 2011 (the “E&Y Settlement Class™) and to everyone, including non-Canadians, who
has, had, could have had or may have a claim of any kind against Emst & Young LLP, Emst & Young
Global Limited or any of its member firms and any person or entity affiliated or connected thereto (“Emst &
Young”), in relation to Sino-Forest, Emnst & Young’s audits of Sino-Forest’s financial statements and any
other work performed by Ernst & Young related to Sino-Forest.

Background of Sino-Forest Class Action and CCAA Proceeding

In June and July of 2011, class actions were commenced in the Ontario Superior. Court of Justice (the
“Ontario Proceeding™) and the Québec Superior Court (the “‘Québec Proceeding”) (collectively, the
“Proceedings™) by certain plaintiffs (the “Plaintiffs™) against Sino-Forest, its senior officers and directors, its
underwriters, a consulting company, and its auditors, including Emst & Young. In January 2012, a proposed
class action was commenced against Sino-Forest and other defendants in the Southern District of New York
{the “US Action”). The actions alleged that the public filings of Sino-Forest contained false and misleading
statements about Sino-Forest’s assets, business, and transactions.

Since that time, the litigation has been vigorously contested. On March 30, 2012, Sino-Forest obtained
creditor protection under the Companies’ Creditors Arrangement Act (the “CCAA), within which .
proceeding the Ontario Superior Court ordered a stay of proceedings against the company and other parties,
including Emst & Young (the “CCAA Proceeding”). Orders and other materials relevant to the CCAA4
Proceeding can be found at the CCAA Monitor’s website at http://cfcanada.fticonsulting.com/sfe/ (the
“Monitor’s Website™).

On December 10, 2012, a Plan of Arrangement was approved by the court in the CCAA Proceeding. As part
of this Plan of Arrangement, the court approved a framework by which the Plaintiffs may enter mto
settlement agreements with any of the third-party defendants to the Proceedings. The Plan expressly
contemplates the Ernst & Young Settlement (as defined in the Plan), approval of which is now sought.

Who Acts For the E&Y Settlement Class

Koskie Minsky LLP, Siskinds LLP, and Siskinds Desmeules, sencrl (“Class Counsel”) represent the E&Y
Settlement Class in the Proceedings. If you want to be represented by another lawyer, you may hire one to
appear in court for you at your own expense.

You will not have to directly pay any fees and expenses to Class Counsel. However, if this action succeeds
or there is a monetary settlement, Class Counsel will seek to have their fees and expenses paid from any
money obtained for the class or paid separately by the defendants.

Proposed Settlement with Ernst & Young

The Plaintiffs have entered into a proposed settlement with Emst & Young (the “Settlement Agreement”). If .
the settlement js approved, it will be final and binding and there will be no ability to pursue a claim (if any)
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apainst Emst & Young through an opt-out process under class proceedings or similar legislat.ion. The
proposed settlement would settle, extinguish and bar all claims, globally, against Emst & Young in relation
to Sino-Forest including the allegations in the Proceedings. Ernst & Young does not admit to any
wrongdoing or liability. The terms of the proposed settlement do not involve the resolution ol any claims
apainst Sino-Forest or any of the other defendants. For an update on CCAA orders affecting Sino-Forest,
Blease see the CCAA Monitor’s website: http://efcanada.fticonsulting.com/sfe/. A complete copy of the
Setlement Agrcement and  other information about these proceedings is  available at:
www. kmlaw.ca/sinoforestelassaction and www.kmlaw.ca/sinoforestclassaction  (the “Class _ Action

Websites™).

The proposed settlement, if approved and its conditions fulfilled, provides that Emnst & Young will pay
CADS117,000,000.00 to a Settlement Trust to be administered in accordance with orders of the court. Itis
the intention of Class Counsel to seek the court’s approval of a plan of allocation that distributes the
settlement funds, nel of counse! fees and other administrative costs and expenses, to members of the E&Y
Settlement Class.

In return, the action will be dismissed against Ernst & Young, and there will be an order forever barring
claims against it in relation to Sino-Forest including any allegations relating to the Proceedings, including
claims (if any) that could be advanced through an opt-out process under class proceedings or similar
legislation. In considering whether or how they are affected by the proposed settlement, members of the
E&Y Settlement Class and anyone else with claims against Ernst & Young in relation to Sino-Forest should
consider the effect of the orders made and steps taken in the Sino-Forest CCAA Proceedings. More
information on the Sino-Forest CCAA Proceedings can be found on the Monitor’s Website.

The settlement agreement with Ernst & Young is subject to court approval, as discussed below.

Hearings to Approve Settlement on February 4, 2013 in Toronto, Ontario and Subsequent Hearings in
Ontario. Quebec and the United States,

On February 4, 2013 at 10:00 a.m. (Eastern Time), there will be a settlement approval hearing before the
Ontario Superior Court of Justice. The hearing will be heard at the Canada Life Building, 330 University
Avenue, 8th Floor, Toronto, Ontario. The exact courtroom number will be available on a notice board on the
8th Floor.

If the settlement approval motion which is being heard by the Ontario Superior Court of Justice on February
4, 2013 (the “Settlement Approval Motion™) is granted, then there will be a further hearing at a later date
belore the Ontario Superior Court of Justice (the “Ontario Allocation/Fec Motion”) at which Class Counsel
will seek that Court’s approval of (1) the plan for allocating the net Ernst & Young settlement fund among
the members of the E&Y Settlement Class; and (2) the fees and expense reimbursement requests of Class
Counsel.

In addition, if the Settlement Approval Motion is granted, then there may be additional hearings at later dates
in the Quebec Superior Court (the “Quebec Motion™) and in the United States Bankruptcy Court for the
Southern District of New York (the “US Motion™) at which recognition and implementation of the
Settlement Approval Motion and the Ernst & Young Settlement may be sought.

3972
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If the Settlement Approval Motion is granted, then a further notice will be disseminated to members of the
E&Y Settlement Class advising them of the time and place of the Ontario Allocation/Fee Motion and any
Quebec Motion and/or US Motion.

Members of the E&Y Settlement Class, and everyone, including non-Canadians, who has, had, could have
had or may have a claim of any kind against Emst & Young, in relation to Sino-Forest, Emst & Young’s
audits of Sino-Forest’s financial statements and any other work performed by Ernst & Young related to
Sino-Forest, may attend at the hearing of the Settlement Approval Motion and ask to make submissions
regarding the proposed settlement with Ernst & Young.

Persons intending to object to the Ernst & Young Settlement Agreement are required to: (a) deliver a
Notice of Objection, substantially in the form that can be found on the Monitor’s Website and the
Class Action Websitcs, and, if this Noticc is received by mail, enclosed with this Notice (the "Notice of
Objection™), to the Monitor, by regular mail, courier or email transmission, to the coordinates
indicated on the Notice of Objection, so that it is received by no later than 5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on
Januarv 18, 2013; and (b) comply with the litigation timetable set forth below. Copies of the Notices of
Objection sent to the Monitor will be filed with the court.

Litigation Timetable

By order of the Ontario Superior Court of Justice, persons intending to participate in the Settlement Approval
Motion must comply with the following timetable:

I. Motion materials are to be delivered no later than January 11, 2013.

2. Responding motion materials are to be delivered by January 18, 2013,

3. Cross-examinations on affidavits (if any) are to be conducted on January 24 and 25, 2013.
4. Written Submiissions are to be exchanged on January 30, 2013.

Further Information

If you would like additional information or to object to the Emst & Young Settlement Agreement, please
contact Koskie Minsky LLP, Siskinds LLP, or Siskinds Desmeules LLP at the addresses below:

Koskie Minsky LLP

20 Queen St. West, Suite 900, Box 52, Toronto, ON, M5H 3R3
Re: Sino-Forest Class Action

Tel: 1.866.474.1739 (within North America)

Tel: 416.595.2158 (outside North America)

Email; sinoforestclassaction@kmlaw.ca

Siskinds LLP

630 Waterloo Street, P.O. Box 2520 London, ON N6A 3V§
Re: Sino-Forest Class Action

Tel: 1.800.461.6166 x 2380 (within North America)



Tel: 519.672.2251 x 2380 (outside North America)
Email; nicole.voung@siskinds.com

Siskinds Desmeules, sencrl

43 Rue Buade, Bureau 320, Québec City, Québec, GIR 4A2
Re: Sino-Forest Class Action

Tel: 418.694.2009

Email: simon.hebert@siskindsdesmeules.com

Interpretation

If there is a conflict between the provisions of this notice and the Settlement Agreement, the terms of the
Settlement Agreement will prevail.

Please do not direct inquiries about this notice to the Court. All inquiries should be directed to Class Counsel.

DISTRIBUTION OF THIS NOTICE HAS BEEN AUTHORIZED BY THE ONTARIO SUPERIOR
COURT OF JUSTICE
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APPENDIX B - 6 - NOTICE OI' OBJECTION
ON OR PRIOR TO THE OBJECTION

ARDE BONT

(See Attached)



NOTICE OF OBJECTION

TO: FTI CONSULTING CANADA INC.
acting in its capacity as Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation
TD Waterhouse Tower
79 Wellington Street West
Suite 2010, P.O. Box 104
Toronto, Ontario M5K 1G8

Attention: Jodi Porepa
Email: Jodi.porepa@fliconsulting.com

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

I, ’“ , A e GJ ° /\\: (please check all boxes that apply):

(insert pame)

[ am a current shareholder of Sino —Forest Corporation
] am a former shareholder of Sino —Forest Corporation
(] am a current noteholder of Sino —Forest Corporation
O am a former noteholder of Sino —Forest Corporation

(m] other (please explain)

I acknowledge that pursuant to the order of Mr. Justice Morawetz dated December 21, 2012 (the
“Order”), persons wishing to object to the Emst & Young Settlement are required to complete
and deliver this Notice of Objection to FT1 Consulting Canada Inc., acting in its capacity as
Monitor of Sino-Forest Corporation, by mail, courier or email to be received by no later than
5:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) on January 18, 2013, and comply with the litigation timetable
appended as Schedule C to the Order.

I hereby give notice that I object to the Emst & Young Settlement, for the following reasons:
As qn WAL Ve (M.SL ous” ;/\c Q},’fmu\(’ de (. L1onS  OA
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m] I DO NOT intend to appear at the hearing of the motion to approve the Emst & Young
Settlement, and I understand that my objection will be filed with the court prior to the

hearing of the motion at 10:00 a.m. on February 4, 2013, at 330 University Ave., 8th
Floor Toronto, Ontario.

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

MY ADDRESS FOR SERVICE IS: MY LAWYER’S ADDRESS FOR
SERVICE IS (if applicable):
Name: -Pg Fde ﬁo ,\V Name:
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