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Item no. 1  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

1. Zonal Urbanism Plan for Rosia Montana Historical Area 
 
Until present time, there is no Zonal Urbanism Plan (PUZ) elaborated an approved for Rosia 
Montana Historic Area. In accordance with the provisions of Law 350/ 2001, there was the local 
authorities priority to elaborate a zonal urbanism plan for the protected areas within the locality 
as designated through the provisions of Law no. 5/2000, the obligation of the local public 
authorities devolving upon Law no. 350/2001, Law no. 422/2001 as well as the dispositions of 
Law no. 5/2000. This Zonal Urbanism Plan for Rosia Montana Historical Area should include the 
whole Carnic Mountain as protected area containing historic monuments, considering sentence 
no. 157/F/CA?Fisc from file no. 434/64/F/2006, given by the Appeal Court of Brasov, which 
became irrevocable through the rejection of appeals by the High Court of Cassation and Justice 
through decision no. 4607 delivered in File no. 434/64/2006, which rendered void the 
archeological discharge certificate no. 4/2004, issued by the Ministry of Culture for the Carnic 
Mountain. 
 

Answer 

With respect to the protected built areas, the urbanism documentation and the framework 
contents of the respective documentation are the ones established through the Technical 
Regulation regarding the Methodology for Preparing and The Framework of Urbanism 
Documentations for Protected Constructed Areas (PUZ) endorsed through the Order no. 
562/2003 issued by Ministry of Transports, Constructions and Tourism (“Methodology”). The 
obligation of preparing the urbanism documentations for the protected area with heritage value 
belongs to the local authorities as per strict provisions under art. 5 (3) of Law no 5/2000. As far 
as we know, Roşia Montană local authorities have already initiated the legal procedures, the 
draft of Local Council Decision regarding the process of preparing and endorsing the PUZ for 
heritage protected area from Roşia Montană Commune has been posted from 19th of March 
2009, in compliance with Law no. 52/2003 on decision transparency in public administration, and 
from our point of view we will support this initiative in the interest of local communities.  
 
Separately, it is true that PUZ Industrial Area initiated by RMGC and whose Environmental 
Report is the object of current public consultations cover another area of the administrative 
territory of Roşia Montană Commune, being prepared in full compliance with the provisions of 
another Technical Regulation, i.e. “Guideline on the methodology regarding the preparation and 
the framework content of PUZ” – Index GM – 010 – 2000 endorsed through Order of Ministry of 
Public Works and Territorial Arrangement no. 176/N/2000. Consequently, the two urbanism 
documentations are independent and do not depend one of the another. 
   
In relation to the archaeological researches, we would like to emphasise that all preventive 
archaeological researches developed at Roşia Montană from 2001 to 2006 have been prepared 
within a complex research programme; the permits needed to conduct preventive archaeological 
excavation have been issued in compliance with legal provisions. From scientific stand-point, the 
archaeological researches conducted within the Alburnus Maior National Research Program 
have been coordinated by the Romanian National Museum of History, 21 dedicated Romanian 
institutions and 3 from abroad which participated in the development of these researches. All 
researches have been conducted in compliance with the current in force legal provisions, RMGC 
ensuring – according to the law – the necessary financial resources to assess and study the 
archaeological vestiges. With respect to the annulment of the Archaeological Discharge 
Certificate no. 4/2004 for Carnic area – underground, RMGC shall apply for a new certificate in 
due time so as to secure the construction permit, based on a new documentation that will 
consider and remediate all misses identified by the Court as reasons to annul the Certificate no. 
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4/2004. This fact does not prevent the discussion and the endorsement of PUZ Industrial Area, 
the two aspects (the endorsement of a new urbanism documentation and archaeological 
discharge certificate) being separate legal requirements that are not dependant one to another.    
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Item no. 2  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

2. Environmental assessment for Rosia Montana mining project 
 
In accordance with the environmental impact assessment for plans and programs - the one 
provided by the Government Decision no. 1076/2004 and SEA Manual approved by MMGA 
Order no. 117/2006, chronologically, an environmental assessment for a plan or program must 
be done before an environmental assessment for a project. 
 
In accordance with article 32 of Law no. 350/2001 regarding territory and urbanism arrangement 
- In case the documentation submitted requests for a derogation from the provisions of the 
approved urbanism documentation for the respective area, another urbanism documentation can 
be required through the urbanism certificate to justify and demonstrate the possibility of the 
requested urbanism intervention. After the approval of the new urbanism documentation - Zonal 
urbanism plan or Detailed urbanism plan (PUD) - the technical documentation can be elaborated 
in order to obtain the construction authorization. Therefore, the documentation necessary to 
obtain the environmental agreement (which is part of the technical documentation required for 
obtaining the construction authorization) can be elaborated only when the new urbanism 
documentation is approved. 
 
The Government Decision no. 1076/2004 entered into force at December 3rd 2004, that is before 
the the environmental assessment procedure for the Rosia Montana Project, consequently the 
elaboration of the documentation necessary for obtaining the environmental agreement without 
previous approval of the new urbanism documentation (approval that includes the environmental 
assessment in accordance with the Government Decision no. 1076/2004) clearly violates Law 
no. 350/2001 and the Government Decision no. 1076/2004.  
 
Or, Rosia Montana Gold Corporation (RMGC) submitted the environment agreement request 
and already elaborated the environmental assessment for Rosia Montana mining project, 
because of the lack of the environmental assessment for the urbanism plans of the commune. 
 
The legal sequence of the request and obtaining the referred administrative documents should 
be: obtain a valid mining license; elaborate/update the locality urbanism plans; request the 
environmental agreement for the proposed project.  
 
We consider that any environmental impact assessment procedure at this time, and we refer 
here to the environmental assessment for the urbanism plans of Rosia Montana locality as well 
as to the environmental assessment for Rosia Montana project, is absolutely null, as well as any 
administrative document issued based on these procedures. 
 

Answer 

The manual regarding the application of the procedure of preparing the environmental 
assessment for plans and programmes (issued in the application of Governmental Decision no. 
1076/2004 and endorsed through MEWM Order no. 117/27.02.2006), which provides that the 
environmental assessment for a plan or programme is prior to an environmental assessment for 
a Project, has entered into force subsequently to the initiation of the procedure for applying for 
the issuance of Environmental Permit by RMGC. Initiation of the environmental assessment 
procedure for Roşia Montană Project by Project owner has been conducted in full compliance 
with the legal requirements in force at that particular moment. Thus, at 17.12.2004, when RMGC 
submitted the application for the issuance of environmental permit, no law provided for a 
potential succession of the procedures for environmental assessments for plans and 
programmes and environmental assessment for projects and according to the principle of timely 
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application of the law, a law is producing effects only for the future.  
 
Moreover, the indicative and not imperative feature of the Manual, emphasized in its introductory 
statements, provides the fact that "the intent is not to provide absolute answers for specific 
issues, but to offer consultancy on the way in which issues should be approached." 
 
Also, with respect to the moment when the environmental impact assessment procedure is 
developed, the Governmental Decision no. 918/2002 on the establishment of the framework 
procedure of assessment of the environmental impact and for the approval of the list of public or 
private projects undergoing this procedure (which governs the impact assessment procedure in 
the case of Roşia Montană Project), clearly states the moment when such procedure should be 
developed, providing under art. 3(3) the fact that "environmental impact assessment is 
developed when the documentation on which the project feasibility is based is prepared ". A 
similar provision is included under art. 3(5) of Governmental Decision no. 1213/2006 regarding 
the establishment of the framework procedure of environmental impact assessment for certain 
public and private projects; this deed abrogated the Governmental Decision no. 918/2002.  
 
We would like to underline the fact that the documentation necessary to secure the 
environmental permit is not included within the technical documentation required for securing 
construction permit, as wrongfully it is stated. The documentation required for securing the 
environmental permit is the one provided under Order no. 860/2002 for the endorsement of the 
Procedure for the environmental impact assessment and issuance of environmental permit, 
which is having a different contents than the technical documentation required for the issuance of 
the construction permit (for the draft prepared for the permitting of construction works that is part 
of the technical design having the framework content provided under Annex 1 to Law no. 
50/1991 on permitting performance of construction works). 
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Item no. 3  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

2. Currently, the permitting process of final endorsement of Mine Closure Programme, where 
Minvest Deva, Rosiamin Branch is the titleholder, (prepared by Westconstruct SRL and 
Nordische Proiect SRL between 2005 and 2007). The PUZ that has been proposed is 
incompatible with this closure programme and from a legal point of view the RMGC's PUZ - 
Industrial Development Area cannot co-exist with the mines closure programme of Minvest Deva. 
 
According to this plan, the closure works of pits (especially Cetate and Napoleon Pits) will 
include: readjustment of highly uneven embankments through blasting procedures; levelling the 
surfaces and filling the voids; covering the surfaces with topsoil; planting seedling and grass 
seeding; The great majority of mine adits and galleries will be closed and consolidated, by 
creating an inner backfill of gravel and earth in order to support the walls along the first 50 m and 
blocking the mine adit with riprap. In total, the Rosia Montana dumps store a mass of 3.9mil m3 
and cover an area of 14ha. The works for the closure of dumps will mainly include: readjustment 
of slopes; construction of a retaining wall of gabions filled with crushed stones; readjustment of 
the valley with concrete low weir; a ditch made of riprap on the platform of the dump; 
construction of a drain in order to channel the waters out from the platforms; flow control 
manhole; PEHD water pipelines; planting birch and fir seedlings; topsoil layer on the platforms; 
organic biodegradable pre-seeded bed on the slopes for the control of erosion.  The 4 main 
works that will be performed in order to close the 4 tailings dams will be: draining the pure water 
through a drainage channel; excavating some benches within the body of the dams, in order to 
flatten the slopes; clogging voids and lower areas where the water settles; covering with topsoil 
and organic biodegradable pre-seeded beds; grass seeding on the waste dump; The 7 yards of 
the former E.M. Rosiamin include industrial lands, buildings, and structures for offices. Through 
the Closure Programme all these premises are proposed to be demolished (the exception is the 
area where the Mining Museum is located): Verkes premises - 15,090sqm (behind the Town 
Hall); air compressors - pumping station - 5,066sqm; Premises - District 1 - 1,806sqm; Rosiamin 
administrative headquarters - 21,746sqm, the museum is also included here; Sfanta Cruce - 
mine entrance - 6,266sqm; Gura Rosiei Processing Plant - 39,926; Aprabus - Crusher  - 
13,149sqm. The Closure Programme of the former mining site proposes a number of 5 mine 
water treatment plants from which one is more complex and having a larger capacity (at the 
Sfanta Cruce gallery) and other four smaller and simpler, located downstream the adits of 
Verkes, Manesi-V.Nanului galleries , 820 facility - compressors station, Aurora-Iuliana grade and 
the base of the Gauri-Hop-V.Verde dumps. Sfanta Cruce treatment plant will be placed at 
elevation 720m, neat the County Road DJ 742, on the location of the current location that used 
to serve the old mining railway. This plant will have a processing capacity of at least the current 
flow of the mine waters - of 29l/s and will include several sludge alkalizations, decant 
flocculation, and filtering tanks. The other 4 treatment plants will be built from the 3 tanks - 
namely for anaerobe drainage on a lime bed, in order to reduce acidity, for sedimentation and 
biological filtering - in an anaerobe swamp type tank, with buirush plantation. To all these a 
complex monitoring programme is added throughout the entire period of closure works and 
especially after their termination - of the environmental factors and health of local ecosystems.  
 
About 30 million Euros represent the funds for this programme. This money is assigned for a 
period of 5 years of works, as it follows: 
 
i. 30,555,459 RON - environmental rehabilitation of tailings facilities; 
ii. 23,437,743 RON - environmental rehabilitation of waste dumps and pits of which 
- 16,901,452 RON - Cetate massif (with Cetate Pit) 
- 5,617,058 RON - Canic Massif (with Napoleon Pit) 
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- 526,572 RON - Canicel Massif  
- 782,737 RON - Orlea Massif 
 
iii. 4,100,830 RON - mine water treatment plants; 
iv. 2,758,566 RON - demolition and rehabilitation of facilities; 
v. 2,867,505 RON - rehabilitation of infrastructure for: 
- renovation of the building that houses the museum- 118,760 RON; 
- reconstruction of the main water pipeline 5 km - 516,632 RON; 
- communal road Museum - Orlea 0.5km - 38,764 RON (paving); 
- communal road V. Nanului - Manesti 1 km - 68,009 RON (paving); 
- County Road DJ 742 Mine entrance - Verkes branch road 2 km - 1,642,795 RON; 
- Communal road Verches branch road - intersection with the Rosia Poieni road 2km - 
482,545 RON (paving); 
 
vi. 2,330,100 RON - monitoring;  
vii. 5,823,868 RON - maintenance;  
viii. 17,626,632 RON - design and technical assistance;  
ix. 8,460,991 RON - other (construction yard organization, taxes, permits, supervision, etc.) 
 
The issue of the existence of certain areas owned by Minvest and by RMGC has been raised 
many times in the environmental report PUZ - Industrial Area as well as in the discussions within 
the taskforce. Consequently, Minvest has the legal liability to environmentally rehabilitate only 
the lands owned by Minvest. This fact does not correspond with the reality and, as we have 
presented above, currently, there is only one mining perimeter at Rosia Montana, and the legal 
liability to close and environmentally rehabilitate lies with a single mining operator - Minvest 
Deva.  
 
The Alba Agency for Environmental Protection has already issued an environmental permit for 
these closure and environmental rehabilitation works, as well as a series of other endorsements 
(this fact was also presented during the meeting of the taskforce on 07.06.2007, according to the 
minute 111 of the Regional Agency for Environmental Protection, Sibiu). It is very clear that for 
the same site parallel permits and endowments cannot be issued both for RMGC's works to open 
a new mining site as well as for Minvest's closure and environmental rehabilitation works for the 
old mining site. In this respect, please be so kind and see the observations issued by  The Legal 
Research Institute of the Romanian Academy in the study entitled "Aspects regarding the legal 
framework of the Environmental Impact Assessment Report for the Rosia Montana Project" 
(Available at 
http://www.rosiamontana.ro/img_upload/472936e3bca2bc61045730fbb1869240/OpinieInstitutUlti
ma_1__1.pdf) : "the two projects, the one for the closure and environmental rehabilitation and the 
one of RMGC investor, are actually contrary. The Environmental Protection authorities cannot 
issue at the same time or successively, throughout a short period of time, the two environmental 
permits." The only legal solution according to article 94, paragraph 1, letters g, h, i, of 
Governmental Emergency Ordinance no.195/2005 would be that the Romanian Sate as 
shareholder of C.N. Minvest Deva S.A., observing the "pollutant pays" principle, to continue the 
closure and environmental rehabilitation project for the RosiaMin classical mining operation, and 
the RMGC investor has to wait the completion of these works in order to redo the baseline 
conditions studies, reporting to this Zero Alternative.  
 
Moreover, in order to secure a Construction Permit for the proposed closure and environmental 
rehabilitation works for the mining perimeter, Minvest has to prepare, in compliance with the 
provisions of Law 50/1991 on the approval of construction works, a Zonal Urbanism Plan. It is 
very obvious the fact that on the same site both the Minvest PUZ and the PUZ - Rosia Montana 
Industrial Development Area cannot coexist and it is also very clear that two construction permits 
cannot be issued for the same mining perimeter: one for mining operations and the other for 
closure and environmental rehabilitation works. 
 

Answer 

With respect to the mining activities developed at Roşia Montană, these are developed based on 
the Mining License no. 47/1999, hold by RMGC. We would also like to state that the scope of 
Roşia Montană License is represented, as per Mining Law no. 85/2003, the lease granted to the 
titleholder of the License to conduct the mining activities developed on the mineral resources 
existing within Roşia Montană Perimeter and not the small scale operation developed by 
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Minvest, a company affiliated to the License.  
 
The lack of positive economic results, associated with the lack of any alternatives for selling the 
concentrates resulted from their own activity determined Minvest to stop its activity developed in 
Cetate Pit on 16.05.2006. The decision has been approved through the Minvest Board Decision 
no. 94/31.03.2006, being notified to NAMR and Ministry of Economy and Commerce. Cease of 
the activity has been justified by the fact that ore reserves development was uneconomic, all the 
conditions provided under art. 51 letter c) of Mining Law no. 85/2003 being met. Thus, for 
Lei1,000 production, Lei3,380 costs have been registered in 2005 and Lei3,500 have been 
registered in 2006 (Report no. 33/18.08.2006 of Technical Economical Council of Minvest).  
Following to the NAMR and Ministry of Economy endorsing, the closure has been endorsed 
through Governmental Decision no. 644/2007 regarding the approval of final closure and 
monitoring of postclosure environmental factors of some mines and open pits, stage X and 
alteration of several legal deeds within the area of closure of mines and open pits 
(“Governmental Decision no. 644/2007”). Minvest mine from Roşia Montană is under 41st 
position from Annex no. 1 of Governmental Decision no. 677/2007, the total costs from state 
budget provided for closure totalling Lei98,701,298 to which annual conservation costs of Lei 
5,823,868 and post-closure monitoring costs of Lei 1,689,630 are added.  
With respect to this situation, it is to be considered the fact that the titleholder of Roşia Montană 
License is RMGC when the technical programme for mine closure and ecologic reconstruction of 
the area impacted by Minvest activities is applied, RMGC being in the permitting stage of its 
complex mining project that is to be developed within Roşia Montană Perimeter.  
 
The Mine Closure Plan for Minvest Deva, RosiaMin Branch has considered the possibility of the 
development of RMGC Project and stipulates clearly on this matter. The plan is followed by the 
preparation of closure technical design (recently initiated) that is to undergo a similar permitting 
procedure as in the case of the Mine Closure Plan. Moreover, the technical design includes a 
public consultation component in order to decide upon the destination and use of lands after 
closure.  
 
Thus, according to the Mine Closure Plan, the total estimation for the closure costs is structured 
on two distinct parts: costs associated with rehabilitation of Minvest sites and areas located 
outside the area impacted by the sites from RMGC Project and costs associated with the 
rehabilitation of areas located under the footprint of the future RMGC Project. The development 
of closure and ecologic reconstruction works for the sites within the Project impact area shall be 
correlated with the production decision of the Roşia Montană License titleholder. Thus, if RMGC 
does not secure the necessary permits to develop its Roşia Montană Project, the closure and 
ecologic reconstruction works to be conducted for the Minvest sites will be developed in 
accordance with the budget endorsed for these works. If RMGC secures all necessary permits, 
in accordance with law provisions, closure and ecologic reconstruction shall be aimed at the sites 
not included in Roşia Montană Project impact area, an important save for the budget shall be 
made and an unjustified reduction of financial resources shall be avoided for the state.  
 
There is no incompatibility between closing the mine operated by the affiliated company Minvest 
and the permitting and development of the mining project by the titleholder of Roşia Montană 
Project and the accompanying urbanism plans because the performance of closure and ecologic 
reconstruction works shall be scheduled depending on the development of the mining project 
proposed by RMGC.  
 
Moreover, the statement regarding the fact that the access pits and mine adits shall be closed 
and consolidated is wrong; several galleries shall remain open and shall be preserved to allow 
continuance of the archaeological research programme. 
 
 

 

       Page 7 of 73



 

Item no. 4  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

4. Regarding the consequences of urbanism certificates no. 78/2006 and 105/2007 invalidation  
 
In order to initiate this environmental impact assessment procedure for the PUZ- Industrial Area, 
RMGC has submitted at the Sibiu Regional Agency for Environmental Protection the Urbanism 
Certificate 78/2006. This Certificate entails the preparation and approval of the aforementioned 
plan.  The Urbanism Certificate 78/2006 has been suspended through the resolution issued by 
Cluj Court pronounced in the File 1245/117/2007, in the public session dated 20th of July 2007, 
which was notified by us to the Sibiu Regional Agency for Environmental Protection through the 
official letter having the registration number 115/30th of July 2007. We hereby consider that 
(Strategic Environmental Assessment) SEA procedure for the PUZ - Industrial Area should stop 
throughout the cancellation of the Urbanism Certificate 78/2006, for the same reasons that have 
been the basis of the cancellation of the EIA (Environmental Impact Assessment) procedure by 
the Ministry of Environment and Sustainable Development (a request in this respect has already 
been submitted to the Regional Agency for Environmental Protection, Sibiu by the Association 
called Independent Centre for the Development of Environmental Resources under the 
registration number 4781/03.09.2007). The Urbanism certificate no. 78/2006 was later cancelled 
by the Court of Cluj through sentence no. 2172/2007 delivered in File no. 1245/117/2007, which 
became irrevocable when the Appeal Court of Cluj rejected the appeal by decision in the open 
meeting of 27.03.2008, File no. 1245/117/2008. 
 
The Urbanism certificate no 105/2007 is rightfully adjourned, for which it does not produce any 
legal effects. The rightful adjournment of the certificate was acknowledged by the Court of Timis 
through sentence no. 820/CA delivered in File no. 3779/117/2007 that became irrevocable when 
the Appeal Court of Timisoara rejected the appeal through decision given in the open meeting of 
12.03.2009 delivered in File no. 3779/117/2007. 
 

Answer 

This environmental assessment procedure is developed based on the Governmental Decision 
no. 1076/2004 on establishing the procedure for preparing the environmental assessment for 
plans and programmes with respect to the plan entitled “Alteration of the Zonal Urbanism Plan 
Industrial Area Roşia Montană”, the environmental assessment procedure, which is not 
conditioned under no circumstances by the holding of an urbanism certificate by the initiator of 
such plan or by the authority under whose supervision such a procedure is developed. 
 
Moreover one should take into account that according to Law no. 50/1991 regarding permitting of 
construction works, altered to date, the urbanism certificate is a document issued for information 
purposes only and is aimed at bringing to the knowledge of the titleholder the legal, economic 
and technical status of existing lands and buildings and to establish urbanism requirements and 
necessary endorsements to secure the construction permit. 
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Item no. 5  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

5. In what concerns the effects of the findings of the Appeal Court of Alba by decision no. 
75/CA/2007 delivered in File no. 1411/107/2007 of the unlawfulness of Decisions no. 45 and 46/ 
19th June 2002 given by the Local Council of Rosia Montana for the approval of the general 
Urbanism Plan of Rosia Montana Commune and the Zonal Urbanism Plan for the Development 
of Rosia Montana Industrial Area. 
 
We specify that this sentence was notified to ARPM Sibiu by the petitioner Alburnus Maior 
Association through petition no. 618/22 April 2008. With this occasion, the reasons for which we 
consider that the referred procedure should stop as an effect of the decision given by the Appeal 
Court of Alba were detailed. 
 
Shortly, we consider that any authorization procedures made for the modification of the Zonal 
Urbanism Plan for the Development of Rosia Montana Gold Corporation Industrial Area should 
stop, because the administrative documents that approved the initial Zonal Urbanism Plan and 
the general Urbanism Plan for Rosia Montana - decisions no. 45 and 46/ 19 July 2002 given by 
the Local Council of Rosia Montana - were censored by the competent instance with reference to 
the law. As long as the Constitution provides the principle according to which nobody is above 
the law, and the documents of the state administration are issued within the law organization, it is 
a foregone conclusion that no administrative procedure can be elaborated based on an 
administrative document unless this is in accordance with the law, that is elaborated based on 
and executed by the law. Thus, in the motivation of the above mentioned Decision, the Appeal 
Court stated that: "Considering that the adoptions of the decisions will ensure the safety of their 
workplaces, because the adoption of the modified general Urbanism Plan and Zonal Urbanism 
Plan were meant to obtain the urbanism certificate, the construction authorizations and to start of 
the mining activities, the counselors employed by SC RMGC where not in an equidistant position 
towards the interest of the collectivity they represented and, respectively, towards RMGC, the 
initiator of the project for the modification of the PUZ and PUD, which did not allow them to 
objectively and impartially participate in the decision making process. Consequently, the 
decisions adopted by the Local Council with the participation of these counselors are null and, in 
accordance to article 47, paragraph 2 of Law no. 215/2001, the instance must take knowledge of 
the unlawfulness of the Rosia Montana Local Council decisions 45 and 46/2002, respectively, 
the well-founded character of the exception of unlawfulness, at least under this aspect ". 
 
We consider that a normative declared to be unlawful by exception can not be left to produce 
effects upon other parties and, moreover, the authorities can not continue using this document in 
the administrative procedures deployed by them.  
 

Answer 

On January 21st, 2008, through the decision no. 75/CA/2007, Alba Iulia Appeal Court has 
irrevocably admitted the exception of illegality on the Decision no. 45 and 46 of Roşia Montană 
Local Council from 19th of July 2002. Thus, the court established the illegality of Local Council 
Decisions no. 45 and 46/2002, motivated by the fact that “at the date when the two decisions 
have been voted (19.07.2002) Mr. Avram Cornel and Mr. David Constantin, local councillors, 
were employees as foremen with SC RMGC, the entity that has initiated the alterations of PUG 
and PUZ”  
 
At the same time the court established the legality of the Decisions no. 45 and 46/2002 under the 
remaining aspects submitted to the rule of the court, as follows:  
 

“in a correct manner has been acknowledged that the decisions challenged have been 
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issued under the condition of complying with the protected areas, which does not exceed the 
competencies of local authorities”; 

“with respect to the public consultations, proofs have been submitted to the case file 
certifying that the documentation was made available to the Roşia Montană Mayoralty so as to 
be consulted by citizens and no contestations were submitted”; 

“as Law no. 137/1995, updated at 17.02.2000, in force at the date of the decision, did not 
provide for the need to issue the environmental permit based on environmental assessment, but 
only of an environmental agreement, which was basically issued”. 
 
In accordance with the law, admission of this exception produces limited effects (i.e. only for the 
case for which was raised and referring to the parties involved in the case) and consequently 
does not impact the validity of Decision no. 45 and 46. However, the abovementioned decision of 
the court has unveiled the existence of several will vitiations that may have created 
interpretations and/or obstacles in the subsequent urbanism activity developed within Roşia 
Montană Commune and which Local Council decided to rectify for the interest of legal safety and 
certainty regarding urbanism activity. Moreover, Roşia Montană Local Council must observe the 
Law no. 350/2001 on territorial arrangement and urbanism, altered to date, according to which: 
a) General Urbanism Plan must exist in every locality as a base for developing the urbanism 
activity; b) the territorial arrangement achieved through the urbanism activity is a mandatory and 
continuous activity conducted for the public interest, and c) local council is responsible for the 
proper development of urbanism activity and consequently, it must take all measures to ensure 
that there are no obstructions on this.  
Consequently the Roşia Montană Local Council Decision no. 1/29.01.2009 has reiterated the 
voting procedure (that was previously vitiated) so as to rectify the misses of the previous 
decisions of the Local Council no. 45 and 46/2002 to endorse the General Urbanism Plan and 
Zonal Urbanism Plan of Roşia Montană Commune. In this manner, the Roşia Montană Local 
Council Decision no. 1/29.01.2009 has fully met its obligations for the proper development of 
urbanism activity and ensured observance of a court decision that has been issued by a 
competent court of law.  
 
From legal point of view, the exception from illegality raised in an Administrative Contentious Law 
Suite does not have the same legal nature as annulment does. From this point of view, we have 
to mention the fact that both of the Decisions no. 45 and no. 46 as well as the urbanism plans 
(general and zonal) that have been approved based on these decisions have remained in force 
and continue to produce legal  effects because they are not annulled through a court decision. 
Consequently, to support the statement that Decisions no. 45 and 46 are null by law is contrary 
to the legal reality. 
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Item no. 6  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

5. It is also mentioned in the environmental report for the PUZ that RMGC has run through some 
consultation stages at the level of the Local Councils from Rosia Montana, Abrud, Campeni and 
Bucium and that RMGC received from them the principle approval on preliminary PUZ. No 
concrete data can be provided regarding these consultations and approvals.  
 
Contrary to what has been asserted, RMGC did not run through the preliminary procedures 
provisioned through the Ministerial Order no. 176/N of 16th of August 2000, issued by the 
Ministry of Public Works and Territorial Arrangements for the approval of the technical regulation 
"Guidelines on the preparation methodology and the framework content of the Zonal Urbanism 
Plan indicative GM-010-2000". More precisely: the information of population regarding the 
intention to prepare a PUZ , public consultation, the presentation of the PUZ project by the 
beneficiary, acceptance of the Local Council of the proposals issued by the population, and 
principle approval of the PUZ project. As these procedural stages haven't been observed, we 
consider that RMGC wasn't entitled to submit the PUZ - Amended Industrial Area in order to 
secure approval from the competent institutions at county and regional level, and here 
environmental permits are also included. 
 

Answer 

With respect to the public consultation developed in Rosia Montana, Abrud, Bucium and 
Campeni we would like to state that according to the law, the stages when the public was 
consulted have been documented as follows: 
 
(i) On 15th of June 2006, a copy of “Alteration of PUZ – Industrial Area Rosia Montana” document 
has been submitted at the Mayoralties from Rosia Montana, Abrud, Bucium and Campeni, as 
well as at Alba Environmental Protection Agency and at Alba County Council , together with an 
exhibit of plans for the PUZ document posted inside these institutions so as to allow th public to 
consult them. Please find enclosed the scanned copies of the letters through which the 
document was submitted, with the registration number from those institutions attesting the fact 
that they received the document, together with the place and schedule for consulting the plan. 
The Plan has been also posted on the Alba Environmental Protection Agency website and on 
RMGC website: www.rmgc.ro.  
 
(ii) the plan entitled “Alteration of PUZ – Industrial Area Rosia Montana” has been presented to 
the  members of local councils from the four localities; please find enclosed the scanned copies 
of the invitations also with registration number from the respective local councils.  
 
(iii) The public meetings organized for the plan entitled “Alteration of PUZ – Industrial Area Rosia 
Montana” have been organized as follows: Rosia Montana - 26.06.2006, Abrud - 27.06.2006, 
Bucium - 28.06.2006, Campeni - 29.06.2006. Copies of the Meeting Minutes prepared due to 
these meetings as well as the audio-video recordings of the meetings may be supplied by 
RMGC.  
 
(iv) Following the public meetings and the questions raised by the public, all four councils from 
Rosia Montana, Abrud, Bucium and Campeni have issued principle endorsement for PUZ so as 
to continue the permitting procedure as it was the plan prepared, considering the fact that no 
relevant comments have been registered so as to alter the contents of the plan. Scanned copies 
of these decisions of Local Councils can be found in Annex 6 to the Environmental Report. 
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Item no. 7  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

1. The environmental report in discussion does not provide, in most of the cases, the references 
of the data they provided and the references actually provided are the report on the 
environmental impact assessment study for the Rosia Montana Project submitted at the Ministry 
of Environment on the 15th of May 2006. However, we consider that the latter cannot be 
indicated as reference due to the fact that there is no environmental decision taken and there are 
many experts and groups of the civil society who contest the validity of the data presented 
(http://www.rosiamontana.ro/index_ro.shtml?x=2043&cmd[76]=x-76-2043).  In the same train of 
thoughts, in the few cases when the references are from other sources than the Rosia Montana 
Environmental Impact Assessment Report, they are evasive and impossible to be verified. An 
example in this respect can be found at page 25 of the report in discussion: "According to the 
Institute of National Economy the implementation of the strategy is an extremely difficult and 
costly exercise ..." Therefore, data regarding the study, author and publication etc, are not 
provided. 

Answer 

As a general comment, the Environmental Report for PUZ is much more detailed and complex 
than the ones from the international practices.  
 
The Environmental Report for PUZ makes references to the EIA submitted to the Ministry of the 
Environment on 15th of May 2006 due to the fact that it is a study accepted by the ministry and 
compiled by the best experts in the field, certified by the Ministry of Environment. The expert 
studies prepared by competent authorities on the quality of water, air or other environmental 
factors, or archaeological studies or on population health are not available.  
 
Moreover, all plans that have been presented in the contestation under point 7 of this chapter 
make no specific references to Roşia Montană area. 
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Item no. 8  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

2. Pages 35-36 of the environmental report bring into discussion the issue of meeting the NTPA 
001 standards on the values for process waters that contain cyanides from the Tailings 
management Facility on Corna Valley. Reference is made only for free cyanides, while NTPA 
001 regulates only the concentration level of total cyanides and the report makes no reference to 
this type of cyanides. It is mentioned, without any further explanation, that the treated mine 
waters "will meet the NTPA 001 standards and/or water from the fresh water system, as 
required". 

Answer 

The petitioners make a confusion between Directive no. 2006/21/EC on the management of 
wastes resulting from the extractive industry that regulates the maximum content of WAD 
cyanides that can be discharged into the tailings management facility and the NTPA 001/2005 
Norm that regulates the quality of water  that can be discharged into the emissary. At pages 35-
36 of the Environmental Report reference is made to the maximum content of cyanides that are 
being discharged into the tailings management facility, an issue that is regulated by the Directive 
no. 2006/21/EC, transposed in Romania through Governmental Decision no. 856/2008 regarding 
the management of wastes resulted from extractive industries. 
 
With respect to the last assertion, it is about (as you can very well see on page 36 of the 
environmental report) the necessary clean flow within Rosia and Corna Valleys. 
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Item no. 9  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

3. Page 39 states the followings: "For the Piatra Despicata area covering a surface area of 0.2 
ha and including the natural monument of geological interest Piatra Despicata the proposal is to 
relocate the monument to a suitable setting should the site be affected by the extension of the 
Carnic pit. The proposal was made by the Romanian Academy, the Commission for Protection of 
Natural Monuments (letter no. 316/01.07.2004) and was adopted in the reviewed PUZ." 
 
The Committee for the Protection of the Natural Monuments from the Romanian Academy has 
issues, indeed, an approval in 2002 for the resettlement of the natural monument Piatra 
Despicata. On one hand, the approvals issued by this committee are consultative and not 
mandatory, on the other hand, the approval issued in 2002 was valid only for the PUZ - Rosia 
Montana Industrial Development Area that was prepared and approved during 2002. For the 
current PUZ a new approval should be applied for. 
 

Answer 

As far as the Piatra Despicata is concerned, we would like to underline the fact that it is an 
natural andesite block, having the status of natural monument in compliance with Law no. 
5/2000, Annex 1, position no. 2.8. In 2002; the Protection of Natural Monuments Committee of 
the Romanian Academy, as a result of the documentation submitted by S.C. Agraro Consult 
S.R.L. approved its relocation on a different site which will not be impacted by the future mining 
operations. Therefore, with technical means that are absolutely normal considering its size, and 
under expertise coordination and supervision, Piatra Despicata is going to be moved to a 
location that is approved by the Romanian Academy and by the Ministry of Culture. We hereby 
underline the fact that the validity of the permit issued by the Protection of Natural Monuments 
Committee of the Romanian Academy is not dependant on the PUZ that was prepared in 2002. 
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Item no. 10  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

4. Page 47 of the report states: "The forests belonging to the national forestry resource cover up 
only 18% of the area [...].There is forest vegetation with low productive value established outside 
the forestry resource and forming the so called afforested meadows [.....]". 
 
The information given above is incorrect. Therefore, through the official letter 
27551/IT/23.11.2006 (http://www.rosiamontana.ro/ANNEX_EIA/anexa11.pdf ) , the Ministry of 
Agriculture, Forests and Rural Development confirms the fact that within the Rosia Montana 
mining perimeter an area of 828.24ha of land belongs to the National Forestry Fund (taking into 
account the provisions of the Governmental Emergency Ordinance no. 139 of 5th of October 
2005 on the administration of forests in Romania, article 2, (3)), that is half of the total surface of 
the project. 
 

Answer 

Within the impact area of the mining project the forest represent less than 18% of the total area 
included in PUZ, see the Territorial Balance prepared for PUZ. The data included in the territorial 
balance have been supplied by competent authorities, and in the case of forests of PUZ, these 
data have been supplied by Alba Forestry Directorate.  
 
According to art. 1(2) and art. 2 of Forestry Code adopted through Law no. 46/2008, “the 
National Forestry Fund includes:  
 
a) forests;  
b) lands in regeneration status and plantations created for growing forests;  
c) lands that are to be reforested: depreciated lands and non-forested lands, established under 
the law conditions to be forested;  
d) lands serving culture needs: nursery gardens, greenhouses, planting areas, and mother-
plants cultures; 
e) the lands assigned for forestry production: willow cultures, Christmas trees, ornamental and 
fruit trees and shrub;  
f) lands assigned for forestry administration: lands assigned to ensure venery  food and 
production of forage, temporary lands for forestry personnel;  
g) lands occupied by constructions and their yards: administrative buildings, cabanas, 
pheasantry, trout farms, venery farms, forestry hauling routes, industrial area and other specific 
endowments to the forestry domain;  
h) ponds, streams, as well as non-productive lands included in forestry developments;  
i) protection forestry belts;  
j) Dwarf mountain pine;  
k) forested pastures with a consistence larger or equal to 0.4, calculated only for the area 
effectively covered by forestry vegetation.  
    
Art. 2. - (1) For the purpose of this code, the lands with an area of at least 0.25ha, covered with 
trees are considered forests; the trees must reach a minimum height of 5 m when mature under 
normal vegetation conditions.”  
 
At the same time, in accordance with the provisions under Governmental Emergency Ordinance 
no.139/2005, art. 2 .d) "forest - :the land surface of at least 0.25ha on which trees are found, and 
their crowns cover at leas 10% of the surface of the land. The trees must reach a minimum 
height of 5 m under normal vegetation conditions. The definition of the term also includes: 
forestry nurseries and planting areas that are an integrant part of the forest, forestry roads, 
access routes, clearings and other voids existing in the forest, forestry ecosystems located in the 
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natural parks, natural reservations and other protected forestry areas, forestry belts consisting of 
trees and covering an area larger than 0.5ha with a width larger than 20m, and the dwarf 
mountain pines existing in the alpine areas." 
 
To conclude, the notion of “forestry fund” is not equal to the notion of “forest”, and the area 
covered by forest and located within project impact area is the one indicated in the Report. 
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Item no. 11  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

5. In the PUZ environmental report it is very often mentioned the fact that the negative impact of 
the resettlement of the population and public infrastructure will be mitigated/diminished through 
the construction of the resettlement site at Piatra Alba Hill, a new establishment that will benefit 
from modern dwelling facilities, infrastructure, etc. 
 
We would like to bring to your attention the fact that as regards the issue presented above the 
chances for this site to be constructed are unrealistic. RMGC has no real right on that particular 
terrain. Due to this situation, RMGC and Rosia Montana commune concluded a partnership 
agreement in June 2006 which, actually, transfers the liability of securing the permits necessary 
for the construction of the new site from RMGC to the Rosia Montana Town Hall. This contract 
has been declared void through the Civil Sentence no. 750/CA/2007 issued by Alba Court, file 
no. 2135/107/2006 
(http://www.rosiamontana.ro/SEA_RosiaMontana/sentinta_contract_RMGC_RM.pdf). 
 
 

Answer 

In compliance with Order 176/N/2000 that approved the technical regulation named “Guide 
regarding the methodology for preparing and the framework contents of the zonal urbanism plan” 
– Indicative – GM-010-2000, stipulates:  
 
“PUZ, having a specific regulatory feature for the urbanism development of a certain area within 
the locality, includes coordinated provisions that are necessary in order to meet its objectives. 
 
PUZ does not represent an investment stage, but a preceding stage to the development of 
investments. 
 
Through the partnership agreement, only the general framework of the partnership concluded 
between RMGC and Roşia Montană Commune in order to implement the Roşia Montană 
resettlement project on a different site (Piatra Alba) was established, the agreement explicitly 
underlines the fact that the implementation of the resettlement project is going to be completed 
exclusively by observing the legal provisions applicable for each permitting procedure.” 
 
Consequently, considering the fact that the partnership agreement established only general 
terms of the partnership between community and RMGC in order to implement the resettlement 
project, the development of this project shall be conducted in compliance with the general 
applicable legal framework, and all legal efforts shall continue so as to permit Piatra Alba 
resettlement site, in compliance with the orders under the laws that regulates permitting 
procedures. 
 
We hereby underline the fact that the annulment of the Partnership Agreement by the law court, 
due to procedural reasons, does not influence the permitting procedure of the resettlement 
project, issuance of construction permits being the exclusive competence of the Mayoralty, in 
compliance with article 4 of Law no. 50/1991 regarding the permitting of construction works, 
republished. 
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Item no. 12  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

6. The study on the options of the population presented in the Presentation Memorandum, 
Volume 1 is older than 2 years and consequently, in compliance with the provisions of Order 
176/N/2000 it should be updated. 

Answer 

The options of the people are included within the Report presenting the PUZ, Volume 1 (July 
2004), section 2.8, where it is explained the fact that it was updated in 2004, which is also the 
year of compelling the PUZ; those options were also confirmed by the socialogical studies 
conducted in May and June of 2006 and the fall of 2007. The Order No. 176/N/2000, throgh its 
Technical Regulation No. GM-10-2000 namely "The guide reffering to the methodology of 
compelling of Urbanism Zonal Plan and its associated content " states that: "The baseline 
studies have to present current data and conclusions, therefore it has to be recently conducted 
(no more than 2 years prior). Studies, researches data and older project data can be used only if 
the information contained by such documents are still valid." 
 
We would also like to add the fact that in order to secure the access to the lands required to 
develop its project, the company, together with international experts, has compelled the so called 
Relocation and Resettlement Action Plan, as per the standards and policies established by the 
World Bank and the best available practices and policies worldwide accepted for relocation and 
resettlement operations. 
 
RMGC has acquired properties since 2002 and until 2008, approx. 78% of the total residential 
properties has been acquired. The acquisition programme is developed base of “free will to buy, 
free will to sell". Without excluding the relocation component (the option of acquiring a new 
property in a new locality), the company has prepared a strategy to orient the options of locals 
from project area towards resettlement (the option of acquiring a property in the resettlement 
sites built by the company) and to remain in Roşia Montană. This guidance is essential to 
maintain the community and its social network.  
 
In accordance with the opinion expressed during public consultations, RMGC has committed in 
front of the community to build two new resettlement sites: Piatra Albă (in Roşia Montană, for 
which 28 families opted to date) and "La Recea" (in Alba Iulia - 126 families). Aside the 
residential area in Piatra Albă, a central area shall be built where the following institutional 
buildings shall be constructed: mayoralty, school, kindergarten, police department, fire 
department, postal office, cultural centre, dispensary and pharmacy, fair area, church, 
entertainment areas, underground parking, museum, gas station, sport fields, etc. 
 
MONITORING AND SATISFACTION DEGREE OF RELOCATED FAMILIES  
 
Families that have selected relocation have acquired one or several properties close to their 
children or relatives, they acquired land positions, assets, and they made savings or donations to 
their children. These families state in general that they are happy with their option.  
 
During a study conducted in 2007, the locals that have moved have been questioned about their 
new living standard as compared with the previous one. 
 
On a scale from 1 to 5, the satisfaction level of families that moved away has been positioned 
between 3.5 and 4.2, and that means that 70-84% of the individuals are happy with their choice.   
 
The living conditions in the new home have been appreciated as being “better and far better” for 
67 % of the households and “the same” as in their previous home for 22% of the households.  
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Within the same study, 88.6% of the subjects declared that in general they live “the same, better 
or much better” after relocation. 
 
Relocated families are included in a special programme created by the company, the 
Resettlement and Relocation Support Programme that is aimed at monitoring and supporting 
relocated families in finding solutions for the challenges that may appear in adapting and 
integrating them in the new residence. 
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Item no. 13  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

7. As regards the 0 Alternative, it is a biased assessment and is based on incorrect assumptions. 
First of all, as we have shown in the beginning of this contestation that Minvest is liable with 
performing the mine closure and environmental rehabilitation works as it has the necessary 
permits and funds for these works. We cannot accept the estimation that, due to the reduced 
possibilities of the local budget, the locality has no development possibilities without the mining 
operation proposed by RMGC as it is asserted in the environmental report in discussion. On the 
contrary, there have been significant amounts of money assigned, at least throughout the last 
year, for local development projects such as restoration projects for the historic monuments 
belonging to religious cultures. Moreover, most of the funds assigned for the development of 
infrastructure, tourism, etc are from now on structural funds. 
 While assessing the O Alternative, the environmental report did not consider at least the 
following aspects:  
- the fact that according to the strategic regional and national documentations Rosia 
Montana is a part of the Central Region and follows the socio-economic trend. These 
documentations are: Development Plan for the Central Region for the period between 2007 and 
2013 or the regional documents as Regional Operational Programme, Regional Action Plan for 
Occupation 2006 - 2013, Regional Action Plan for Education 2006 - 2013, Regional Action Plan 
for Professional and Ethnic Education, Regional Environmental Action Plan etc.  
- the fact that based on these regional plans Rosia Montana will benefit from all available 
development funds; 
- the fact that the closure of the Minvest mining operation is done in compliance with an 
environmental rehabilitation and social impact mitigation plan that has all necessary permits and 
funds; 
- the fact that Rosia Montana, as a former mining area, benefits from other financings for 
the small infrastructure, income generating activities and social problems through the Romanian 
Social Development Fund. "The Social Development Chart for the Mining Communities", an 
integral part of the projects "Mines closure and the mitigation of social impact" and "Mines 
closure and environmental rehabilitation and socio-economic regeneration" aim for supporting 
the local development activities by creating capacity at the level of mining communities, financing 
the access infrastructure, small businesses and social communitarian services. Both mines 
closure programmes are coordinated by the specific Ministry (Ministry of Economy and 
Commerce, nowadays called Ministry of Economy and Finances) and by the National Agency for 
the Development and Implementation of Reconstruction Programmes for Mining Areas. The 
Romanian Social Development Fund is responsible for the implementation of The Social 
Development Chart for the Mining Communities (pilot stage and continuation stage), as there are 
projects, from Rosia Montana area, that have been submitted and are to be submitted for 
financing.  
- The fact that Local Agenda 21 is implemented in Rosia Montana, a project of the County 
Council in partnership with the United Nations Programme for Development. Alburnus Maior 
Association has been invited to take part in the Steering Committee for this project, while RMGC 
is not a party involved in the process of sustainable development Local Agenda 21.  
 
With regard to the aforementioned issues, the conclusion may very well be that the "O 
Alternative" is the most viable and meets best the requirements for environmental protection and 
sustainable development of the locality. 
 

Answer 
The "0" alternative was not supposed to be included in the Environmental Report prepared for 
PUZ, but following the requests issued by Sibiu ARPM representatives, this option has been 
included. The Environmental Report for PUZ should asses the alternatives to the achievement of 
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the plan objectives, like the alternatives for the location of the mine objectives within the area 
considered, the processing technologies, etc, which is conducted within chapter 8 of the report. 
With respect to the local, regional and national plans, none of these plans specifically refers to 
Roşia Montană area, except for Minvest Mine Closure Plan.  
 
With respect to the last question related to the Minvest Mine Closure Plan, RMGC would like to 
make the following statements:  
 
The fact that the mine was uneconomic, together with the impossibility of selling the concentrates 
resulted from their own activity forced Minvest to stop its activity developed in Cetate Pit on 
16.05.2006. The decision has been approved through the Minvest Board Decision no. 
94/31.03.2006, being notified to NAMR and Ministry of Economy and Commerce. Cease of the 
activity has been justified by the fact that ore reserves development was uneconomic, all the 
conditions provided under art. 51 letter c) of Mining Law no. 85/2003 being met. Thus, for 
Lei1,000 production, Lei3,380 costs have been registered in 2005 and Lei3,500 have been 
registered in 2006 (Report no. 33/18.08.2006 of Technical Economical Council of Minvest).  
 
Subsequent to the NAMR and Ministry of Economy endorsing, the closure has been endorsed 
through Governmental Decision no. 644/2007 regarding the approval of final closure and 
monitoring of postclosure environmental factors of some mines and open pits, stage X and 
alteration of several legal deeds within the area of closure of mines and open pits 
(“Governmental Decision no. 644/2007”). Minvest mine from Rosia Montana is under 41st 
position from Annex no. 1 of Governmental Decision no. 677/2007, the total costs from state 
budget provided for closure totalling Lei98,701,298 to which annual conservation costs of Lei 
5,823,868 and postclosure monitoring costs of Lei 1,689,630 are added.  
 
With respect to this situation, it is going to be considered the fact that the titleholder of Rosia 
Montana License is RMGC when the technical programme for mine closure and ecologic 
reconstruction of the area impacted by Minvest activities is applied, RMGC being in the 
permitting stage of its complex mining project that is to be developed within Rosia Montana 
Perimeter.  
 
The Mine Closure Plan for Minvest Deva, RoşiaMin Branch has considered the possibility of the 
development of RMGC Project and stipulates clearly on this matter. The plan is followed by the 
preparation of closure technical design (recently initiated) that is to undergo a similar permitting 
procedure as in the case of the Mine Closure Plan. Moreover, the technical design comprises a 
public consultation component to decide upon the destination and use of lands after closure.  
 
Thus, according to the Mine Closure Plan, the General Bill of Quantities for the closure costs is 
structured on two distinct parts: costs associated with rehabilitation of Minvest sites and areas 
located outside the area impacted by the sites from RMGC Project and costs associated with the 
rehabilitation of areas located under the footprint of the future RMGC Project. The development 
of closure and ecologic reconstruction works for the sites within the Project impact area shall be 
correlated with the production decision of the Rosia Montana License titleholder. Thus, if RMGC 
does not secure the necessary permits to develop its Rosia Montana Project, the closure and 
ecologic reconstruction works to be conducted for the Minvest sites are going to be developed in 
accordance with the budget endorsed for these works. If RMGC secures all necessary permits, 
in accordance with law provisions, closure and ecologic reconstruction shall be aimed at the sites 
not included in Rosia Montana Project impact area, an important save for the budget shall be 
made and an unjustified reduction of financial resources shall be avoided for the state.  
 
There is no incompatibility between closing the mine operated by the affiliated company Minvest 
and the permitting and development of the mining project by the titleholder of Rosia Montana 
Project and the accompanying urbanism plans because the performance of closure and ecologic 
reconstruction works shall be scheduled depending on the development of the mining project 
propose by RMGC.  
 
With respect to the development of an Agenda 21 project, RMGC is a partner in the project as 
pictured by the press release of UNDP (see Annex 6 of the Environmental Report). 
 
With respect to the Alba County development strategy that is conducted through the County 
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Council, we would like to emphasize several aspects related to this strategy. 
 
Firstly, this strategy has been prepared in October 2007, and as it is mentioned within its text, 
Rosia Montana mining project has been considered when preparing this strategy:  
 
"The investment on development of gold and silver reserves through cyanides at Roşia Montană 
represents a topic that will be considered in a coordinated manner with the conditions and 
opportunities of (1). Rural Development National Programme, (2). Sectorial Operational 
Programme for Environment and (3). Regional Operational Programme. 
 
All risks that may impact safety conditions of agricultural products shall be excluded in 
compliance with chapter 1, as well as the ones related to the quality of rural life based on a rural 
tourism. 
 
The risks related to underground water pollution as well as potential risks generated by land 
slides combined or not with heavy rainfalls on the area slopes shall be considered. 
 
A larger ratio of social benefits generated by an investment shall be considered together with a 
consistent representation of county and local council in decision making process on the 
development actions taken for the investment and on medium and long term effects on the 
region. 
 
It is recommended to conduct a cost and benefits assessment in the alternative of investments in 
the development of the mining operations from the micro-region, as per the guidelines 
recommended by the European Union. This analysis offers to the central and local administration 
the sum of benefits and of the financial, economic, social and environmental costs as well as the 
risk and sensitivity analysis of alternative projects/investments that are intended for Rosia 
Montana." (Rural Agriculture and Development) 
 
With respect to the Cultural Development Strategy, under chapter 4.1 "Implementation 
Conditions of the Strategy ", it is stipulated: 
 
Condition 1: "Partnership between public and private sector in stimulating cultural tourism; 
Partnership between public administration, private sector and civil society, within the Cultural 
Forum in strengthening the local spirit and identity " 
 
Condition 2: "Organization of project financing represents the key for their successful 
implementation. Two major aspects must be considered: 

The financing from structural funds of EU, in this case the eligibility conditions and the 
co-financing amounts need to be considered, 

Attracting private sector in the partnership to finance tourism generating activities." 
 
On this, S.C. Roşia Montană Gold Corporation S.A. invested approx. US$ 9 million, and after the 
project is launched this amount shall reach US$ 25 million.  
 
This is assumed by S.C. Rosia Montana Gold Corporation S.A. through the Cultural Heritage 
Management Plan. 
 
We would like to underline the fact that Decision no 615 din 21/04/2004 for the endorsement of 
the Mining Industry Strategy for 2004-2010 stipulates: 
"2. The main objectives of the mining sector strategy  
As a response to the situation created in the economy, the Government through its strategy 
intends to meet the following major objectives:  
   2.1. Approaching the mining activity on commercial basis, aimed at:  
Capitalization of mining products under free market conditions, in competition with domestic or 
foreign suppliers;  
Reconsideration of mining perimeters in order to concentrate the extraction on productive areas;  
Development of mining production at competitive costs;  
Optimization of the personnel and their wages so as to have an efficient mining operation;  
Modernization, rehabilitation and re-technologization of viable mines and with viabilization 
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conditions so as to facilitate transfer of mining licenses towards private mining operators.  
 
   2.2. Reduction of the involvement of Government by scheduled attraction of investments from 
the private sector, considering:  
Restructuring of production capacities and improvement of technological performances, cease of 
activity and closure of uneconomic mines;  
Scheduled decrease of subsidies until their full removal in 2007 for ores and lignite;  
Granting subsidies to coal industry under the conditions stipulated under 
Directive1407/23.07.2002/C.E.;  
Removal of subsidies for the social protection of personnel employed in the mining industry until 
2007;  
Privatization of viable mines or under viabilization conditions to ensure the financing sources 
necessary to their development and modernization;  
Development of state-private partnership;  
Promotion of a market and economic efficiency oriented management.  
 
   2.3. Development of mining works under environmental protection conditions that follow:  
An inventory of the environmental damages produced by the previous mining works prior to the 
issuance of the mining license in order to allow the government to assume the responsibilities 
resulting from this, until the lease was granted ;  
Assessment of the potential impact produced on the environment by the mining activity, in order 
to establish the obligations of state-owned mining operators and of the private license 
titleholders;  
Preparation of the environmental protection manual for mining industry in order to ensure the 
framework that shall provide the certainty of promoting an environmental management at 
European standards;  
Preparation and promotion of mine closure manual for the private sector, in order to ensure the 
framework to warrant the environmental and social responsibility of the private license 
titleholders during mine closure process.  
Establishing and completing the institutional and regulatory framework to ensure monitoring the 
fulfilment of responsibilities of license titleholders towards environment and society. 
 
   2.4. Mitigation of social issues caused by uneconomic mines closure and revitalization of  the 
economy from impacted mining areas, considering:  
Promotion of individual and collective dialogue for informing the employees on situation and 
perspective of their company;  
Consultation of impacted personnel on the most suitable social protection measures that are to 
be adopted;  
Promotion of training courses for the personnel in order to increase their chances on the labour 
market;  
Development of programmes for community works aimed at temporary occupation for the 
dismissed personnel;  
Social protection of dismissed personnel with minimum chances for obtaining a job;  

• Reuse of spaces and assets that are available due to mine closures. 
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Item no. 14  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

1. The environmental report should describe the manner in which the titleholder of the plan has 
taken into consideration and has integrated the objectives established through the following 
plans, policies and strategies:  
 
a) at national level 
- National Strategic Plan for Rural Development 2007-2013; 
- National Development Plan 2007-2013; 
- National Mine Closure Programme and Reconversion of Mining Areas; 
- Master Plan and the Action Plan for the Development of the National Tourism 2007-
20026;  
- National Strategy and National Action Plan for Environmental Protection; 
- National Plan on the Development of Mountain Areas; 
- "The Social Development Chart for the Mining Communities", an integral part of the 
projects "Mines closure and the mitigation of social impact" and "Mines closure and 
environmental rehabilitation and socio-economic regeneration" 
- National Territory Arrangement Plan Section III Protected Areas; 
- National Territory Arrangement Plan Section IV - Tourism - the law is pending to be 
enacted; the proposed project of the law has been posted on the web page of the Ministry of 
Transportations, Constructions and Tourism 
(http://www.rosiamontana.ro/SEA_RosiaMontana/patn_turism_2004%20(1).pdf); 
 
b) at regional level 
- Regional Operational Programme; 
- Management Plan for the Mures watershed; 
- Plan regarding the hazard at county and regional level; 
- Health Regional and Local Plan; 
 
c) at county level 
- the Development Strategy at the level of Alba County is under preparation by the 
Programme of the Nations for Development  in partnership with the Alba County Council and 
Alba Iulia City Hall; 
- County and Local Plan for risk analysis and control  
 
d) at local level 
- Forestry Development Plans prepared for the townships in question  
- The local development strategy of the town of Abrud; 
- The plan for the development of alternatives to mining 
 

Answer 

Under chapter 2, subchapter 2.2 “Relation with other plans and programmes” it is emphasized 
the way in which the plans and programmes considered as being connected with the plan 
proposed by RMGC have been considered while preparing the environmental report; these plans 
and programmes have been established following the meetings of the workgroup. Thus, chapters 
2.2.1, 2.2.2. and 2.2.3. are dealing with the issue of plans and programmes at local, regional and 
national level.  
 
It is stated the fact that during each and every meeting of the Workgroup, its members have 
been consulted on each chapter and subchapter from the structure of the Environmental Report, 
being asked as per provisions under Governmental Decision no. 1076/2004 to contribute to the 
completion of the draft plan, to the scope of the plan and of the level of detail for the information 
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that needs to be included in the environmental report, as well as to analyze the significant 
environmental effects of the plan. All plans and programmes stipulated in the Environmental 
Report under subchapter 2.2 have been the plans and programmes formally available and 
included in the plan after consultation of all members of the workgroup during sessions. 
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Item no. 15  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

2. The environmental report should present in an annex the certificates attesting the preparation 
of impact studies for all the authors of the report, especially AC AMEC Earth & Environmental 
SRL Romania. The report should also mention the quality in which Mr. Sergiu Mihut takes part to 
the taskforce (as a representative of an NGO specialized in the protection of biodiversity, an 
expert hired by RMGC for this procedure, environmental evaluator?) 

Answer 

S.C. AMEC Earth & Environmental S.R.L. Romania holds the following certificates:  
 

• Certificate for preparing environmental impact studies: R-EIM-06-009/21.11.2006 and E-
EIM-06-033/21.11.2006 

• Certificate for preparing environmental balances of level I and II: R-BM-06-
009/21.11.2006 and E-EIM-06-032/21.11.2006 

 
In order to find this information, please access Ministry of Environment website: www.mmediu.ro  
 
Mr. Sergiu Mihut was included within the workgroup for the environmental assessment of PUZ as 
a biodiversity expert. It needs to be emphasized the fact that in compliance with the provisions of 
art. 14 of Governmental Decision no. 1076/2004 on establishing the procedure for environmental 
assessment for plans and programmes, the workgroup may include experts from different areas 
of activity related to the respective plan or programme, and the workgroup is established through 
mutual agreement between competent environmental authority and plan or programme 
titleholder. 
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Item no. 16  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

4. The report should describe the assessment method that was used in order to determine the 
fact that the resettlement of the population will have an insignificant negative impact, the loss of 
public infrastructure from Rosia Montana will have a significant positive impact, as well as the 
rest of impact categories described in table 9. The assessment matrix for the environmental 
element "Population" at page 104 of the report. 

Answer 

Chapter 6 of the Environmental Report describes the assessment method, table 8 "Criteria for 
determining potential significant environmental effects" emphasizes the assessment criteria of 
the method. 
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Item no. 17  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

5. The report should describe the compliance of the plan with the Governmental Decision no.349 
of 21st of April 2005 regarding the waste storage and with the Law no. 451 of 8th of July 2002 for 
the ratification of the European Landscape Convention. 

Answer 

Chapter  5 of the Environmental Report emphasizes the environmental protection objectives 
relevant for Alteration of PUZ Industrial Area Roşia Montană. 
 
Table 6 "Objectives, targets and indicators” presents the strategic objectives, specific objectives, 
targets and the indicators for the 13 environmental factors/aspects relevant for the environmental 
assessment, including waste management and landscape.  
 
Moreover under chapter 7 of environmental report, Table 10 Assessment matrix for 
environmental aspect “Waste Management” and Table 18. Assessment matrix for environmental 
aspect “Landscape”  are presenting the results of the environmental assessment for the project 
that is in the scope of the urbanism plan entitled “Alteration of PUZ Industrial Area Roşia 
Montană” 
 
Under chapter 10 of the environmental report, table 24. “Monitoring Proposals, Environmental 
and Performance Indicators” presents the proposals on monitoring the significant effects of the 
implementation of the plan on the relevant environmental factors/aspects.  
 
We would like to state the fact that Governmental Decision no. 349/2005 regarding waste 
disposal ("GD 349/2005"), as well as the Directive 1999/31/EC on wastes disposal are not 
applicable in the case of the Project related Tailings Management Facility and, consequently, it is 
not necessary to comply with these legal deeds, and to describe this in the Environmental Report 
for PUZ Industrial Area. 
Please do consider the fact that the waste disposal activities are regulated by the Directive no. 
2006/21/EC on waste management for wastes resulting from extractive industry ("Directive no. 
21/2006").  
 
According to the provisions of art. 2 (1) of Directive no. 21/2006 "this Directive covers the 
management of waste resulting from the prospecting, extraction, treatment and storage of 
mineral resources and the working of quarries, hereinafter  "extractive waste" ". Also, the 
directive 21/2006 clearly stipulates under art. 2(4) the fact that the extractive waste disposal is 
not regulated by Directive 1999/31/EC on waste disposal and implicitly exceeds the scope of GD 
349/2005. 
 
Directive no. 21/2006 has been transposed in our domestic legislation through Governmental 
Decision no. 856/2008 on management of waste resulted from extractive industries that on its 
turn clearly stipulates under art. 2 and 3: “This decision regulates management of wastes 
resulted from prospecting, extraction, treatment and storage of mineral resources and the 
working of quarries, hereinafter extractive waste. Without brining any damage to the community 
legislation, for the wastes that are the scope of this decision, the provisions under Governmental 
Decision no. 349/2005 on waste disposal, with its subsequent amendments, are not enforceable 
upon” 
 
RMGC shall comply with the mandatory legal requirements applicable to Rosia Montana Project, 
as per Directive no. 21/2006, GD nr. 856/2008 and the legal deeds subsequent that are to be 
issued by the authorities.  
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Romania is a signatory party of European Convention on Landscape (signed in Florence on 20th 
of October 2000), ratified through Law no. 451/2002. Florence Convention is applied to 
landscapes that may be considered as being remarkable, but also to every day landscapes or 
degraded landscapes and intends to promote the protection, management and planning of 
landscapes and to organize European cooperation on landscape issues.  
 
According to the convention, the landscape is defined as an area whose character is the result of 
action and interaction between natural and/or human factors. The landscape represents a critical 
element for the public interest in cultural, ecologic, environmental and social domains and is a 
resource favourable for economic activity and whose protection management and planning may 
contribute to job creation. (European Council, 2000). 
 
The convention asks signatory parties to observe the following principles and provisions: 

• to acknowledge by law the landscapes as an essential component of the human 
environment, expression of the diversity of the common cultural and natural heritage and 
a foundation of their identity; 

• to establish and implement several landscape policies, aimed at protection, management 
and planning of landscape; 

• to establish participatory procedures for the public, local and regional authorities and 
other interested organizations, in defining and implementing landscape policies; 

• to integrate landscape in regional and local urbanism policies and in cultural, 
environmental, agricultural, social and economical policies that may have a potential 
direct or indirect impact on the landscape.  

 
Starting with the provisions of European Convention on Landscape, we may see that through the 
urbanism plans and environmental impact studies the practical transposition of these principles is 
attempted. Both zonal urbanism plans as well as the environmental impact studies are actually 
the mostly used and the most efficient instruments for the implementation of European 
Convention on Landscape. 
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Item no. 18  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

6. The report should include a study regarding the health of the population from the moment of 
proposing the plan and a study regarding the impact on the health of the population, all these 
representing specific requirements of the environmental report in compliance with Governmental 
Decision 1076/2004 and with the SEA manual endorsed through the Order no.117/2006 (points 5 
and 7) issued by the Ministry of Environment and Water Management.. 

Answer 

Such a study has been prepared by Cluj Napoca Health Centre in order to establish the sanitary 
protection areas and the buffer zone between protected area and the industrial perimeter and the 
conclusions and recommendations of this study have been included in the environmental report 
(please find below the conclusions of the study): 
 
"Conclusions and recommendations 
 
Recommendations for the sanitary protection area and protected area of historic centre  
 
The sanitary protection area shall be located between the outer limit of mining operations (open 
pits), including heavy duty industrial roads, among these and the protected are of Rosia Montana 
Historical Centre. 
 
The boundaries between sanitary protection area and the protected area of Rosia Montana 
Historical Centre shall be established on the outline (perimeter) of these protected areas.  
 
1. Destinations of activities for sanitary protection area and historic protected area  
 
1.1 – Sanitary Protection Area: 
 
1.1.2 – Destinations and activities that are prohibited: 
 

• Using the area for dwelling or vacation dwellings. 
• Kindergarten, schools, other educational institutions including learning facilities with 

reduced schedule (summer schools etc.). 
• Institutions with social and medical activities: nursery, long hours kindergarten, elders 

home, placement centres etc. 
• Medical facilities (dispensary, hospitals, ambulatory facilities, medical centres, public 

health centres etc). 
• Public food facilities, where food is served.  
• Trading food supplies other than packed ones, in pet, cans, vacuumed foils etc. 
• Household annexes that may allow vegetables agriculture (vegetables, green goods etc) 

used as food, for medical purposes or for feeding livestock. 
 
1.1.3 – Destinations and activities that are allowed: 

• Dwellings for workers with strict observance of the stipulations under point 2. 
• Ethnographic and traditional mining museums. 
• Public food units without serving food facilities, such as bars, discos, etc. 
• Services units, craftsmanship shops and small production units with the stipulations 

under point 2.  
 
 
1.2 – Historical Centre Protected Area: 
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The activities forbidden to be developed within the sanitary protection area are allowed but with 
the observance of the stipulations under point 2. 
 
2. Recommendations for allowed activities  
 
2.1 – Sanitary Protection Area: 
 

• The existing dwelling may be established as dwellings for workers. 
• No other dwellings may be built other than the existing ones. 
• The people living in these dwellings shall be included in the health information 

programme prepared for occupational health and community health domains. 
• Any food that is not packed shall be prohibited to be sold here (packages may be pet, 

cans, plastics, or vacuums) as well as eating food in any of the spaces placed within the 
Sanitary Protection Area. 

• For the units like bars or discos, alcoholic and non-alcoholic beverages may be served. 
• No weddings or any other types of festive events may be organized within the Sanitary 

Protection Area. 
• Within the tourism areas (museums, etc) no foods or dishes may be served or sold. 
• Services units, craftsmanship shops and other types of shops or units of small 

production may develop activities that will not lead to the occurrence of significant level 
of releases similar to the ones generated by the mining operation. The pollution level 
shall be established through a health impact study for each site. 

 
2.2 –Historical Centre Protected Area  
 
The activities forbidden to be developed within the sanitary protection area are allowed but with 
prior assessment for each site.  
 
3. Recommendations on improvement of natural framework as compensatory measures  
 
3.1 – For Sanitary Protection Area 
 

• Planting of a protection belt (trees, shrubs, etc) on extensive areas. 
• Establishing areas, zones, heights and type of vegetation by experts from case to case, 

depending on the tasks/duties of institutions from this Sanitary Protection Area in 
compliance with point 1. 

• Asphalt pavement of traffic roads, periodic cleaning (washing, vacuuming, hauling and 
storage under proper conditions), avoiding dust generation. 

• Covering the soil with vegetation, except for the paved areas (asphalt, concrete, gravel, 
etc.)  

• Ensuring the system of collection of residual and run-off waters and their transport 
towards the treatment plant. 

• Preparation of a plan of measures and interventions under special, specific situation, 
from case to case for each of the sites existing in the perimeter.  

 
3.2 -  Historic Centre Protected Area see 3.1 above 
 
4. Cultures and Livestock Breeding – recommendations for the 2 zones  
 
4.1 – Sanitary Protection Area: 
Cultivation of vegetables for food and for feeding livestock is prohibited.  
Cultivation of medicinal plants is prohibited.  
 
4.2 – Historic Centre Protected Area  

• The livestock breeding and cultivation of vegetables for food under the following 
conditions (established through the case-to-case impact study): 

• Ensuring the conditions to maintain cleanness, waste management and avoidance of 
impact on neighbouring population. 

• Implementing conditions that allow avoidance of contaminating food and vegetable with 
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hazardous substances.  
 
General Conclusions: 
 
All recommendations, prohibitions, and prescriptions are valid during the development of the 
mining operation and during several years after its completion, the period shall be subsequently 
established through an assessment after mine closure. 
 
Drafting, preparation, development and implementation of the programme on population health 
must be done after completion the project so as to establish the date when the 
recommendations, prohibitions and prescriptions mentioned above shall be annulled before 
completing the project.  
 
The establishment of measurable indications must be done so as to allow assessment of the 
process and the progress associated with the implementation of the above mentioned 
programmes before completing the project. 
 
RMGC must prepare a program on shot and long term measures to be taken in alterations on 
situations and distributions of hazardous situations or substances occur for the environmental 
factors at different levels/concentrations than the ones used in this paper, establishing 
responsibilities, after securing the environmental permit but before initiating the mining activities. 
 
The implementation of the programme needs to be established, prepared, developed and 
planned to follow-up population health in relation with the mining operation for the exposure 
biomarkers used in this paper (lead, cadmium, mercury, arsenic, chrome and thiocyanates), after 
securing the environmental permit but before initiating the mining activities.  
 
List itemizing the dwellings with the status of each of them is presented in the annex.  
 
This paper has been based on the status drawing presented in annex with the postal numbers of 
the houses. Following this study several areas of buildings have been obligatorily included on the 
drawing, additionally to the initial status drawing and in compliance with exhibit A.3.1. 
URBANISM REGULATIONS DRAWING  
 
This paper is covering only the situation characterized by the hazardosus situation and 
substances distribution in the environmental factors as they were made available by RMGC." 
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Item no. 19  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

7. We also propose that the report should contain answers, solutions and analysis for the 
following aspects:  
 
Conservation of habitats listed in Annexes 1 & 2 of the Bern Convention regarding the 
conservation of wild life and natural habitats from Europe and in European directive on habitats. 
How will the conservation of these habitats be guaranteed? 
 

Answer 

In compliance with Order 176/N/2000 that was approving the technical regulation “Guide 
regarding the methodology for preparing and the framework contents of the zonal urbanism plan” 
– Indicative – GM-010-2000, stipulates:  
 
“PUZ, having a specific regulatory feature for the urbanism development of a certain area within 
the locality, includes coordinated provisions that are necessary in order to meet its objectives. 
 
PUZ does not represent an investment stage, but a preceding stage to the development of 
investments. 
 
Chapter 5 of the Environmental Report emphasizes the environmental protection objectives 
relevant for Alteration of PUZ Industrial Area Roşia Montană. 
 
Table 6 "Objectives, targets and indicators” presents the strategic objectives, specific objectives, 
targets and the indicators for the 13 environmental factors/aspects relevant for the environmental 
assessment, including biodiversity. 
 
Moreover under chapter 7 of environmental report, Table 14. Assessment matrix for 
environmental aspect “Biodiversity, flora and fauna”  is presenting the results of the 
environmental assessment for the project that is in the scope of the urbanism plan entitled 
“Alteration of PUZ Industrial Area Rosia Montana” 
 
Under chapter 10 of the environmental report, table 24. “Monitoring Proposals, Environmental 
and Performance Indicators” presents the proposals on monitoring the significant effects of the 
implementation of the plan on the relevant environmental factors/aspects. 
 
The Berna Convention to which Romania adhered, as transposed through Law no. 13 /1993, 
does not clearly refer to a habitat, the list of habitats is missing from its annexes. Thus, Law no. 
13/1993 Annex 1 presents the list of flora and Annex 2 fauna species. These habitats are 
stipulated in Resolution no. 4 of the Convention adopted on 6th of December 1996.  
 
None of the species listed under Annex 1 (flora species) have been identified within Rosia 
Montana area. Some of the species presented under Annex 2 to the Berna Convention have 
been identified within the implementation area of the Project, but without populations that may 
require special conservation measures in the light of the provisions included in the Convention. 
 
The provisions of the Convention comprised under art. 4(1) through which it is recommended to 
“take suitable and necessary legislative and administrative measures to protect habitats of wild 
species of flora and fauna”, are explained through Resolution no. 1 (1989) of the Convention 
Committee, addressed to all signatory parties. Thus, these measures shall be aimed at 
protecting “critical sites” defined as essential for the preservation of species included in 
Convention Annexes. 
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In accordance with the Baseline Conditions Study, Roşia Montană area, due to the character of 
the resulted impact of mining activities remains to have a limited relevance for the protection of 
species that need to be preserved, being far from being defined as “critical sites” for these.  
 
The impact on flora and fauna shall be exhibit only at local level; the impact wouldn’t lead to the 
disappearance of any specie. We would like to underline that no unique, rare or with priority for 
preservation habitats have been identified within the area. This, even though within the perimeter 
that is to be impacted, there are several species listed by Directive no. 92/43/EEC of 21st of May 
1992 on preservation of natural habitats and wild flora and fauna (Habitats Directive) these are 
not meeting the criteria for establishing this area as being an area with preservation importance 
due to the fact that their reduced populations show the low preservation value of the impact area. 
This fact has been confirmed by the denial as unfounded of the proposal to declare the aria as 
SPA (avifauna special protection area) as well as the rejection as unfounded of the proposal to 
declare an SCI (community concern sites) in this area by the Commission of Technical Experts 
convened to evaluate the Natura 2000 proposals. 
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Item no. 20  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

An assessment of alternatives from the point of view of the impact of the mining operation on the 
protected areas (L.5/2001) Piatra Despicata and Piatra Corbului. 

Answer 

In compliance with Order 176/N/2000 that was approving the technical regulation “Guide 
regarding the methodology for preparing and the framework contents of the zonal urbanism plan” 
– Indicative – GM-010-2000, stipulates:  
 
“PUZ, having a specific regulatory feature for the urbanism development of a certain area within 
the locality, includes coordinated provisions that are necessary in order to meet its objectives. 
 
PUZ does not represent an investment stage, but a preceding stage to the development of 
investments. 
 
Chapter 5 of the Environmental Report emphasizes the environmental protection objectives 
relevant for Alteration of PUZ Industrial Area Roşia Montană. 
 
Table 6 "Objectives, targets and indicators” presents the strategic objectives, specific objectives, 
targets and the indicators for the 13 environmental factors/aspects relevant for the environmental 
assessment, including cultural heritage. 
 
Moreover under chapter 7 of environmental report, Table 15. Assessment matrix for 
environmental aspect “Cultural, architectural and archeological heritage” is presenting the results 
of the environmental assessment for the project that is in the scope of the urbanism plan entitled 
“Alteration of PUZ Industrial Area Roşia Montană”. 
 
Under chapter 10 of the environmental report, table 24. “Monitoring Proposals, Environmental 
and Performance Indicators” presents the proposals on monitoring the significant effects of the 
implementation of the plan on the relevant environmental factors/aspects. 
 
With respect to Piatra Corbului and Piatra Despicată, these are framed as per Law no 5/2000 of 
6 March 2000 on the endorsement of National Territory Arrangement Plan – Section III- 
Protected Areas, (published in the Official Gazette no.152 of 12 April 2000) under Natural 
Protected Areas of national interst and natural monument, points 2.8 (Piatra Despicată) and 2.83 
(Piatra Corbului). 

 
At the same time, as a result of the archaeological researches conducted at Rosia Montana 
through the Alburnus Maior National Research Programme funded by RMGC in compliance with 
legal provisions, Piatra Corbului area has been classified as a historic monument, the Roman 
Galleries from Carnic respectively, “Piatra Corbului” area (code LMI AB-I-s-A-20329), as per 
Official Gazette no. 646 bis, of 16.07.2004, Alba County, position 146. 
 
Piatra Corbului is not impacted by the RMGC proposed project, being located outside the future 
Carnic open pit. All technical measures for mitigating impact being taken during operations within 
its close vicinity so as its integrity would not be impacted.  
 
As far as the Piatra Despicată is concerned, we would like to underline the fact that it is, having 
the status of natural monument in compliance with Law no. 5/2000, Annex 1, position no. 2.8. In 
2002; the Protection of Natural Monuments Committee of the Romanian Academy, as a result of 
the documentation submitted by S.C. Agraro Consult S.R.L. approved its relocation on a different 
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establishment which won’t be impacted by the future mining operations. Therefore, with technical 
means that are absolutely normal considering its size, and under expert the coordination and 
supervision, Piatra Despicată is going to be moved to a location that is approved by the 
Romanian Academy and by the Ministry of Culture. 
 
SEA Report has not attempted and there is no concrete proposal to approach such details due to 
the fact that only a Plan and not an actual Project is being discussed. 
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Item no. 21  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

Solutions for the mitigation of the impact on aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems throughout the 
mine construction, operation, closure and post-closure stage; 

Answer 

In compliance with Order 176/N/2000 that was approving the technical regulation “Guide 
regarding the methodology for preparing and the framework contents of the zonal urbanism plan” 
– Indicative – GM-010-2000, stipulates:  
 
“PUZ, having a specific regulatory feature for the urbanism development of a certain area within 
the locality, includes coordinated provisions that are necessary in order to meet its objectives. 
 
PUZ does not represent an investment stage, but a preceding stage to the development of 
investments. 
 
Chapter 5 of the Environmental Report emphasizes the environmental protection objectives 
relevant for Alteration of PUZ Industrial Area Rosia Montana. 
 
Table 6 "Objectives, targets and indicators” presents the strategic objectives, specific objectives, 
targets and the indicators for the 13 environmental factors/aspects relevant for the environmental 
assessment, including biodiversity. 
 
Moreover under chapter 7 of environmental report, Table 14. Assessment matrix for 
environmental aspect “Biodiversity, flora and fauna”  is presenting the results of the 
environmental assessment for the project that is in the scope of the urbanism plan entitled 
“Alteration of PUZ Industrial Area Roşia Montană” 
 
Under chapter 10 of the environmental report, table 24. “Monitoring Proposals, Environmental 
and Performance Indicators” presents the proposals on monitoring the significant effects of the 
implementation of the plan on the relevant environmental factors/aspects. 
 
The solutions taken to mitigate the impact having adverse effects on the aquatic and terrestrial 
ecosystems shall be: full stoppage of acid rock drainage (caused by ancient pollution), treatment 
of waters that are to be discharged, increase of areas that are to be forested within Rosia 
Montana area with approx. 700 ha (255-impacted by the project and approx. 1000 ha –forested 
within the are), increase of support capacity of the natural habitats, etc.  
 
Environmental assessment, whose results are included in the Environmental Report has been 
conducted by considering all mitigation measures of impact as provided under environmental 
quality management plans, which are an integrant part of the project. 
 
As stipulated under chapter 7, the assessment matrixes include mitigation measures of impact 
for each environmental factors and the final results are the residual impact on environment that 
may be generated by the plan’s provisions after implementing mitigation measures. 
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Item no. 22  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

A description of the impact and the mitigation measures for the impact of the tailings 
management facility on the underground water sources; 

Answer 

As per Order no. 176/N/2000 approving the technical regulation “Guide concerning the 
elaboration methodology and the general content of the Zonal Urbanism Plan” – Indicative GM-
010-2000, states: 
 
“The Zonal Urbanism Plan (PUZ), having a specific regulation characteristic of the urban 
development of a certain area in the locality, includes coordinated provisions necessary to reach 
its objectives. 
 
The Zonal Urbanism Plan doesn't represent an investment phase, but a precursory phase of 
investments. 
 
Chapter 5 of the environmental report highlights the environmental protection objectives that are 
relevant for the changing of the PUZ for the industrial area of Roşia Montană. 
 
Table 6 “Objectives, aims and indicators” strategic and specific objectives are displayed, targets 
and indicators for the thirteen relevant environmental factors/aspects for the environmental 
assessment including water. 
 
Also, Chapter 7 of the environmental impact assessment, Table 11, the environmental 
assessment matrix for ”Water” displays the results of the environmental impact assessment for 
the project that is subject to the Zonal Urbanism Plan “Changing of PUZ for the Roşia Montană 
Industrial Area”. 
 
Chapter 10 of the environmental impact assessment report Table 24. „Monitoring proposals, 
environmental and performance indicators” presents some proposals regarding the monitoring of 
significant effects of the implementation of the assessed plan on the relevant environmental 
factors/components. 
 
The Roşia Montană Tailings Management Facility (TMF or “the facility”) has been designed to be 
compliant with the EU Groundwater Directive (80/68/EEC), transposed as Romanian GD 
351/2005. The TMF is also designed for compliance with the EU Mine Waste Directive 
(2006/21/EC) as required by the Terms of Reference established by the MEWM in May, 2005. 
The following paragraphs provide relevant aspects on how the facility is compliant with the 
directives. 
 
The TMF is composed of a series of individual components including: 

• the tailings impoundment; 
• the tailings dam; 
• the secondary seepage collection pond; 
• the secondary containment dam; and  
• the groundwater monitoring wells/extraction wells located downstream of the Secondary 

Containment dam. 
 
All of these components are integral parts of the facility and necessary for the facility to perform 
as designed. 
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The directives indicated above require that the TMF design to ensure the protection of 
underground water. For the Roşia Montană project (RMP), this requirement is addressed by 
consideration of the favorable geology (low permeability shales underlying the TMF 
impoundment, the TMF dam, and the Secondary Containment dam) and the proposed 
installation of a low-permeability (1x10-6 cm/sec) recompacted soil liner beneath the TMF basin. 
Please see Chapter 2 of EIA Plan F, “The Tailings Facility Management Plan” for more 
information. 
 
The proposed low permeability soil liner will be fully compliant with Best Available Techniques 
(BAT) as defined by EU Directive 96/61 (IPPC) and EU Mine Waste Directive. Additional design 
features that are included in the design to be protective of groundwater include: 

• A low permeability (1x10-6 cm/sec) cut off wall within the foundation of the starter dam to 
control seepage; 

• A low permeability (1x10-6 cm/sec) core in the starter dam to control seepage; 
• A seepage collection dam and pond below the toe of the tailings dam to collect and 

contain any seepage that does extend beyond the dam centerline; 
• A series of monitoring wells, below the toe of the secondary containment dam; to monitor 

seepage and ensure compliance, before the waste facility limit. 
 
In addition to the design components noted above specific operational requirements will be 
implemented to be protective of human health and the environment. In the extremely unlikely 
case that impacted water is detected in the monitoring wells below the secondary containment 
dam, they will be converted to pumping wells and will be used to extract the impacted water and 
pump it into the reclaim pond where it will be incorporated into the RMP processing plant water 
supply system, until the compliance is reestablish. 
 
The underground water protection must be ensured throughout terms and conditions from water 
management permit. Water management permit is part of an individual assessment of the 
project, taking into consideration the project specific aspects, and legal requirements applicable 
for mining activities. 
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Item no. 23  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

A description of the way in which the mining operation complies with the Emergency Ordinance 
244/2000; 

Answer 

As per Order no. 176/N/2000 approving the technical regulation “Guide concerning the 
elaboration methodology and the general content of the Zonal Urbanism Plan” – Indicative GM-
010-2000, states: 
 
“The Zonal Urbanism Plan (PUZ), having a specific regulation characteristic of the urban 
development of a certain area in the locality, includes coordinated provisions necessary to reach 
its objectives. 
 
The Zonal Urbanism Plan doesn't represent an investment phase, but a precursory phase of 
investments. 
 
Chapter 5 of the environmental report highlights the environmental protection objectives that are 
relevant for the changing of the PUZ for the industrial area of Rosia Montana. 
 
According to the provisions of art. 6 (1) of Government Emergency Ordinance no. 244/2000 on 
the safety of dams, “for new dams or in case of building interventions which change the base 
parameters of existent dams the holders (RMGC, in this case, our note) hereof have the 
obligation to obtain from the Ministry of Waters and Environment Protection the safe operation 
agreement.” The safe operation agreement refers to the classification on importance categories, 
to the adoption of design solutions, to location agreements and observance of norms in force, 
case that shall be subject to another analysis submitted for the approval of the Ministry of the 
Environment and Waters Management, different from the analysis for the issue of environmental 
permit that will ensure compliance with Government Emergency Ordinance no. 244/2000. 
 
At the same time during the operation stage, the dam’s safety shall be analyzed and monitored 
according to the provisions of art. 1(3) of  GEO no. 244/2000: “the evaluation of the operation 
safety status and the check of observing the performance requirements regarding dam safety 
shall be made by experts and specialists accredited by the Ministry of Public Works, Transports 
and Housing and certified/empowered by the Ministry of Waters and Environment Protection”. In 
addition the coordination, guidance and the monitoring of the activity for safety assessment of 
the dams, whether existent, under construction and new, shall be carried out by the National 
Commission for Dam Safety and Other Hydrotechnical Works. 
 
All technical details on survey and monitoring, as provided in GEO no. 244/2000 and as 
requested through the Guidance sent by the Ministry of Environment and Waters Management 
on the completion of EIA (“details shall be given on ponds, including on the observance of 
provisions in GEO no. 244/2000 in this respect”) during the construction, operation, closing and 
post-closing are provided in the EIA report [1]. We also remind the provisions in art. 5 of GEO no. 
244/2000, stating that: “holders of dams under any title are directly liable to attain and maintain 
the operation safety hereof”. 
 
References: 
[1]  - Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIA) Volume 25, Plan F – Tailings Facility 
Management Plan, section 4, page 41 and following pages 
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Item no. 24  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

A calculation of the financial guarantee for the operation of the tailings management facility from 
Corna Valley in compliance with the strict requirements issued both by the Governmental 
Decision 349/2205 regarding waste storage as well as the Waste Management Directive. 

Answer 

As per Order no. 176/N/2000 approving the technical regulation “Guide concerning the 
elaboration methodology and the general content of the Zonal Urbanism Plan” – Indicative GM-
010-2000, states: 
 
“The Zonal Urbanism Plan (PUZ), having a specific regulation characteristic of the urban 
development of a certain area in the locality, includes coordinated provisions necessary to reach 
its objectives. 
 
The Zonal Urbanism Plan doesn't represent an investment phase, but a precursory phase of 
investments. 
 
Chapter 5 of the environmental report highlights the environmental protection objectives that are 
relevant for the changing of the PUZ for the industrial area of Rosia Montana. 
 
Table 6 “Objectives, aims and indicators” strategic and specific objectives are displayed, targets 
and indicators for the thirteen relevant environmental factors/aspects for the environmental 
assessment including waste management. 
 
Also, Chapter 7 of the environmental impact assessment, Table 14, the environmental 
assessment matrix for “Waste management” displays the results of the environmental impact 
assessment for the project that is subject to the Zonal Urbanism Plan “Changing of PUZ for the 
Roşia Montană Industrial Area”. 
 
Chapter 10 of the environmental impact assessment report Table 24. „Monitoring proposals, 
environmental and performance indicators” presents some proposals regarding the monitoring of 
significant effects of the implementation of the assessed plan on the relevant environmental 
factors/components. 
 
We mention that the Government Decision no. 349/2005 regarding waste storage (“GD 
349/2005”), by which the Directive no. 31/1999 regarding waste storage was enacted, is not 
applicable for the Roşia Montană Project.  
 
As regards the financial guarantee for the tailings management facility, the related frame 
regulation is the Directive no. 2006/21/EC on the management of waste from the extraction 
industries, which in the wording of art. 2 (4) expressly indicates the fact that waste resulting from 
the extraction industry as regulated by Governmental Decision No. 856/2008 which implements 
the provisions of the Directive no. 21/2006, are not under the incidence of the regulations of the 
Directive no. 31/1999, therefore they are not subject to the GD 349/2005. 
 
At the same time, separately from the comments above, please consider the fact that the 
financial guarantee for the environment rehabilitation is  provided by (i) the Mining Law no. 
85/2003 (“Law no. 85/2003”), (ii) the enactment Norms of Law no. 85/2003 and by (iii) Order no. 
58/2004 for the approval of the technical Directives regarding the enactment and compliance 
with the rules indicated by the conformity program, the environment rehabilitation plan and the 
technical project, as well as for bringing under regulation the method for operating with the 
financial guarantee for the restoration of the environment affected by the mining activities (“Order 
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no. 58/2004”).  
 
Pursuant to the above-mentioned normative acts, the financial guarantee for the environment 
rehabilitation is annual and final. 
 
(i) The annual financial guarantee for the environment rehabilitation 
According to art. 131 of the Norms for the enactment of Law no. 85/2003 “the financial guarantee 
for the environment rehabilitation, as related to the exploitation license, is established annually, 
during the first month of the related period, and is provided in the licence, so as to cover the 
environment rehabilitation works mentioned in the environment rehabilitation plan and in the 
technical design”.  
 
According to art. 133 (1) of the Norms for the enactment of Law no. 85/2003, the financial 
guarantee for the environmental rehabilitation cannot be smaller than the value of the 
environment rehabilitation works for the respective year, thus the guarantee will cover the 
rehabilitation works in case the license titleholder ceases the mining activity and does not 
perform the rehabilitation works. 
 
(ii) The final financial guarantee for the environmental rehabilitation  
According to the provisions of art. 15 of Order no. 58/2004, besides the financial guarantee for 
environmental rehabilitation, which covers the annual environmental rehabilitation works, the 
license owner and the owner of exploitation permits must put together an yearly amount of the 
value of the environmental rehabilitation work as per the monitoring of the environmental post-
closure factors, which is part of the technical program for mine and associated facilities 
decomissioning and preservation. This yearly amount will be made available "for final 
environmental reclamation" separately from the yearly financial guarantee for environmental 
rehabilitation, and has to ensure the financing of the works associated with the mine and mine 
facilities decomissioning and preservation. 
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Item no. 25  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

An estimate for the guarantees and risk sources defined as "natural disasters" - heavy rains, land 
slides, etc. 

Answer 

As per Order no. 176/N/2000 approving the technical regulation “Guide concerning the 
elaboration methodology and the general content of the Zonal Urbanism Plan” – Indicative GM-
010-2000, states: 
 
“The Zonal Urbanism Plan (PUZ), having a specific regulation characteristic of the urban 
development of a certain area in the locality, includes coordinated provisions necessary to reach 
its objectives. 
 
The Zonal Urbanism Plan doesn't represent an investment phase, but a precursory phase of 
investments. 
 
Chapter 5 of the environmental report highlights the environmental protection objectives that are 
relevant for the changing of the PUZ for the industrial area of Roşia Montană. 
 
Table 6 “Objectives, aims and indicators” strategic and specific objectives are displayed, targets 
and indicators for the thirteen relevant environmental factors/aspects for the environmental 
assessment including water and soil. 
 
Also, Chapter 7 of the environmental impact assessment, Table 11, the environmental 
assessment matrix for “Water” and Table 19. the environmental assessment matrix for “Soil/Land 
use” display the results of the environmental impact assessment for the project that is subject to 
the Zonal Urbanism Plan “Changing of PUZ for the Roşia Montană Industrial Area”. 
 
Chapter 10 of the environmental impact assessment report Table 24. „Monitoring proposals, 
environmental and performance indicators” presents some proposals regarding the monitoring of 
significant effects of the implementation of the assessed plan on the relevant environmental 
factors/components. 
 
The probability that massive earth sliding occur in the area is also small, as a result of the stable 
structure that comprises, especially, compact rocks, with no large volumes of rocks with unstable 
balance. At most, superficial sliding and rock rollover might occur, with minor influence on the 
objectives (see Appendix 4, Risks). 
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Item no. 26  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

An assessment of the impact of the phenomenon called "Cyanide rain" generated by the cyanide 
evaporation from the tailings management facility (please see the Air Management Plan); 

Answer 

As per Order no. 176/N/2000 approving the technical regulation “Guide concerning the 
elaboration methodology and the general content of the Zonal Urbanism Plan” – Indicative GM-
010-2000, states: 
 
“The Zonal Urbanism Plan (PUZ), having a specific regulation characteristic of the urban 
development of a certain area in the locality, includes coordinated provisions necessary to reach 
its objectives. 
 
The Zonal Urbanism Plan doesn't represent an investment phase, but a precursory phase of 
investments. 
 
Chapter 5 of the environmental report highlights the environmental protection objectives that are 
relevant for the changing of the PUZ for the industrial area of Roşia Montană. 
 
Table 6 “Objectives, aims and indicators” strategic and specific objectives are displayed, targets 
and indicators for the thirteen relevant environmental factors/aspects for the environmental 
assessment including air. 
 
Also, Chapter 7 of the environmental impact assessment, Table 11, the environmental 
assessment matrix for “Air” displays the results of the environmental impact assessment for the 
project that is subject to the Zonal Urbanism Plan “Changing of PUZ for the Roşia Montană 
Industrial Area”. 
 
Chapter 10 of the environmental impact assessment report Table 24. „Monitoring proposals, 
environmental and performance indicators” presents some proposals regarding the monitoring of 
significant effects of the implementation of the assessed plan on the relevant environmental 
factors/components. 
 
It is stated precisely that a “cyanide rain” phenomenon will not exist. Neither was encountered in 
other places or situations. Moreover, the specialty literature doesn’t mention the so-called 
“cyanide rains” phenomenon, but only “acidic rains” phenomenon which can’t be generated by 
the cyanic compounds breaking down in the atmosphere.  
 
The reasons for making the statement that ‘cyanide rains’ phenomenon won’t occur are the 
followings: 

• The sodium cyanide handling, from the unloading from the supplying trucks up to the 
processing tailings discharge onto the tailings management facility, will be carried out 
only in liquid form, represented by alkaline solutions of high pH value (higher than 10.5 – 
11.0) having different sodium cyanide concentrations. The alkalinity of these solutions 
has the purpose to maintain the cyanide under the form of cyan ions (CN-) and to avoid 
the hydrocyanic acid formation (HCN), phenomenon that occurs only within 
environments  of low pH; 

• The cyanide volatilization from a certain solution cannot occur under the form of free 
cyanides, but only under the form of HCN; 

• The handling and storage of the sodium cyanide solutions will take place only by means 
of some closed systems; the only areas/plants where the HCN can occur and volatilize 
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into air, at low emission percentage, are the leaching tanks and slurry thickener, as well 
the tailings management facility for the processing tailings; 

• The HCN emissions from the surface of the above mentioned tanks and from the tailings 
management facility surface can occur as a result of the pH decrease within the 
superficial layers of the solutions (that helps the HCN to form) and of the desorption 
(volatilization in air) of this compound; 

• The cyanide concentrations within the handled solutions will decrease from 300 mg/L 
within the leaching tanks up to 7 mg/L (total cyanide) at the discharge point into the 
tailings management facility. The drastic reduction of the cyanide concentrations for 
discharging into the Tailings Management Facility (TMF) will be done by the 
detoxification system; 

• The knowledge of the cyanide chemistry and on the grounds of the past experience, we 
estimated the following possible HCN emissions into air: 6 t/year from the leaching tanks, 
13 t/year from the slurry thickener and 30 t/year (22.4 t, respectively 17 mg/h/m2 during 
the hot season and 7.6 t, respectively 11.6 mg/h/m2 during the cold season) from the 
tailings management facility surface, which totals 134.2 kg/day of HCN emission;  

• Once released into air, the hydrocyanic acid is subject to certain chemical reactions at 
low pressure, resulting ammonia; 

• The mathematical modeling of the HCN concentrations within  the ambient air (if the 
HCN released in the air is not subject to chemical reactions) emphasized the highest 
concentrations being at the ground level, within the industrial site namely within the area 
of the tailings management facility and within a certain area near the processing plant. 
The maximum concentration is of 382 μg/m3; 

• The highest HCN concentrations within the ambient air will be 2.6 times lower than the 
standard value stipulated by the national legislation for occupational safety; 

• The HCN concentrations within the ambient air in the populated areas close by the 
industrial site will be of 4 to 80 μg/m3, more than 250 – 12.5 times lower than standard 
value stipulated by the national legislation for occupational safety – the national 
legislation and European Union (EU) legislation on the Air Quality don’t stipulate 
standard values for the population’s health protection; 

• Once released in air, the evolution of the HCN implies an insignificant component 
resulted from the reactions while liquid (water vapors and rain drops). The reactions are 
due to HCN being weak water-soluble at partially low pressures (feature of the gases 
released in open air), and the rain not effectively reducing the concentrations in the air 
(Mudder, et al., 2001; Cicerone and Zellner, 1983); 

• The probability that the HCN concentration value contained by rainfalls within and 
outside the footprint of the Project be significantly higher than the background values 
(0.2 ppb) is extremely low. 

 
Details referring to the use of cyanide in the technological processes, to the cyanides balance as 
well as to the cyanide emission and the impact of the cyanides on the air quality are contained in 
the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Report, Chapter 2, Subchapter 4.1 and Subchapter 
4.2 (Section 4.2.3), available on our web site www.rmgc.ro . 
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Item no. 27  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

An assessment of the risks related to the health, which could be generated by the loss of 
agricultural and forestry land, which used to act as natural barriers against the movement of the 
polluted air. 

Answer 

As per Order no. 176/N/2000 approving the technical regulation “Guide concerning the 
elaboration methodology and the general content of the Zonal Urbanism Plan” – Indicative GM-
010-2000, states: 
 
“The Zonal Urbanism Plan (PUZ), having a specific regulation characteristic of the urban 
development of a certain area in the locality, includes coordinated provisions necessary to reach 
its objectives. 
 
The Zonal Urbanism Plan doesn't represent an investment phase, but a precursory phase of 
investments. 
 
Chapter 5 of the environmental report highlights the environmental protection objectives that are 
relevant for the changing of the PUZ for the industrial area of Rosia Montana. 
 
Table 6 “Objectives, aims and indicators” strategic and specific objectives are displayed, targets 
and indicators for the thirteen relevant environmental factors/aspects for the environmental 
assessment including human health. 
 
Also, Chapter 7 of the environmental impact assessment, Table 16, the environmental 
assessment matrix for “Human health” displays the results of the environmental impact 
assessment for the project that is subject to the Zonal Urbanism Plan “Changing of PUZ for the 
Roşia Montană Industrial Area” while Table 22 “Cumulated impact and interactions” displays the 
potential interactions.  
 
Chapter 10 of the environmental impact assessment report Table 24. „Monitoring proposals, 
environmental and performance indicators” presents some proposals regarding the monitoring of 
significant effects of the implementation of the assessed plan on the relevant environmental 
factors/components. 
 
The health risk assessment is based on specific data only and not on subjective aspects such 
as”the destruction of the green belts”. 
 
The health risk assessment has been carried out taking into account three categories of 
information, namely: 

- the health baseline conditions, resulting from the assessment of all medical records 
available from all general practitioners and from the two hospitals in the area, referring to 
the entire population from more than 40 localities; 

- the quality of the environmental media with regard to the distribution of the hazardous 
substances under investigation, before the development of mining operations; 

- predictions on the distribution of the contaminants’ concentrations in the environmental 
media, for different time periods during the life time of the project [1].  

 
The health risk assessment has taken into account predictions on the distribution of hazardous 
substances concentration in the environment, as they have been presented in the EIA, and not 
the causes and/or factors that have contributed to those concentrations. 
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Reference: 
[1] Chapter 6, Risk Assessment, pages 60-129, vol. 5, Health Baseline Report, available on our 
web site www.rmgc.ro . 
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Item no. 28  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

A description of the trans-boundary impact in the event of an accident involving important natural 
areas, such as Koros-Moros National Risk situated along the Mures Valley; 

Answer 

As per Order no. 176/N/2000 approving the technical regulation “Guide concerning the 
elaboration methodology and the general content of the Zonal Urbanism Plan” – Indicative GM-
010-2000, states: 
 
“The Zonal Urbanism Plan (PUZ), having a specific regulation characteristic of the urban 
development of a certain area in the locality, includes coordinated provisions necessary to reach 
its objectives. 
 
The Zonal Urbanism Plan doesn't represent an investment phase, but a precursory phase of 
investments. 
 
Chapter 5 of the environmental report highlights the environmental protection objectives that are 
relevant for the changing of the PUZ for the industrial area of Rosia Montana. 
 
Table 6 “Objectives, aims and indicators” strategic and specific objectives are displayed, targets 
and indicators for the thirteen relevant environmental factors/aspects for the environmental 
assessment. 
 
Under all conditions, the risk of an accident is extremely small. The scale of toxic discharge of a 
plausible accident is limited and temporary. Under most conditions, even in the event of such an 
accident, the river water quality remains superior to both surface and drinking water standards 
even at the point of discharge into the river. In all cases, these safe conditions are re-established 
hundreds of kilometres before the discharged water reaches the Hungarian border.   
 
The impact of the development of a gold mine at Roşia Montană, Romania, as proposed by 
Gabriel Resources, has been closely re-examined in order to: 
 

• quantify the beneficial effect of the proposed clean-up of the currently continuing 
pollution from the site caused by the abandoned historic mining operations; and, 

• assess the risks of an accident and its consequences for the river system from the site of 
the mine through to the Hungarian border 595 km downstream. 

• To do these evaluations, RMGC requested Professor Paul Whitehead of University of 
Reading in UK and Professor Steven Chapra of Tufts University, Boston, USA to 
undertake river flow and water quality modelling studies, and the Norwegian 
Geotechnical Institute (NGI) to undertake an event tree hazard analysis of the TMF. Mr. 
Patrick Corser, P.E. and Mining Sector Leader, MWH, contributed his expertise to both 
aspects of this work, along with advice from cyanide experts. The joint conclusions of 
this work are: 

• the proposed clean-up would achieve an almost complete removal of the current and 
constant pollution coming from the site, a definite environmental benefit of the project; 

• the probability of an accident resulting in a toxic discharge is very small (1 chance in 1 
million years). The scale of a discharge from an accident would not cause the water, 
even in the immediate vicinity, to exceed the regulated standard set for safe surface or 
drinking water - except in the circumstance of a low water flow condition in the river 
system. Such combined set of conditions was evaluated to have a much lower 
probability (1 chance in 4 million years). In that event, the water would have, temporarily 
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and to a limited extent, cyanide concentration levels in excess of the regulated water 
standard over a distance of some 80 km downstream. 

• The cyanide concentration in these circumstances is not dangerous to human, animal, 
bird and most aquatic life. Only the most vulnerable of fish species (the river trout) – and 
only the most vulnerable individual specimens, rather than this entire species in the river 
or in the area – would potentially be affected. This is because of the limited level of toxic 
materials that would be discharged by an accident and the limited duration of exposure 
as the wave of contaminated water passes.  As cyanides are not bio-accumulated, once 
the contaminated water passes, any adsorbed toxins will quickly be excreted or oxidised 
by partially affected organisms such that they will make a rapid and full recovery in a 
short time. 

• In most water flow conditions, the dilution and dispersion in the river would reduce the 
toxic concentration immediately at the point of discharge into the river to a level that 
complies with the regulated standards; 

• these remote and limited impacts from an accident are based on the worst case 
assumption that the discharge is not contained within the industrial area nor diluted by 
emergency procedures, both of which are possible mitigating measures; and 

• given the very robust design, large capacity and the conservative operating criteria of the 
containment facilities,  any worse discharge is unrealistic. The event tree analyses show 
that the probability of non-performance of the TMF is about 100 times lower than the 
probability of failure for containment dams, based on the performance observed for dams 
around the world 

 
The very low risk of accidents and the definite environmental benefits of the clean-up combine to 
suggest an overall beneficial environmental outcome from the project  
 
In all cases, these safe conditions are re-established hundreds of kilometres before the 
discharged water reaches the Hungarian border.  
 
The risk analysis establishes that any more damaging case is unrealistic. 
 
The following table summarizes the key conclusions: 
 

Event High Flow river conditions Low Flow river conditions 
Overtopping of the 
dam due to extreme 
rain or snow melt - 
two 1 in 10,000 yr 
rainfall in 24 hours 
followed by 1 in 10 yr 
flood (probability of 
occurrence less than 
1 in 100 million years) 

No breach of water standards 

Not considered. Extreme 
rainfall and low flow condition 
in river would not occur at 
same time.  

Dam breach caused 
by large earthquake or 
other triggers 
(probability of 
occurrence 1 in 1 
million years) 
 

No breach of water standards 

Standards exceeded for 80 
km downstream, only for 
extreme concurrence of 
events (probability of 
occurrence of 1 in 4 million 
years). 
• Temporary and limited 

consequences 
• potentially mitigated 

Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) 
hypothetical dam 
breach cases – 
unrealistic. 
(probability of 
occurrence 1 in 100 
million years or less) 

Not realistic 
Theoretically exceeds 
standards 

Not realistic 
Theoretically exceeds 
standards 
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Chapter 10 of the environmental impact assessment report Table 24. „Monitoring proposals, 
environmental and performance indicators” presents some proposals regarding the monitoring of 
significant effects of the implementation of the assessed plan on the relevant environmental 
factors/components. 
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Item no. 29  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

An estimate of the theoretical value of the Roman Mines existing within Alburnus Maior site as 
well as of all archaeological vestiges; 

Answer 

As per Order no. 176/N/2000 approving the technical regulation “Guide concerning the 
elaboration methodology and the general content of the Zonal Urbanism Plan” – Indicative GM-
010-2000, states: 
 
“The Zonal Urbanism Plan (PUZ), having a specific regulation characteristic of the urban 
development of a certain area in the locality, includes coordinated provisions necessary to reach 
its objectives. 
 
The Zonal Urbanism Plan doesn't represent an investment phase, but a precursory phase of 
investments. 
 
Chapter 5 of the environmental report highlights the environmental protection objectives that are 
relevant for the changing of the PUZ for the industrial area of Roşia Montană. 
 
Table 6 “Objectives, aims and indicators” strategic and specific objectives are displayed, targets 
and indicators for the thirteen relevant environmental factors/aspects for the environmental 
assessment including cultural heritage. 
 
Also, Chapter 7 of the environmental impact assessment, Table 15, the environmental 
assessment matrix for “Cultural, architectonic and archaeological heritage” displays the results of 
the environmental impact assessment for the project that is subject to the Zonal Urbanism Plan 
“Changing of PUZ for the Roşia Montană Industrial Area”. 
 
Chapter 10 of the environmental impact assessment report Table 24. „Monitoring proposals, 
environmental and performance indicators” presents some proposals regarding the monitoring of 
significant effects of the implementation of the assessed plan on the relevant environmental 
factors/components. 
 
The Roman galleries at Roşia Montană are important, but, as a number of specialist scientific 
studies have proved, they are not unique. Indeed, due to the “Alburnus Maior” Natural Research 
Program funded by RMGC under the law, the galleries of Roşia Montană are among the best 
known to date. 
 
The specialist point of view on the archaeological site in Roşia Montană is summarized in the 
Cultural Heritage Baseline Report, included in the EIA Report, Section 5.5.2 Roman Gold Mining 
Context, which includes a discussion on the unique character of the Roşia Montană area. In 
Romania there are a number of sites (47) with similar characteristics, few of which have been 
investigated. Of these, 14 (Ruda-Brad, Stănija, Bucium – Vulcoi Corabia area, those in Băiţa – 
Fizeş, in the Certej –Săcărâmb area, or in Baia de Criş, and Haneş – Almaşul Mare) have 
already provided good data for an archaeological potential comparable to the one of ancient 
Alburnus Maior, i.e. proof of gold extraction operations, habitation structures and associated 
infrastructure elements. While some sites have been impacted by recent developments during 
the past 200 years, others contain promising indications that should encourage future 
archaeological investigation. In the light of all these aspects, we believe that the Roşia Montană 
archaeological remains are not unique, given the Romanian and international context. 
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Also, it should be noted that the implementation of the mining project does not involve the 
destruction or abandonment of heritage assets in the area of Roşia Montană commune.  
 
Prior to 2000, it could be said about Roşia Montană that it was an area of archaeological 
potential, where no proper archaeological research had been conducted as would be required for 
a detailed identification of various site components. In practice, in the areas of Cetate, Cârnic, 
Jig, and Orlea, located in the upper Roşia and Corna Valleys, in the jurisdiction of Roşia 
Montană Commune, a number of chance finds had been recorded – such as epigraphic 
monuments, funerary architecture items - that provided enough evidence to suggest the 
presence of archaeological sites. The other heritage assets of Roşia Montană – the lakes, the 
historical monument buildings, traditions and customs – were generally known, but only in 2001 
did the Ministry of Culture and Religious Affairs decide to approach this complex issue in a 
consistent manner. 
 
After extensive research conducted for the past 8 years, the nature, characteristics and 
distribution of heritage assets are well known – including  archaeological sites, historical 
monument buildings, as well as churches and cemeteries of the Roşia Montană area. Extensive 
research and heritage studies conducted during 2000-2006 helped outline a comprehensive 
image of these assets of the national cultural heritage and spiritually significant areas, and to 
adopt specific measures in regard to their protection. 
 
Thus, according to the requirements of the Ministry of Environment and Waters Management, 
and of the Ministry of Culture and Religious Affairs, as part of the documentation developed 
under the Environmental Impact Assessment Study for the Roşia Montană Project, specific 
management plans have been developed for the management and conservation of the heritage 
assets of the Roşia Montană area, in the context of the mining project implementation (see the 
Report on Environmental Impact Assessment Study, vol. 32-33, Plan M – Cultural Heritage 
Management Plan, part I – Management Plan for the Archaeological Heritage from Roşia 
Montană area, part II – Management Plan for the Historical Monuments and the Protected Zones 
of the Roşia Montană Area, part III – The Cultural Heritage Management Plan). 
 
Providing a very synthetic response to your comments, please note the following:  

• the Roman galleries in the massifs located in the south part of Roşia Valley have been 
investigated in detail and specific conservation measures were proposed for the areas 
of Cătălina Monuleşti and Piatra Corbului; 

• the Roman galleries in the massifs located in the north part of Roşia Valley have been 
preliminarily investigated and, in the case of exceptional discoveries such as those of 
the Păru Carpeni mining sector, specific conservation measures were proposed; the 
Orlea-Tarina area will be investigated in detail during 2007-2012; 

• preventive archaeological research undertaken in 2001-2006 helped identify and 
research 13 archaeological sites, for some of which – once exhaustive research work 
was completed – the decision was to apply the archaeological discharge procedure 
for some sites, while others will be preserved in situ, i.e. the funerary precinct at Tăul 
Găuri, the Roman remains on Dealu Carpeni; Orlea area will be researched in detail 
during 2007-2012.  

  
For further information on the most important archaeological remains, as well as on a 
series of comments on their preservation and on the special measures included in the 
management plans, please consult the Annex “Information on the Cultural Heritage of 
Roşia Montană and Related Management Aspects”, available on our web site 
www.rmgc.ro  

 
Given the significance of the cultural heritage at Roşia Montană and in accordance with the legal 
requirements, the allocated heritage research budget for 2001-2006 by S.C. Roşia Montană Gold 
Corporation S.A. amounted to more than US $10 million. Moreover, based on the research 
results, the specialist opinions and competent authority decisions, the budget estimated by the 
Company for the research, conservation and restoration of the cultural heritage at Roşia 
Montană in future years, provided the Project is implemented, will be US$ 25 million, as 
disclosed in the Environmental Impact Assessment published in May 2006 (see EIA Report vol. 
32, Archaeological Heritage Management Plan for the Roşia Montană area, p. 84-85). Therefore, 
the company plans to continue work in Orlea area, and, above all, to create a modern Mining 
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Museum with geological, archaeological, industrial and ethnographic heritage exhibits, and 
the development of tourist access to the Cătălina-Monuleşti gallery and to the monument at 
Tău Găuri, as well as to preserve and restore the 41 historic monument buildings and the 
protected area of Roşia Montană Historic Center.  
 
In addition to the commitments made by RMGC regarding protection and preservation of the 
archaeological remains and historical monuments, there are numerous obligations and 
responsibilities for both the local public authorities in Roşia Montană and Alba county, and the 
central public authorities, i.e. the Romanian state. The cultural heritage management plans 
included in the Report on the Environmental Impact Assessment Study, clarify certain aspects on 
the matter (see the EIA Report vol. 32, Management Plan for Historical Monuments and 
Protected Zone from Roşia Montană, pages 22-23, 49, 55-56, 71-72 and, vol. 33, Management 
Plan for the Archaeological heritage from Roşia Montană area, pages 28-29, 67-68, p. 103 – 
Annex 1), available on our web site www.rmgc.ro  
 
The commitments assumed by the company, with respect to the enhancement and development 
of the cultural heritage potential of the area for tourism activities, are presented in detail in the 
Report on the Environmental Impact Assessment Study, volume 33, Cultural Heritage 
Management Plan.  
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Item no. 30  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

An estimate of the theoretical and practical value of the area from the point of view of natural 
heritage and biodiversity; 

Answer 

As per Order no. 176/N/2000 approving the technical regulation “Guide concerning the 
elaboration methodology and the general content of the Zonal Urbanism Plan” – Indicative GM-
010-2000, states: 
 
“The Zonal Urbanism Plan (PUZ), having a specific regulation characteristic of the urban 
development of a certain area in the locality, includes coordinated provisions necessary to reach 
its objectives. 
 
The Zonal Urbanism Plan doesn't represent an investment phase, but a precursory phase of 
investments. 
 
Chapter 5 of the environmental report highlights the environmental protection objectives that are 
relevant for the changing of the PUZ for the industrial area of Rosia Montana. 
 
Table 6 “Objectives, aims and indicators” strategic and specific objectives are displayed, targets 
and indicators for the thirteen relevant environmental factors/aspects for the environmental 
assessment including biodiversity. 
 
Also, Chapter 7 of the environmental impact assessment, Table 14, the environmental 
assessment matrix for “Biodiversity, flora and fauna” displays the results of the environmental 
impact assessment for the project that is subject to the Zonal Urbanism Plan “Changing of PUZ 
for the Roşia Montană Industrial Area”. 
 
Chapter 10 of the environmental impact assessment report Table 24. „Monitoring proposals, 
environmental and performance indicators” presents some proposals regarding the monitoring of 
significant effects of the implementation of the assessed plan on the relevant environmental 
factors/components. 
 
From theoretical point of view, the biodiversity value of a site is provided by quantitative and 
qualitative indexes of biodiversity. 
 
Considering the conditions of site ecosystem defined by elements related to major impacts, 
action area, and extension in time, the identification of several natural habitats in the true 
meaning of the word and as it is defined in specific handbooks has remained at the stage of a 
hope. 
 
The legal requirements governing the assessment of biodiversity refer to the assessment of 
specific and ecosystems richness and to conservative identification of species and habitats. Both 
aspects have been adequately covered within the Environmental Impact Assessment Study.  
 
From all data secured following field studies, several strong conclusions may be drawn according 
to which biodiversity as a whole represents an element which is poorly represented within Roşia 
Montană. Therefore, its value remains reduced even though theoretic or practical approaches 
are attempted.  
 
No endemic, characteristic and thalassic species have been identified at Roşia Montană that 
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may have a particular significance for biostrata either being local, regional or national. Moreover, 
no unique or rare habitats or habitats that may have priority for conservation have been identified 
within Project’s impact area.  
 
From practical point of view, the low value of conservation of the impact area is also indirectly 
emphasized by the fact that there is no proposal to designate the area a SPA (aviafaunistic 
special protected area) and by the denial of the proposal to designate the area as a pSCI area 
(sites of community importance). The proposal was denied by the Committee of Technical 
Experts of Ministry of Environment and Water Management that was summoned to assess the 
Natura 2.000 proposals. 
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Item no. 31  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

An assessment of potential incomes generated by tourism at Rosia Montana in case the Project 
is not developed; incomes associated with visiting the Roman galleries existing in Carnic; 

Answer 

As per Order no. 176/N/2000 approving the technical regulation “Guide concerning the 
elaboration methodology and the general content of the Zonal Urbanism Plan” – Indicative GM-
010-2000, states: 
 
“The Zonal Urbanism Plan (PUZ), having a specific regulation characteristic of the urban 
development of a certain area in the locality, includes coordinated provisions necessary to reach 
its objectives. 
 
The Zonal Urbanism Plan doesn't represent an investment phase, but a precursory phase of 
investments.  
 
It is true that tourism may be a potential source of revenue and sustainable development for 
Roşia Montană and the region. There is, however, a vast difference between proposing tourism 
as an alternative or substitute for a major industrial project – and the development of tourism 
over time supported by the infrastructure investments driven by a large industrial project. 
 
The former – for Roşia Montană, “tourism with no mine” – is not viable on its own, and certainly 
not in comparison to a plan to develop tourism over time with the help of infrastructure 
investment. 
 
As the Roşia Montană Project (RMP) affects only 4 of Roşia Montană’s 16 sub-comuna, Roşia 
Montană could continue to develop its tourism potential. There are initiatives to do so, such as 
"Tourism development model and its contribution to sustainable development in Zlatna, Bucium, 
Roşia Montană and Baia de Arieş as alternative to mono-industrial mining activities” prepared by 
the National Institute for Research and Development in Tourism (INCDT) published in April 2006, 
just as the Environmental Impact Assessment Study Report (EIA) was being submitted to the 
Ministry of Environment and Water Management. 
 
Roşia Montană Gold Corporation (RMGC) has also commissioned a study  which sets out how 
the potential tourism markets and how these might best be approached in an integrated project: 
 
“From experience, tourism will be possible and profitable only when there is something to offer to 
tourists in terms of clean environment, proper infrastructure (good roads, accommodation, 
restaurants, running water, proper sewage system, waste disposal facilities, etc.), attractions 
(museums, other things to see such as historical monuments, etc). A mining project such as the 
one proposed by RMGC will provide, through taxes, and the development of service industries, 
the necessary funds to improve the infrastructure. Through the RMP and its heritage 
management plans, US$35 million will be invested by the company in the protection of cultural 
heritage in such a way to support tourism. A training program will provide the necessary skills to 
develop tourist activities and the Roşia Montană Micro Credit will support people in starting 
pensions, restaurants, etc., all needed for attracting tourists. At the end of the project, there will 
be a new village, plus the restored old centre of Roşia Montană with a museum, hotels, 
restaurants and modernized infrastructure, plus restored mining galleries (e.g. Cătălina 
Monuleşti) and preserved monuments such as the one from Tău Găuri - all of which would serve 
as tourist attractions. Further to this, it is understood that the government will be acting locally to 
encourage economic growth. (see Roşia Montană Initial Tourism Proposals Gifford Report 
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13658.R01). 
 
In the same context, companies Gifford, together with Geo-Design from Great Britain developed 
a feasibility study referring to cost estimates to make Carnic galeries safe for public visiting. The 
conclusion of this study reveals the fact that for organising a museum, more than 151 milions of 
Euros will  be necessary, and for day to day functionality the annual cost will be more than 1 
milion Euros. Thus, their and the archaeological research tem reccomendations are to conserve 
and make availeable to the public areas like Catalina Monulesti, Paru Carpeni, Piatra Corbului, 
restoring all the sites proving not to be sustainable from economical point of view and neighter 
form the point of view of selection of representative areas for touristic pourpouses. This 
document is part from the answers given by independent specialists to the stakeholders 
questions durig EIA public hearings and can be studied entirely in vollume 49 from 
Environmental Impact Assessment Annex availeable on our web site www.rmgc.ro . 
 
Through its Community Sustainable Development Plan (Volume 31 of the EIA report), RMGC 
undertakes to lay the foundations for development of long term projects, such as tourism.  The 
General Urbanism Plan (PUG) prepared in 2000 and approved in 2002 is a document endorsed 
by the Local Council after being submitted to a public consultation process within the local 
community. The PUG has been presented and debated within 11 council meetings and public 
debates. The industrial area is outlined through this PUG, but this area is not suitable for tourist 
activities. At the same time a protected area has also been outlined. Once the Zonal Urbanism 
Plan (PUZ) is endorsed by Roşia Montană Local Council, tourist activities (pensions, restaurants, 
etc.) may be developed within this area. The PUZ detailing the land surface required by the RMP 
affects only about 25% of Roşia Montană commune. Although some businesses have already 
been established on the remaining 75% of the Commune, once the PUZ is finalised, business 
start-up will be further encouraged. 
 
Tourism is in itself not a panacea for sustainable development and indeed if done inappropriately 
it can very negatively impact on the local social and environmental circumstance (for example 
sex tourism in Asia, beach front developments in România). Tourism is but one aspect of 
sustainable development along with other sector activities.  The “picturesque Moţilor County” 
complements the mining-tourism potential. Significant investments are however necessary to 
enable an economically sustainable tourism industry of the required high standards to attract the 
large number of tourists necessary. These investments are unlikely given the current condition of 
Roşia Montană. The RMP offers the scale of economic activity capable to address the current 
condition and develop the appropriate tourism infrastructure in conjunction with entrepreneurs 
and other stakeholders. 
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Item no. 32  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

An analysis of alternative businesses at Rosia Montana and neighbouring areas in the absence 
of the mine; 

Answer 

As per Order no. 176/N/2000 approving the technical regulation “Guide concerning the 
elaboration methodology and the general content of the Zonal Urbanism Plan” – Indicative GM-
010-2000, states: 
 
“The Zonal Urbanism Plan (PUZ), having a specific regulation characteristic of the urban 
development of a certain area in the locality, includes coordinated provisions necessary to reach 
its objectives. 
 
The Zonal Urbanism Plan doesn't represent an investment phase, but a precursory phase of 
investments. 
 
In addition, the Environmental assessment report for the PUZ should assess the alternatives to 
achieving the objectives of the plan, as the alternatives to the location of mining objectives within 
the concerned area, processing technologies, etc, which is, in fact, shown in chapter 8 of the 
report. 
 
We specify that the alternatives specified in HG no. 1076/2004 refers to alternatives to the 
accomplishment of the plans objectives and not to another category of alternatives, like 
development of an area. For analysing such an alternative a plan/program, regarding economical 
development of Rosia Montana, shoul be developed by competent authority, such as local public 
authorities.   
 
RMGC has also commissioned a study, which sets out how the potential tourism markets and 
how these might best be approached in an integrated project: 
 
“From experience, tourism will be possible and profitable only when there is something to offer to 
tourists in terms of clean environment, proper infrastructure (good roads, accommodation, 
restaurants, running water, proper sewage system, waste disposal facilities, etc.), attractions 
(museums, other things to see such as historical monuments, etc). A mining project such as the 
one proposed by RMGC will provide, through taxes, and the development of service industries, 
the necessary funds to improve the infrastructure. Through the RMP and its heritage 
management plans, US$ 35 million will be invested by the company in the protection of cultural 
heritage in such a way to support tourism. A training program will provide the necessary skills to 
develop tourist activities and the Roşia Montană Micro Credit will support people in starting 
pensions, restaurants, etc., all needed for attracting tourists. At the end of the project, there will 
be a new village, plus the restored old centre of Roşia Montană with a museum, hotels, 
restaurants and modernized infrastructure, plus restored mining galleries (e.g. Cătălina 
Monuleşti) and preserved monuments such as the one from Tău Găuri - all of which would serve 
as tourist attractions. Further to this, it is understood that the government will be acting locally to 
encourage economic growth.”(see Roşia Montană Initial Tourism Proposals Gifford Report 
13658.R01). 
 
This study [1] was prepared by Gifford, a leading British consultancy of heritage specialists and 
engineers. 
 
This report concludes that : 
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“[…] tourist development could be pursued even in the absence of renewed mining, based simply 
upon the existing potential attractions. In the latter case however, financial support would have to 
be generated entirely through European Union (EU) funding, national government budgets, and 
private sector enterprises. Works based upon these funding sources would necessarily be 
promoted and undertaken by governmental agencies at levels ranging from local to national. 
 
Much development work in Cluj-Napoca and Alba Iulia (and possibly Deva) will also be needed 
as we consider that these ‘gateway’ towns will have to serve as tourist attractions in their own 
rights, especially with regard to international tourism, and offer appropriate accommodation and 
other facilities for tourists. One questions how successful a tourism development in Roşia 
Montană would be unless it was supported by parallel development in Cluj-Napoca and Alba 
Iulia. 
 
If consent for mining is not given by the Romanian government, and if the tourism potential 
discussed here is to be achieved, then alternative funding sources for these pre-requisite 
infrastructure works and the more direct tourism investments will be required. The levels of 
investment required, even by the very optimistic INCDT 2006 report discussed above, are very 
significant. 
 
In simple terms the total estimated costs of the combined projects, as expressed in INCDT 2006 
and in the proposals by RMGC, would be US$ 44,817,380. 
 
These investments costs could, perhaps, only be achieved by a very significant investment by 
the Romanian government with matching grants from EU programmes, but these investments 
are considered to be beyond the means of the private sector. Attracting EU and other 
international development aid will be dependant upon detailed, well-analyzed, and realistic 
development forecasts, and must be administered by public sector organizations demonstrably 
capable of delivering the projects to time and budget. 
 
A very real danger to this scenario is simply that it is difficult to envisage this as anything except 
a more-or-less one-off capital investment in one or more individual projects. A one off or even a 
few limited capital investments are not likely to generate any longer-term, sustainable 
conservation or restoration of the heritage assets, rather remaining as a short term fix leading to 
even greater longer-term problems.” 
 
References: 
[1] Roşia Montană Initial Tourism Proposals, Gifford, 2006. 
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Item no. 33  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

A comparative analysis of the value of the mine against the value of the alternatives like 
agriculture, tourism, etc. assessment of several scenarios and proposals similar to the ones 
included in the study entitled " Model for the development of Tourism and its contribution to 
Sustainable Development in the area of Zlatna, Bucium, Rosia Montana and Baia de Aries" as 
alternative to the mono-industrial extractive activity" by Romania's National Research Institute for 
Tourist Development (INCDT) published in April 2006. Regarding agriculture the report should 
have assessed potentials arising from EU pre-accession and structural funding in the agricultural 
sector; and mountain agriculture in particular (i.e. SAPARD, LEADER). 

Answer 

As per Order no. 176/N/2000 approving the technical regulation “Guide concerning the 
elaboration methodology and the general content of the Zonal Urbanism Plan” – Indicative GM-
010-2000, states: 
 
“The Zonal Urbanism Plan (PUZ), having a specific regulation characteristic of the urban 
development of a certain area in the locality, includes coordinated provisions necessary to reach 
its objectives. 
 
The Zonal Urbanism Plan doesn't represent an investment phase, but a precursory phase of 
investments. 
 
 
In addition, the Environmental assessment report for the PUZ should assess the alternatives to 
achieving the objectives of the plan, as the alternatives to the location of mining objectives within 
the concerned area, processing technologies, etc, which is, in fact, shown in chapter 8 of the 
report. 
 
According to HG no. 1076/2004, which establish the environmental report composition and 
structure for plans or programs, financial assessments referring to other development options of 
an area ar not part of this assessmen. As we mention before, such an alternative analysis of a 
plan/program, regarding economical development of Roşia Montană, shoul be developed by 
competent authority, such as local public authorities. 
 
Of course that there are other industrial alternatives for Roşia Montană, but it’s not probable that 
these activities may ensure enough jobs for all the people in Roşia Montană and from the towns 
nearby.  
 
It is true that tourism may be a potential source of revenue and sustainable development for 
Roşia Montană and the region. There is, however, a vast difference between proposing tourism 
as an alternative or substitute for a major industrial project – and the development of tourism 
over time supported by the infrastructure investments driven by a large industrial project. 
 
The former – for Roşia Montană, “tourism with no mine” – is not viable on its own, and certainly 
not in comparison to a plan to develop tourism over time with the help of infrastructure 
investment. 
 
A detailed analysis of the potential for alternate businesses to develop in absence of the project 
is not normally undertaken under EU regulations or International guidelines. If the project is not 
developed it should not have any effect on alternate businesses. 
 
The presence of the Roşia Montană Project (RMP) as a major investment will improve the area’s 
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economic climate, encouraging and promoting the development of non-mining activities. It is 
expected that the improved investment climate, combined with a functioning market economy, 
will result in the identification of new business opportunities that can develop concurrent with the 
RMP. 
 
What new businesses develop will depend on market demand, the viability and feasibility of the 
business relative to the market, and the initiative of people in the community to develop those 
businesses. During the life of the mine, Roşia Montană Gold Corporation (RMGC) is committed 
to a proactive campaign to create an enabling business environment promoting local sustainable 
development. Elements of this include: availability of affordable micro-financing, business 
incubator providing business advice, training & skills enhancement and education opportunities. 
The goal is to have established, well before mine closure, a robust economy not dependent on 
the mine and able to continue following mine closure. 
As the Roşia Montană Project (RMP) project affects only 4 of Roşia Montană’s 16 sub-comuna, 
Roşia Montană could continue to develop its tourism potential. There are initiatives to do so, 
such as "Tourism development model and its contribution to sustainable development in Zlatna, 
Bucium, Roşia Montană and Baia de Arieş as alternative to mono-industrial mining activities” 
prepared by the National Institute for Research and Development in Tourism (INCDT) published 
in April 2006, just as the EIA report was being submitted to the Ministry of Environment and 
Water Management (MMGA).  
 
Roşia Montană Gold Corporation (RMGC) has also commissioned a study which sets out how 
the potential tourism markets and how these might best be approached in an integrated project: 
 
“From experience, tourism will be possible and profitable only when there is something to offer to 
tourists in terms of clean environment, proper infrastructure (good roads, accommodation, 
restaurants, running water, proper sewage system, waste disposal facilities, etc.), attractions 
(museums, other things to see such as historical monuments, etc). A mining project such as the 
one proposed by RMGC will provide, through taxes, and the development of service industries, 
the necessary funds to improve the infrastructure. Through the RMP and its heritage 
management plans, US$25 million will be invested by the company in the protection of cultural 
heritage in such a way to support tourism. A training program will provide the necessary skills to 
develop tourist activities and the Roşia Montană Micro Credit will support people in starting 
pensions, restaurants, etc., all needed for attracting tourists. At the end of the project, there will 
be a new village, plus the restored old centre of Roşia Montană with a museum, hotels, 
restaurants and modernized infrastructure, plus restored mining galleries (e.g. Cătălina 
Monuleşti) and preserved monuments such as the one from Tău Găuri - all of which would serve 
as tourist attractions. Further to this, it is understood that the government will be acting locally to 
encourage economic growth. (see Roşia Montană Initial Tourism Proposals Gifford Report 
13658.R01).  
 
While planning restrictions will apply to areas that could be affected by the operation of the 
project, this will be for a limited time, through its Community Sustainable Development Plan 
(Volume 31 of the EIA report), RMGC undertakes to lay the foundations for development of long 
term projects, such as tourism. Actually, the PUZ detailing the land surface required by the RMP 
affects only about 25% of Roşia Montană commune. Although some businesses have already 
been established on the remaining 75% of the Commune, once the PUZ is finalised, business 
start-up will be further encouraged. 
 
There are good examples where tourism and mining has been carried on side by side. The 
examples of the Martha Gold Mine, Waihi in New Zealand and the Rio Narcea Gold Mine in 
Spain have been cited and the latter is documented in the European Union (EU) “Best 
Reference” document for management of mining wastes. This is because these mines are 
operated efficiently, safely and with care of the environment.  Because these mines are located 
in districts with a long history of mining, visitors can be shown mining technology old and new. 
Roşia Montană is in a good position to take similar advantage of its mining history and RMGC 
proposes to manage its operations in line with this best practice. Other related examples have 
been discussed in Roşia Montană Initial Tourism Proposals. 
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Item no. 34  

Stakeholder 
name 

Asociatia Alburnus Maior, Asociatia Centrul Independent Pentru Dezvoltarea Resurselor 
De Mediu 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

Evaluate the prejudice caused by declaring the Rosia Montana area an industrial area prohibiting 
the creation of any new business incompatible with the mining project. 

Answer 

Roşia Montană commune consists of 16 villages. To date, the Roşia Montană Industrial Area 
covers only 25% of this territory; therefore only 4 villages are impacted by the mining activities 
proposed under the project initiated by S.C. Roşia Montană Gold Corporation S.A. (RMGC). Due 
to the fact that, in the past, only mining activities have been performed here, no farms or 
activities other than the industrial ones have existed in this area.  
 
As for most of the lands in the Roşia Montană commune, located outside the mining perimeter 
(the remaining 75%), we want to point out that multiple activities are allowed in this area, and 
that the mining project proposed by RMGC imposes no restrictions upon them. 
 
At the same time, we would like you to notice that there are mandatory legal provisions limiting 
the development of projects other than those intended for the exploration and processing of 
natural resources in the areas where these have been identified. In this respect, we want to 
mention the following legal provisions:  

(i) art. 41(2) from the Mining Law no.85/2003 “the County Councils and Local Councils 
shall modify and/or update the existing territorial plans and urban general plans in 
order to allow for carrying out all the operations related to the conceded mining 
activities”; 

(ii) art. 6(1) from the Governmental Decision 525/1996 for the approval of the General 
Urbanism Regulation (“GD no. 525/1996”) “the permitting of final constructions, other 
than industrial ones, which are required for the development of mining and 
processing operations of identified mineral resources from areas outlined pursuant to 
the law, is strictly forbidden”; 

(iii) art 4.4 of Local Urbanism Regulation of Roşia Montană governing the 2002 General 
Urbanism Plan, “the permitting of final constructions, other than industrial ones, 
which are required for the development of mining and processing operations of 
identified mineral resources from areas outlined pursuant to the law, is strictly 
forbidden”. 

 
Consequently, please be so kind and take notice of the fact that all aforementioned legal 
provisions are applicable to any similar project developed by legal and/or private entities. 
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Item no. 35  

Stakeholder 
name Cataniciu Ioana Bogdan 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

The project presented by the company wanting to develop the biggest project for utterly mine the 
gold and silver resource from the gold quadrilateral, disregards the right of the future generations 
to the natural riches of the country where they will be born; disregards the right of the community 
to develop within a special natural environment, without damage and without being threatened by 
uprooting and moving to piatra alba (of those who are not already spread all over the country! ), 
given conditions picked at the will of the "investor". 

Answer 

This area will benefit from the opportunities created through the development of this mining 
project which takes into consideration the sustainable development of the entire zone. 
 
RMGC currently has about 200 employees, out of which 90% live in Roşia Montană, Abrud, 
Câmpeni and Bucium. RMGC developed training programs to support the local communities 
neighboring the area of Rosia Montana Project (RMP) in qualifying for various jobs and skills, for 
the construction phase, as well as for the operations phase. 
 
Over 5000 people signed up for training classes so far, and over 2500 people already graduated 
these courses or are involved in professional skills development process, mainly in the field of 
constructions, wood processing or services, such as: security, sales, tourism, social assistance, 
transport, utilities, environment monitoring, etc. 
 
Unfortunately, due to the obstacles this Project encountered, the company had to stop some 
programs (including this training program) and even to undergo retrenchments in order to reduce 
the costs and, in the same time, to maintain the capital needed to continue the development of 
the Project. The Company will resume these training courses as soon as the situation will allow 
it. 
 
If the necessary skills are not available on local market, the employment will extend to an area of 
up to 100km radius the RMP, with first choice being given to the people from Alba county. Our 
preliminary assessment makes us believe that the majority of jobs for the construction and 
operations phase will be sourced from the local labour market. 
 
In addition to the direct and indirect benefits, Rosia Montana Project, being the major investment, 
will improve the economic environment of the area which, at its turn, will encourage and promote 
the development of economic activities which are not related to mining. It is expected that this 
qualitative increase of investment and economic environment to develop along with the RMP, 
even though the area of activities directly related to mining operation is well exceeded. The 
diversification of economic development is an important benefit of the investments generated to 
build RMP. 
 
In order to fulfill its commitments, RMGC acknowledges that it must work with the community, 
authorities and civil society in what regards the issues directly related to the development of the 
area.  
 
This approach enables the community to hold, orientate and control all issues of relevant 
development, in an integrated manner and through the participation of all stakeholders. 
 
Roşia Montană Gold Corporation (RMGC) agrees that, in order to fulfill its commitments related 
to the sustainable development process, must cover those three pillars of sustainable 
development process: social, economic and environment. These elements are presented below 
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as 5 interdependent fields, which form the core of sustainable development.   
 
 
Five key components of the sustainable development  
 
Financial capital 
Includes: the impact on economic development, fiscal administration, taxes and fees, given by:    

• An average of 2337 jobs during the construction phase, for 2 years; most jobs will be 
recruited from the local labour market; 

• 881 jobs during the operations phase, for 16 years; most jobs will be recruited from 
the local labour market; 

• 270 jobs during closure phase, for 5-7 years; most jobs will be recruited from the 
local labour market; 

• approximately  6560 jobs indirect generated during the construction phase at local 
and regional level; 

• approximately 5246 jobs indirect generated during the operations phase at local and 
regional level; 

• approximately 1811 jobs indirect generated during the closure phase at local and 
regional level;  

• USD 1.75 billion, representing: the share of the Government from the profit, taxes on 
profit, royalties and other taxes and fees imposed by the local, regional and national 
authorities from Romania; 

• USD 2.42 billion, representing the value of the goods and services purchased from 
Romania.  

 
In order to vary and develop the economic opportunities granted by RMP, RMGC also works with 
the local stakeholders for starting its own business activities:  

• set up a micro-credit institution in the area, which enables easy and reasonable 
access to financing; 

• set up a business centre for providing support, training (entrepreneurial, business 
plans, administrative and fiscal management etc), legal, financial and administrative 
advice, in order to promote the development of the business environment at local 
and regional level. This is necessary for the supply of goods and services required 
by RMP, as well as for encouraging the business spirit of the locals, as part of the 
preparation process for the needs of sustainable development after the completion 
of RMP. 

 
Material capital 
Infrastructure – including the buildings, the supply with power, water and waste management: 

• the increase of income for governmental agencies, up to USD 1.75 billion for over 20 
years (phase of construction-production-closure) will represent additional funds 
which the authorities may allot for improving the infrastructure from community; 

• Also, RMGC will build the new town, Piatra Alba and Recea residential area in Alba 
Iulia for the resettlement of the population. Piatra Albă will include a new civic centre, 
trade and residential areas. Upon the completion of RMP, these will be transferred 
over to the local authorities. The Action Plan for Resettlement and Relocation 
(RRAP) contains all the details regarding these initiatives.  

 
Human capital 
Includes: health and education: 

• build a medical unit and a private clinic at Piatra Albă, accessible for the entire 
community, through the health insurances;   

• upgrade one wing of the hospital from Abrud, accessible for the entire community 
through the national system of health insurances;  

• improve the emergency medical system in the region;  
• build a new school, a civic and residential centre at Piatra Albă; 
• campaigns for health awareness (in partnership with local authorities and NGOs) in 

relation to: reproduction health, nutrition and life style, etc.  
• partnership with education organizations and NGOs regarding the improvement of 

the education units from the region and access to these; i.e.: the NGOs and the local 
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authorities worked together for setting up an educational partnership with the 
headquarters at CERT (the Centre of Resources for Youth, Apusei - 
www.certapuseni.ro). 

 
Social capital 
Includes: professional training, strengthen the relations within the community, the social networks 
and the capacity of the institutions to support them and preserve the cultural heritage: 

• efforts for the development and promotion of the cultural heritage from Roşia 
Montană, both for locals and for tourism purposes – RMGC is partner in the 
Partnership for  Roşia Montană cultural heritage (info@rmchp.ro); 

• opportunities for the education of the adults and improvement of their skills, through 
training programs, funds and scholarships, which have the role to increase the 
employment chances, both direct, with RMGC, as well as indirect – RMGC is partner 
in the Roşia Montană Program for skills and trades training; 

• support programs for vulnerable people and groups, and strengthening of the social 
network, especially in Roşia Montană – RMGC is partner of Roşia Montană Good 
Neighbor Program which is coordinated by ProRoşia local (info@rmgnp.ro); 

• RMGC supports the partnership coordinated by NGOs which work with the youth 
from the area, for improving and increasing the potential of the community 
(www.certapuseni.ro). 

 
Natural capital 
Includes: landscape, biodiversity, water quality, ecosystems: 

• the measures must be included in the management plans of RMP and the Standard 
Operational Procedures (SOP) for the prevention and management of emergency 
situations; the implementation of these measures will lead to diminishing of the 
impact on the environment and improvement of the environment conditions, as 
provided in the EIA; 

• the improvement of the environment conditions will increase the life quality in Rosia 
Montana; 

• training and support for integrating the aspects related to the quality of environment 
in the business plans; 

• awareness campaigns regarding the protection measures for the environment within 
business activities;  

• set certain environment standards once the loans though micro-financing are 
granted, including the monitoring of the environment protection measures; 

• Business Code of Conduct which impose on the suppliers of RMP the compliance 
with RMGC standards regarding the environment protection measures. 

 
The properties acquisition process is developed in accordance with the national legislation and 
the ownership right; in addition, the decision to sell the property and start a new life in a new 
home (sometimes, a new place) is a difficult decision. Therefore, RMGC approached this matter 
with full responsibility, providing enough time for reviewing all the options and taking this decision 
knowing all the details. The families affected by this process received support before and after 
the sale of the property from the project’s area. The acquisition of 794 households was carried 
out on the grounds of the free-will principle, for both the seller and purchaser. When RMGC will 
resume the acquisition of the properties, same principles will be followed so it grants an equal 
opportunity to all owners. 
 
Also, we would like to have a permanent dialogue with all the families in the area where the 
project is proposed to be developed, to inform and consult these families in relation to all the 
options and benefits, and to find out about their concerns. 
 
The method selected for establishing the value of the properties in Roşia Montană is compliant 
with the recommendations of the World Bank and is based on the “replacing value” within the 
same conditions. For this purpose, the replacing value was established on the grounds of real 
estate market assessment from 14 towns on a radius of 250km around Roşia Montană 
communa, and calculating an average of the observed replacing costs. Cluj town, even though 
located within the assessed radius, comes first on the list of places taken into consideration. If it 
is expected that the replacing value be reported to the real estate market from Cluj, then 
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establishing an average would not make any sense. Following the same logic, it wouldn’t be fair 
and correct that the replacing value to be set in accordance with the prices recorded by a top 
place in the region – and that is Zlatna. It was considered that the fairest method to establish the 
“replacing value” is to calculate an average of the prices recorded by those 14 real estate 
markets. The current prices for various types of house and land were established giving 
consideration to the level of prices in Alba Iulia town. The prices were reviewed in the past 6 
months, twice, in accordance with the results of the assessment mentioned above. 
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Item no. 36  

Stakeholder 
name Cataniciu Ioana Bogdan 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

The project didn't observe the provisions of the law 5/2000, annex 3 which say that the roman 
galleries of the gold mines, Roşia Montană town are values of cultural heritage of national 
interest (historical monuments of exceptional national value) and can't be destroyed in the virtue 
of some short term gains. The irrevocable and definitive annulment of the archaeological 
discharge endorsements for carnic has confirmed the regime of exceptional protection. 

Answer 

We mention from the beginning that not the entire area of Rosia Montana is declared “patrimony 
of exceptional national importance” as, in an erroneous manner, was claimed by the participant 
to the public debates.  
 
In this regard, Law 5/2000 includes the following protected patrimony values: Piatra Despicata 
and Piatra Corbului (monument of the nature - Annex 1, items no. 2.8 and 2.83), as well as Roşia 
Montană Historical Centre (historical monuments – Annex 3, item g)3), the Roman galleries of 
the mines (Annex 3, item l)1) and houses from   XVIII – XIX centuries (Annex 3 item m)2). At its 
turn, the List of Historical Monuments published in the Official Gazette no. 646 bis, of July 16th, 
2004, includes the following areas of archaeological vestiges -  Alburnus Maior archaeological 
site – Rosia Montana, with its components: the Roman settlement from Alburnus Maior, Orlea 
Area; Roman mine from Alburnus Maior; Orlea Massif; Roman vestiges from Alburnus Maior, 
Carpeni Area; Roman funerary precincts from “Hop-Găuri” area; “Cătălina Monuleşti” mine from 
the protected zone of the historical centre of the village; Roman mines from Cirnic Massif, the 
spot of “Piatra Corbului”. The List of Historical Monuments includes the Historical Centre of Roşia 
Montană, with the following details related to its location: „The fair of the village”, the Square, 
Berg neighborhood, Brazilor St., and the area upstream from the Square, towards the lakes. 
 
In relation to Orlea Massif, we mention that, according to the List of Historical Monuments, 
published in the Official Gazette issue no. 646 bis, of July 16th 2007, the future industrial 
development zone from Orlea Massif includes two archaeological sites classified as historical 
monuments, namely – the Roman settlement from Alburnus Maior, Orlea area (code LMI AB-I-m-
A-00065.01) and the Roman mine from Alburnus Maior, Orlea area (AB-I-m-A-00065.02). The 
surface preventive archaeological works for Orlea area, corroborated with the mining 
archaeological research from Orlea – Ţarina section (underground) are forecasted to take place 
in future, as disclosed through the EIA Report, chapter „Baseline conditions of the cultural 
heritage”, vol. 16, p. 43 and to complete in 2012, and the plan of developing the pit in Orlea 
Massif can happen only after conducting these works. In this regard, RMGC committed to 
finance a program of preventive archaeological research developed by qualified specialists, so it 
could then decide if to apply or not the procedure for archaeological discharge.  
 
In accordance with the provisions of the Law 422/2001 regarding the historical monuments, it is 
possible to apply the declassification procedure within the context of archaeological discharge for 
archaeological sites, on the grounds of endorsement issued by the National Commission of 
Archaeology (Ministry of Culture, Cults and National Patrimony). By law, the archaeological 
discharge is a procedure which confirms the fact that a block of land where archaeological 
patrimony was identified may be used for current human activities (GO 43/2000, Art. 5, 
paragraph (2)). Thus, the construction activities involved by the development of the Project within 
Orlea area, will not be initiated before the archaeological research is complete; this must be 
carried out in accordance with the national legal provisions and international recommendations 
and practices. RMGC plans to mine the gold-silver ore from Orlea Massif in the second phase of 
the Project’s development.  
 
Finally, the archaeological discharge from Orlea Massif and the admittance of the urbanism plan, 
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as well as the relevant documentation are two separate legal requirements, which don’t impose 
conditions to one another and which the Company assumed as such and plans to compile in 
accordance with the legal provisions. 
 
In relation to the way the community protection is understood, the principle of RMGC is not that 
of offering economic benefits (jobs, high life living standards etc) and asking the community to 
give up on its cultural values.  The Company doesn’t believe that the economic development 
should be counter-posed to spirituality and traditional values. From this perspective, RMGC 
appreciates the initiative of Romania President to set up the Presidential Commission for Built 
Patrimony, Historical and Natural Sites. In relation to the findings of the report issued by this 
commission and disclosed in September 16th 2008, these have a preliminary character – fact 
underlined also by the participant to the public debates – and, based on the conclusions, the 
commission is going to issue, in future, a medium and long term strategy regarding the ways of 
protecting and promoting the cultural heritage of all country.   
 
Otherwise, as you already know, RMCG allotted over 10 million USD for research and rescue of 
the patrimony value from the area, involvement of independent experts and the implementation 
of the highest standards for the process of research, inventory and rescue of the cultural 
heritage. Moreover, during the issuance of the EIA documentation for Rosia Montana Project, the 
independent experts’ team issued a strategic document regarding the management of the 
archaeological and historical patrimony of Roşia Montană area (SIM – RM: Cultural heritage 
management plan, 2006), which includes details about the commitments and strategy of RMGC 
concerning the protection and preservation of this area’s patrimony, so that RMP can be 
implemented while protecting and respecting the cultural heritage of RM. 
 
In addition to the obligations assumed by RMGC though the management plans in relation to the 
protection and preservation of the patrimony values of RM area, there are several other 
obligations for both the local public authorities of Roşia Montană and Alba county, and central 
public authorities, namely the Romanian State; these obligations concern the protection and 
preservation of the archaeological vestiges and historical monuments. In this context, RMGC 
announces its availability which is already proved, for having a constructive dialog – based on 
facts and real initiatives – with any competent institution or body, interested in the sustainable 
development of the cultural patrimony of Rosia Montana. 
 
In relation to Carnic area, we mention that all the archaeological preventive researches 
developed in Roşia Montană, between 2000 and 2006, were carried out within a complex 
research program „Alburnus Maior National Research Program”; the preventive archaeology 
digging permits were issued in accordance with the legal provisions. The archaeological 
researches were coordinated, from scientific stand point, by Romania National Museum of 
History, involving 21 Romanian and 3 foreign expert institutions. All researches were conducted 
in accordance with the legal provisions in force; RMGC provided, according to the law, the 
financial resources needed for the assessment and study of the archaeological vestiges. In 
relation to the anullment of the Archaeological discharge certificate no. 4/2004 for Carnic area – 
underground, RMGC will apply for the issuance of a new archaeological discharge certificate in 
due time; the application will be submitted on grounds of a new documentation which will  take 
into consideration and fix all the gaps identified by the Court as reasons for the anullment of the 
Certificate 4/2004. This fact doesn’t hinder the discussion and approval of the PUZ industrial 
zone; the two matters (the approval of the urbanism documentation and archaeological 
discharge) follow separate legal requirements and they don’t impose conditions one to another. 
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Item no. 37  

Stakeholder 
name Cataniciu Ioana Bogdan 

Stakeholder 
address  

Question/ 
Comment 

It is invoked a false motive that the company brings prosperity to the depleted mining population 
after the closure of the gold mine of ceausescu. The company used all the means to convince 
the retrenched miners that it only can ensure them the "future" - actually, the future lasts for two 
decades; the alternative to the project is the development of cultural and rural tourism in an area 
with many and diverse natural monuments, with unique archaeological monuments in europe, 
with a traditional civilization of special quality and vigor within the romanian territory and by far, 
the world territory! 

Answer 

Roşia Montană (the ancient Alburnus Maior) is not the only ancient settlement within Romanian 
territory whose existence is connected with the ancient mining operations.  
 
There are traces of about 47 sites having relatively similar characteristics, situated in the 
Transylvania and Banat regions, among which 14 (such as Ruda-Brad, Stănija, Bucium – the 
area of Vulcoi Corabia, those from Băiţa – Fizeş, and those from the area of Certej –Săcărâmb, 
those from Baia de Criş, as well as those from Haneş – Almaşul Mare) have already provided 
precise data of an archaeological potential that is to some extent similar to the one of Alburnus 
Maior; including evidence related to gold mining operations, settlement areas and associated 
infrastructure elements. While some of the sites have been impacted by recent developments 
during the last 200 years, others include promising clues to encourage the future development of 
archaeological research.  
 
80-90 percents of these sites have not been investigated in detail. 
 
It is true that tourism may be a potential source of revenue and sustainable development for 
Roşia Montană and the region.  There is, however, a vast difference between proposing tourism 
as an alternative or substitute for a major industrial project – and the development of tourism 
over time supported by the infrastructure investments driven by a large industrial project. 
 
The former – for Roşia Montană, “tourism with no mine” – is not viable on its own, and certainly 
not in comparison to a plan to develop tourism over time with the help of infrastructure 
investment. 
  
A detailed analysis of the potential for alternate businesses to develop in absence of the project 
is not normally undertaken under European Union (EU) regulations or International guidelines. If 
the project is not developed it should not have any effect on alternate businesses. 
 
The presence of the Roşia Montană Project (RMP) as a major investment will improve the area’s 
economic climate, encouraging and promoting the development of non-mining activities. It is 
expected that the improved investment climate, combined with a functioning market economy, 
will result in the identification of new business opportunities that can develop concurrent with the 
RMP. 
 
What new businesses develop will depend on market demand, the viability and feasibility of the 
business relative to the market, and the initiative of people in the community to develop those 
businesses. During the life of the mine, Roşia Montană Gold Corporation (RMGC) is committed 
through is Community Sustainable Development Plans to a proactive campaign to create an 
enabling business environment promoting local sustainable development. Elements of this 
include: availability of affordable micro-financing, business incubator providing business advice, 
training & skills enhancement and education opportunities. The goal is to have established, well 
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before mine closure, a robust economy not dependent on the mine and able to continue following 
mine closure. 
 
The extensive preventive archaeology investigations undertaken in Roşia Montană in the last 8 
years have led experts to conclude that the uncovered archaeological remains do not display 
spectacular constructive attributes but, rather they adapt to the natural environment and suggest 
a series of elements that serve to create a general picture of the way the area looked in antiquity: 
with necropolises located on slopes or on plateaus facing the valleys, habitation areas and 
sacred areas located on heights and probably connected to the mining and primary ore 
processing areas. Note that representative elements of the archaeological heritage components 
of the area have been identified, and in situ preservation has been designed for them as well as 
inclusion in a future cultural tourism circuit.  
 
We truly believe that the development of the Roşia Montană area as a tourism destination can 
work in parallel with the mining project proposed by RMGC. In fact, a major part of the potential 
tourist resources are direct products of the Alburnus Maior National Research Program, which is 
financed by RMGC, in compliance with its legal obligations. Some of these include: 
 
1. Movable and immovable archaeological heritage assets 
 
The Mining Museum which is proposed for Roşia Montană might well be built during the 
development of mining activities. This museum would include artifacts uncovered during 
archaeological excavations, items currently exhibited in the existing Mining Museum, as well as 
replicas of the galleries. Other plans include the development for public access of some of the 
galleries that have survived (i.e. Cătălina Monuleşti gallery where a wooden hydraulic system 
dating back to Roman times was found, as well as the ancient open-cast mine from the Văidoaia 
area). Specific projects planned for the development of this museum are presented in the EIA 
report. For further details, please see the EIA Study volume 32, chapter 4.3, pages 73-82. 
 
2. Buildings classified as historical monuments, the Protected Area Historical Centre of 

Roşia Montană and features of landscape within the lakes area  
 
As stated before in the Environmental Impact Assessment Study, if the Roşia Montană Mining 
Project is approved, all buildings that are classified as historical monuments in Roşia Montană 
and are the property of RMGC, will go through a complex restoration and rehabilitation program. 
Should there be any historic monument buildings that are owned by various institutions or 
individual persons, with their consent, RMGC will finance their restoration, in full compliance with 
the standards issued by the Ministry of Culture and Religious Affairs. For further details, please 
see the Environmental Impact Assessment Study – volume 33, chapter 3.2, pages 67-97.  
 
The company does not plan to turn this entire area into a museum; this part of Roşia Montană 
will continue to be inhabited by local people, and in the case of the houses acquired by RMGC, 
by the company’s staff who will work on the project. New job opportunities and tourism-related 
small businesses are proposed in the area. Similarly, parts of the landscape around the historical 
centre of Roşia Montană can be included in a tourist circuit while other areas must remain 
inaccessible until mining activities in the area are completed. 
 
3. Industrial heritage assets located within the former mining operation and assets located 

within the mining operation planned by RMGC 
 
Similar examples set by other mines around the world, such as - the Kennecott copper mine 
(Salt Lake City, Utah, USA); the Pemali tin mine in Indonesia; the Honister slate mine (Great 
Britain); the Martha mine (New Zealand) prove that tourist activities can be developed in close 
connection with works carried out as part of a large scale mining project.  
 
Many local communities living in former mining areas have focused on developing their tourist 
potential – often by setting up and managing Foundations – this process being supported by 
European level initiatives - such as the European Mining Heritage Initiative (MINTOUR), 
European Route of Industrial Heritage (ERIH), European Network of Mining Regions (ENRM). 
 
Some of the most relevant examples of former mining areas transformed into tourist attractions 
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include: the Mining Park of Rio Tinto in Huelva, Spain (based on a former large scale copper 
mining operation); the Cap'Découverte Tourist Park from the Midi-Pyrénées region in France 
(based on a large scale coal mining operation); the Big Pit- National Coal Museum (Blaenafon, 
Torfaen, Wales, Great Britain); the Mining Museums in Příbram, Hradek - Kutna Hora, Okd 
Landez, Ostrava (the Czech Republic); the series of Mining Museums with underground tours in 
Predil, Velenje, Idrija, Mežica etc. (Slovenia); the series of Mining Museums with underground 
tours in Kupferberg, Goldkronach, Kali - Holungen/Schacht, Bad Ems, Frankenwald (Germany). 
These are only some of the many museums across Europe dealing with mining and the history of 
mining. Many similar museums also exist in the United States of America, Canada and Australia. 
RMGC has commissioned independent experts to prepare a tourism strategy for Roşia Montană 
in order to assess how such a process can be started.  
 
4. Elements of Intangible Heritage – traditions and customs etc. 
 
A number of traditions practiced in the past by the local mining community have been preserved 
in Roşia Montană. These local traditions - many of them passed on orally from one generation to 
another - represent a substantial part of Roşia Montană’s intangible cultural heritage. The oral 
history archive created between 2002 and 2003 includes over 100 hours of digitally recorded 
interviews. To date, this is the only archive of this type that includes references to the industrial 
heritage and the traditions of a mining community existing for a long time in Transylvania. The 
festivals and ceremonies from Roşia Montană are to a certain extent different from those 
practiced in other rural areas in Transylvania. An explanation of this fact can be found in the 
ethnic and religious diversity existing in Roşia Montană, as different populations settled here, 
lured by gold reserves. All these cultural resources, coupled with a substantial collection of 
archive images, constitute a significant potential that may be developed in the proposed Mining 
Museum from Roşia Montană. The volume called “Roşia Montană. Ethnological Study 2001” 
represents a synthesis of all the studies and researches conducted at Roşia Montană. This 
volume coordinated by Paula Popoiu, Ph.D. was published in 2004, as part of the “Alburnus 
Maior” National Research Program.  
 
All these elements can be developed, to some extent, in parallel with the mining project. In order 
to make this possible, separate access roads will be developed, different from the industrial 
roads, so that tourists would not enter the exploitation areas. Some of the potential tourism 
elements might not be fully developed until some of the mining activities phase out or stop 
completely. Nonetheless, these elements will serve, amongst others, as a starting point for a 
sustainable economic development.  
 
All commitments that were publicly assumed by RMGC regarding the company’s contribution to 
the development of the tourism potential in the area based on the local heritage values are 
described in detail within the Environmental Impact Assessment Study, vol. 33, Cultural Heritage 
Management Plan. 
 
In response to the proposal made by those who consider that the whole site should be 
developed as a tourism circuit, RMGC has commissioned the respected British company Gifford 
to estimate the costs necessary to develop the Cârnic galleries into a museum. The document 
prepared by Gifford in co-operation with the British companies Geo-Design and Forkers Ltd. is 
available in the annex called „Cost estimate for the development of the historic mining networks 
from Cârnic massif”. As estimated by the British experts, the amount required for the 
development would exceed 150 million euros, plus maintenance costs of more than 1 million 
euros per year. As these costs are prohibitive, other options need to be considered for museum 
development, that would be economically feasible. 
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