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COURTESY TRANSLATION OF THE WITNESS STATEMENT
OF SECRETARY JULIA CARABIAS LILLO

1. My name is Julia Carabias Lillo. | have been Secretary for the Environment,
Natural Resources and Fishing (SEMARNAP) since its creation in December of 1994,
Prior to assuming this portfolio, [ served as President of the National Institute for
Ecology (INE) for ten months. Before that time, I was a professor in the Faculty of
Science at the Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México.

2. I became aware of the COTERIN controversy before I joined the Federal
Government. The issue generated some publicity and was the object of attention of
various non-governmental organizations. Among them was Greenpeace Mexico, which
later became very active in opposing the reopening of the site.

3. My official involvement in the matter started in 1994, when I was president of the
National Institute for Ecology (INE), although direct contact with the matter fell to the
officials for whom the matter was immediately before them. On April 22 of that year, the
then Director of Environmental Impact and Risk for INE, Adriana Pinede Velazquez, an
engineer, granted COTERIN an eighteen month extension to complete the construction
of the facility which had been authorized by the same INE in 1993. Without a doubt, this
has been one of the most difficult matters which I have faced in my position as branch
Secretary. The La Pedrera project has been extremely controversial. The matter presents
a very problematic situation. However, I would like to begin by noting that, in my
opinion, the opposition to the project was genuine. I do not have the slightest doubt that
the source of the opposition to the project originated in the legitimate and understandable
concern of the community, environmental organizations and local governments,
notwithstanding that we differed in our technical opinions regarding the feasibility of the
project. With respect to Greenpeace, I have known the organization for many years. We
have not always been in agreement in our perspectives on issues and without a doubt the
San Luis Potosi facility was one of the issues upon which we took very different
positions. However, 1 do not doubt that Greenpeace acted in accordance with their own
convictions. I have similar opinions about the other political and social players who have
opposed the project, including the Municipality of Guadalcazar. From my point of view,
it is for this reason that the claim put forth by Metalclad is extremely tendentious and only
addresses the matter from one very limited perspective. Their version of the facts
completely ignores the great many ways that both the opposition to the project and the
complexity of the project manifested itself,

4, For example, this case has attracted an investigation by the National Commission
on Human Rights and another by the San Luis Potosi Congress; an independent
environmental audit and an open consulting and review process by experts from the
environmental audit; a criminal complaint with its corresponding investigation, which
included the involvement of officials such as René Altamirano, Sergio Reyes Lujan and
Antonio Azuela; a legal challenge against the agreement signed by INE and the Federal
Attorney General for Environmental Protection (PROFEPA) with the company; an



amparo undertaken by the Municipality as a result of the same legal challenge; two
amparos undertaken by the company against state and municipal governmental actions;
and not to mention the multitude of protest letters and demonstrations carried out by the
community. In carrying out the review of the issue, I wish to call the Tribunal’s attention
to the complexity of the matter which concerns us.

5, During the time in which [ have known about the matter as Environmental
Secretary, I have met with Metalclad representatives in my office on one occasion. Qur
lawyers have reminded me of some of their names, and I believe that on that occasion on
August 15, 1996 Mr. Kesler was present. I do not recall who else was present on his
behalf. As well, after that, I had a telephone conversation with Mr. Neveau. With respect
to the names of other individuals involved in the company, 1 do not remember them nor
do I recognize any of them (our lawyers have informed me of some names).

6. - The Tribunal is possibly already familiar with the fact that PROFEPA initiated an
independent environmental audit on the site during the past federal administration, and, to
these ends, the auditing services of Corporacion Radian, S.A. de C.V. were contracted as
were the services of Consultores Técnicos de Impacto Ambiental, S.A. de C.V.
(Environmental Impact Technical Consultants) as the supervising company. The audit
was concluded at the end of March of 1995. Mr. Antonio Azuela, who as federal
Attorney General for the Environment is in charge of monitoring the enforcement of
federal environmental legisiation, has provided a witness statement which I have had the
opportunity to review. To the extent that he testifies on the matter and events in which I
participated, I am in agreement with his testimony. With the goal of being brief, I will let
Mr. Azuela outline PROFEPA’s involvement in the matter. To the best of my knowledge
and understanding, that statement is accurate and true,

7. I wish to emphasize that I was very surprised and disturbed to learn from our
lawyers that in August of 1994, Metalclad had declared to the United States Securities
Exchange Commission that the professional from the company selected to undertake the
study who was responsible for the management of the audit had accepted an invitation by
the company to form part of Metalclad’s Board of Directors. This was the exact same
month in which SEDESOL approved the undertaking of the independent environmental
audit. Fortunately, the Attorney General’s office immediately contacted Dr. Ortega, the
professional responsible for the audit, and determined that he had been invited by the
company to accept this position, but that he had actually turned down the offer in writing.
However, while this information eased my concerns with respect to Dr. Ortega’s
professionalism, it did not eliminate my uneasiness as I consider the mere fact that the
company would try to influence the objectivity that an independent audit is based upon to
be an unethical action. Later on, I will refer in greater detail to the weight we gave the
independent environmental audit as well as its consulting and review mechanisms in order
to define the position of the Secretary, so that the Tribunal can better understand the
source of my discomfort.

8. The claim on page 8 of Mr. Kesler’s witness statement to the effect that I made a
positive contribution to the project from the very first day I became involved, as if I
represented Metalclad instead of the Mexican Government, is false. My work as a civil






