® Article Summary and Score

Source: La Razon (April 9, 2025)
Headline: "Eljuicio sobre la mina de Aznalcéllar se tensa: un agente de la UDEF ratifica
'‘anomalias'y 'desviacion grotesca'

Summary:

This article reports on a key development in the Aznalcéllar trial: the courtroom testimony
of a senior agent from Spain’s UDEF (Unidad Central de Delincuencia Econémicay Fiscal),
the national financial crime unit. The agent directly confirmed that the evaluation of bids in
the Aznalcollar tender process contained serious irregularities. His testimony centered on
what he called “incongruencias y anomalias” (inconsistencies and anomalies), and
described one bid evaluation as a “desviacion grotesca” (grotesque deviation) from what
would be expected in a proper technical process.

He identified multiple technical failures in the Minorbis submission, including deficiencies
in the water and waste management plan, and raised concerns over the questionable
subdivision of mining grids—an action that, in context, appeared to have advantaged the
Minorbis bid. The defense challenged the severity of his wording but did not dispute the
substance of his findings.

The article presents the courtroom as tense and closely watched, with testimony now
reaching a level of specificity and institutional seriousness that cannot be easily
dismissed.

4gp Scoring Breakdown (Investor Lens)

+ 42 | UDEF Formally Confirms “Grotesque Deviation” in Evaluation Criteria

e Detail: The agent’s use of “grotesque deviation” to describe the scoring process
introduces a level of evaluative language that goes beyond procedural irregularity
into misconduct.

o Why it matters: When a national financial crimes investigator uses this level of
language under oath, it carries significant weight in the courtroom and will likely
shape the perception of the judges. The testimony validates Emerita’s long-standing
assertion that the evaluation process was manipulated.

e Score:+2

+ +2 | Substantive Technical Critique of the Minorbis Bid
¢ Detail: The agent cited concrete technical weaknesses—such as insufficient

water and waste management planning—alongside procedural concerns like the
artificial subdivision of mining grid parcels.



¢ Why it matters: These are not peripheral flaws. Under Spain’s mining concession
framework, environmental compliance and technical capacity are minimum
qualifying standards. A failure to meet them should have resulted in automatic
disqualification. The fact that Minorbis advanced despite these issues raises
serious concerns about whether the evaluation process was selectively

applied or externally influenced. This testimony reinforces the position that
Emerita’s technically compliant bid was excluded without legitimate justification.

* Score: +2

+ +1 | Witness Withstands Defense Cross Without Losing Ground

¢ Detail: The defense challenged the agent’s use of the term “grotesque deviation,”
but offered no counter-evidence or factual correction.

¢ Why it matters: The agent did not retreat or soften his testimony. His composure
and clarity under questioning reinforce the credibility of both the content and its
delivery. In judicial proceedings, especially in Spain, a confident and consistent
expert witness carries significant weight. The absence of factual pushback means
this testimony is likely to remain intact in the judge’s assessment of the evidentiary
record.

* Score: +1

= 0| Defense Pushback on Tone, Not Substance

¢ Detail: Defense counsel attempted to discredit the UDEF agent’s testimony by
characterizing his language—specifically the phrase “grotesque deviation”—as
exaggerated or emotionally charged.

¢ Why it matters: This is a tactical move aimed at reframing perception, not
challenging facts. With no evidence offered to contradict the agent’s claims, the
objection lacks legal traction. It may serve a defensive posture in the room, but it
does not shift the evidentiary balance or weaken the prosecution’s position.

e Score: 0

~ Total Article Score: +5 > Strong, Institutional Reinforcement for Emerita
@ Investor Synthesis: Institutional Alignment and Narrative Consolidation

This article signals that the trial has entered a critical phase where institutional credibility,
procedural specificity, and evidentiary detail are aligning with Emerita’s legal position.
Today’s article indicates a clear inflection point. What follows is a synthesis summary of
the article, as well as a meta-commentary on the broader development of the case:

* The UDEF agent is not speculating—he is affirming and substantiating core claims
that have already been documented by Emerita, TripleS, and the court itself. What



changes now is the institutional authority behind those facts. When a senior agent from
Spain’s national economic crimes unit confirms them under oath, they move beyond
argument—they become formally recognized. This type of testimony enters the evidentiary
record with full procedural weight. It anchors the case.

* The term “grotesque deviation” marks a shift in the framing of the trial. Thisis no
longer a matter of administrative error or process ambiguity. It’s a formal acknowledgment
of a significant departure from standard evaluation protocols—one that directly
advantaged Minorbis and excluded Emerita. The language now reflects administrative and
procedural misconduct, as well as institutional breakdown—not just irregularity.

* The issues of grid subdivision and environmental planning strike at the structural
foundation of the tender. These are not peripheral technicalities—they are baseline
requirements for regulatory approval and operational viability. The fact that these
disqualifying flaws were present in the winning bid, and are now confirmed under oath by a
national financial crimes unit, places the legitimacy of the concession decision under
serious and sustained challenge. Given that the defense has not addressed these failures
with verifiable counter-evidence, the integrity of the award process remains fundamentally
compromised.

e Courtroom dynamics are tilting. The defense appears to be increasingly limited to
rhetorical objections—challenging the tone of testimony rather than the substance of
what’s being revealed. Their approach sidesteps the factual core of the case and offers no
meaningful response to the evidence being introduced. In contrast, the prosecution is
advancing a structured argument supported by institutional credibility, sworn expert
testimony, and documented procedural failures. The contrast in strategy is now visible in
how the sessions are unfolding: one side is repeating objections, the other is building the
factual record. From a narrative standpoint, this article reflects a maturing phase of the
trial: technical evidence, expert testimony, and institutional voice are converging. That’s
where conviction builds—in the absence of contradiction and in the presence of credible
confirmation. The La Razdn report captures this dynamic clearly—showing that the
prosecution is deepening its case while the defense is not providing a substantive
response.

* Meta-Level Interpretation: The structure of the case is consolidating. Over several
days of testimony and reporting, a clear asymmetry has emerged. The prosecution is
advancing a cumulative, evidence-based case—built on institutional testimony, material
documentation, and technical findings. The defense, by contrast, is relying on rhetorical
and emotional objections, focused more on tone than substance. This divergence is no
longer incidental—it’s structural. The case is now taking shape around the prosecution’s
growing evidentiary position and the defense’s ongoing inability to counter it.



