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Translated by: Fodor Gheorghe

To,
RMGC

A common citizen together with more colleagues and friends from Campeni town, the Capital of
“Ţara Moţilor”, oppose to the gold mine development by Gold Corporation. There are multiple
reasons: pollution, work places for the townspeople from Campeni, etc.

Date: 26.07.2006

Signature

Badau Ion
Campeni, A1B Libertăţii Street
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Răspuns la contestaţia Nr. 3041 (Badau Ion)
În contestaţie se afirmă că proiectul Roşia Montană (RMP) va produce poluare în zonă, şi
că nu există suficiente oportunităţi privind locurile de muncă pentru locuitorii din
Câmpeni.
Rosia Montana Gold Corporation (RMGC) a analizat toate aceste probleme in momentul în care
a fost elaborat Raportul detaliat la Studiul de Impact asupra Mediului (EIM) pentru proiectul
Roşia Montană. Răspunsurile noastre la Contestaţia 3041 sunt prezentate mai jos:
În contestaţie se afirmă că proiectul RMGC va produce poluarea zonei.
Proiectul RMGC va include cele mai bune practici miniere de talie mondială – toate fiind în
deplină concordanţă cu legislaţia romană şi directiva UE – şi în acelaşi timp se efectuează şi
reabilitarea mediului deteriorat în urma activităţilor miniere istorice şi a utilizării metodelor de
exploatare neadecvate din trecut.
În mod evident, Roşia Montană a suferit un impact negativ în urma practicilor miniere utilizate în
trecut. Acest lucru este clar demonstrat de studiile condiţiilor iniţiale care au fost şi ele incluse în
raportul Studiului de Impact asupra Mediului (EIM).
Proiectul Roşia Montană , aşa cum este propus în EIM, va duce la diminuarea poluării în zona
Roşia Montană datorită utilizării celor mai bune tehnici disponibile (BAT). Proiectul se va
conforma în totalitate legislaţiei române şi europene precum şi celor mai bune practici
internaţionale. EIM prezintă în detaliu şi procedurile pentru închiderea exploatării precum şi
reabilitarea mediului ce reprezintă o componentă semnificativă.
În contestaţie se afirmă că nu exista suficiente oportunitaţi privind locurile de muncă
pentru oamenii din Câmpeni.
RMGC are în prezent 500 de angajaţi din care 80% trăiesc în Roşia Montană, Abrud, şi
Câmpeni. RMP va oferi în medie, locuri de muncă pentru 1200 persoane în perioada de doi ani
de construcţie. Se speră că majoritatea acestor posturi vor fi ocupate de localnici. Pe durata
celor 16 ani de funcţionare ai RMP va fi nevoie de un număr de 634 angajaţi incluzând aici şi
personalul contractual de pază, transport şi curăţenie. Se preconizează că majoritatea acestor
locuri de muncă vor fi ocupate de localnici. RMGC a încheiat deja un protocol cu autorităţile
locale pentru a da asigurări că localnicii din comunitate vor avea întâietate la angajare. Toate
acestea subliniază oportunitaţile semnificative care se creeaza pentru oamenii din Câmpeni şi
din regiune.
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Answer to Contestation No. 3041 (Badau Ion)
The contestation states that the Roşia Montană Project (RMP) will result in pollution in the
area and that there are not enough job opportunities for the people of Câmpeni.
Roşia Montană Gold Corporation (RMGC) has fully taken these issues into consideration in the
development of the comprehensive, detailed Environmental Impact Assessment Study Report
(EIA) for the Roşia Montană project. Our specific responses to Contestation No. 3041 are as
follows:
The contestation states that the RMGC project will generate pollution in the area.
RMGC’s project will incorporate world-class mining best practices – all of which meet every
Romanian law and EU directive – while at the same time rehabilitating the evironmental damage
caused by centuries of hazardous mining techniques.
Clearly, Roşia Montană has been negatively impacted by pollution from past poor mining
practices. This is clearly demonstrated by the baseline conditions studies which are included in
the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) report.
The Roşia Montană Project, as proposed in the EIA, will lead to the mitigation of pollution from
the area of Roşia Montană, because of the use of best available techniques (BAT). The project
will fully comply with all Romanian and European law and with international best practices. The
EIA also details the procedures for closing the mine, which include significant environmental
rehabilitation.
The contestation states that there are not enough job opportunities for the people of
Câmpeni.
RMGC currently employs almost 500 people, of whom more than 80 % live in Roşia Montană,
Abrud, and Câmpeni. The RMP will employ an average of 1,200 people during the two-year
construction period. It is hoped that the majority of these positions will be sourced locally. During
its 16 years of operations the RMP will require 634 employees, which includes contract
employment for security, transportation, and cleaning . It is hoped that most of these jobs will be
sourced locally. RMGC has already established a protocol with the local authorities to ensure
that residents of the local community have first preference for these jobs. All this underscores
the significant opportunities for the people of Câmpeni and the entire region.
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The Ecological, Civic, Sport& Tourism Association “Napoca Cycle-Touring Club”(CCN)

To: the Ministry of Environment and Waters Management (MEWM)
For the information of : Roşia Montană Gold Corporation
Independent team EIA RMP
Subject:Roşia Montană Mining Project/comments on EIA
CCN’s general comments on the Environmental Impact Assessment Study ( a small
selection)

1.

2.

2.1

2.2

The Ecological, Civic, Sport& Tourism Association “Napoca Cycle-Touring Club”(CCN) is in
favour of a healthy life in a healthy environment resulting in the sustainable development of
society. In this respect, it promotes, among other things, the environment protection and
ecotourism and opposes, as a general rule, large-scale open pit mining exploitations and
other large-scale projects and activities whose nature, scale, location or implementation
method has a definite or potential strong negative impact on landscape and environment
and/or which are not justified by any major and urgent public interest issue for which there is
no alternative.
From the very beginning we have been against the project and we continue to do so. We
oppose the Roşia Montană mining project (RMP) proposed by Roşia Montană Gold
Corporation SA (RMGC), both in its initial form and in its modified, cosmeticized form as it
shows from the project presentation report submitted in 2004 and the Report on the
Environmental Impact Study (EIA) submitted to the Ministry of Environment and Waters
Management in the spring of 2006 in order to obtain the integrated environmental permit.
We believe that the RMP would have been unacceptable and inappropriate, even in the
absence of the numerous instances of illegal and abusive action that have been signaled in
the manner in which the project was initiated, promoted and prepared, in the manner in
which the permits have been obtained, as well as in the way local communities, decisionmaking factors and public opinion have been influenced by management people from the
companies involved or by some public authorities and other structures. We have time and
again protested against such actions which will hopefully be at least partially punished in
accordance with the existing legal procedures.
We believe that the so called public debate announced to take place at the Students’ Cultural
House in Cluj-Napoca on August the 7th, at 4.00 p.m., as well as the entire process of public
consultation on the RMP, whose programme and manner of organization have been
approved by MEWM, is inappropriate and unacceptable. As a consequence, the public
interested in the project, environmental NGOs included, have not been offered a real chance
to get the necessary information and to be able to effectively take part in the debate on
different core issues and procedure aspects related to definite or potential environmental
impacts. We believe that many important aspects concerning the Cluj-Napoca debate, as
well as the debate process in general are inappropriate. In this respect, we would like to offer
some examples:
The total time allotted to studying the documentation before public consultation
(A couple of weeks only for a documentation of more than 3500 pages are totally insufficient,
even for those interested people who are highly skilled and trained on such subjects and who
would allot nearly all their free time to studying the EIA. Given the fact that the majority of the
people interested are not able to do that and that they need time to clear up possible
questions, buy specialised technical books, draft and document possible objections etc,
several months would have been necessary, more than the outrageously short period of time
allotted.
The month of the year (july-august, when most of the people interested in the project are on
holiday);
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2.3

The time chosen for the debate (16.30, when most of the people interested are still at
work, at least in Cluj-Napoca, where working hours for economic operators are usually
between 09.00-17.00 or 10.00-18.00 , not taking into consideration the extra hours);
2.4 The extent of time covered by the debate ( several hours are not enough for such a large
number of people to engage in an effective, well-reasoned debate with pros and cons, on a
3500 pages-long document; on the other hand the debate cannot go on for the whole night…
Several hours are merely enough to carry out the first stage, that of the public hearingswhich is different from a public debate-or a debate on certain aspects identified as
controversial in one of the previous stages, with pros and cons clearly set out from the
beginning…);
2.5 The impartiality of the organizers of the debate
( The debate/ public hearings should have normally been organized and moderated and the
participants’comments and criticism should have been assessed by an impartial
organization, and not by the beneficiary-in this case RMGC-or by the body in charge of the
project’s approval–in this case MEWM and the subordinate environment authorities).
2.6 Procedures and stages
The public should have normally been allowed to participate in the scoping stage also, while
the actual assessment stage should have had its public consultation stage divided in several
substages. First of all, the public should have been offered the necessary information, then
observations and questions should have been collected at meetings and/or public hearings.
The EIA team and the beneficiary should have been asked for answers and extra
information. The criticism and comments made in response should have been orderly
submitted for public consultation and the pros and cons carefully weighed up; only then
should the actual debates have been organized, taking into account the main controversial
issues, so as to allow for an objective, concrete debate in the real sense of the word and not
just for a mere presentation followed by public hearings).
3. We believe that the EIA has been carried out in an inappropriate manner, some essential
elements are absent while others are presented in an incomplete or inappropriate manner
and/or are based on uncertain information or information whose quantity and quality is
questionable. Also, some aspects are based on incorrect conclusions or conclusions whose
validity is uncertain, doubtful or even unreal, taking into the account the data and the
arguments they are based on; others cannot be assessed objectively as arguments and
reasoning are not clearly demonstrated. Many conclusions are strained and various elements
have been taken out of context so that, while correct in essence, they create a distorted
image, due to the way they are used and corroborated, serving as apparently valid
arguments for false conclusions.
4. We would like to add that a punctual, concrete analysis of some of the many volumes of EIA
RMP ( totalizing 3500 pages) will be completed and submitted in writing to the MEMW in the
next two weeks. The document will offer examples that will be enough to illustrate the
conclusions made at point 3 regarding the inappropriate character of the EIA in the present
form. Criticism would not be complete as:
4.1 There is no need for such a thing (one does not need to eat the entire egg in order to realise
the egg has gone off; if one part of the egg has gone bad one does need all parts to be bad
in order to get rid of the egg);
4.2 It is not our job to work for free and do what the paid specialists from the EIA team did not do
and what the MEWM specialists will do-namely a series of corrections and additions, in other
words thorough critical remarks on the EIA submitted by RMGC.
4.3 Some arguments will be kept for future use in the courtrooms, as we would be forced to start
legal action against MEWM in the event that it would nonetheless grant the environmental
permit for the Roşia Montană Project.
5
We therefore ask MEWM :
5.1 To refuse the granting of the environmental project for RMP in the current stage and to reject
the present EIA as being inappropriate, and to ask for its amendment and correction, taking
into account, among other things, the observations, proposals and criticism that have been or
will be made by environmental NGOs and interested bodies.
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5.2

That their final decision be one of refusal to grant the environmental permit as Roşia
Montană Project is unacceptable and incompatible with sustainable development principles
and with the EU and Romanian environment protection legislation. The nature of the project
is such that it cannot be altered through clarification and careful study of the EIA or through
technological amendments or other alterations made to this large-scale open pit mining
project, located in a mountainous area with definite ecological, landscape, touristic, historical
and cultural value.
More detailed information and arguments will be offered orally during the debate and later on in
writing, as it was mentioned above.
Executive Manager
Dr. Radu Mititean
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Răspuns la Contestaţia nr. 3043 (Dr. Radu Mititean, Asociaţia Turistică, Sportivă
Civică şi Ecologică Clubul de Cicloturism Napoca (CCN))
RMGC a luat în considerare aceste aspecte în procesul de elaborare a Studiului de Evaluare a
Impactului asupra Mediului pentru proiectul Roşia Montană. ul nostru la Contestaţia nr. 3043
este următorul:
În contestaţie se afirmă că Studiul EIM nu a fost pus la dispoziţia publicului. Publicul nu a
avut acces la informaţiile necesare pentru a putea face comentarii pe marginea EIM şi
pentru a participa la proces.
Studiul EIM a fost pus la dispoziţie oricui a dorit să îl consulte, în diverse moduri.
Consultarea şi informarea publicului în cadrul procedurii de evaluare a impactului asupra
mediului, inclusiv punerea la dispoziţia publicului a documentaţiei pentru consultarea Raportului
EIM s-a făcut cu respectarea prevederilor (i) art. 11 (2), art. 12 şi art. 15 din Hotărârea
Guvernului nr. 918/2002 privind stabilirea procedurii-cadru de evaluare a impactului asupra
mediului şi pentru aprobarea listei proiectelor publice sau private supuse acestei proceduri (“HG
nr. 918/2002”) [1], (ii) capitolul III privind informarea şi participarea publicului la procedura de
evaluare a impactului asupra mediului din Ordinul Ministrului Mediului şi Gospodăririi Apelor nr.
860/2002 privind aprobarea procedurii de evaluare a impactului asupra mediului şi de emitere a
acordului de mediu (”Ordinul nr. 860/2002”), precum şi a principiilor stabilite in cuprinsul
Convenţiei de la Aarhus privind accesul la informaţie, participarea publicului la luarea deciziei şi
accesul la justiţie în probleme de mediu[2], dar şi a prevederilor Directivei 85/337/EEC privind
evaluarea impactului asupra mediului a proiectelor publice şi private.
Documentaţia la care faceţi referire a fost disponibilă în următoarele locaţii:
- Raportul EIM sub formă tipărită s-a aflat disponibil în 48 de locaţii, reprezentând sedii de
primării, agenţii de protecţie a mediului, biblioteci, ministere, centre de informare ale
Proiectului Roşia Montană, după cum urmează: Primăria Zlatna, Agenţia pentru Protecţia
Mediului Deva, Agenţia pentru Protecţia Mediului Arad, Primăria Arad, Biblioteca
Universitară Petroşani, Primăria Turda, Primăria Abrud, Centrul de Informare Abrud,
Primăria Câmpeni, Primăria Lupşa, Centrul de Informare Roşia Montană, Centrul de
Informare Bucium, Primăria Bucium, Primăria Deva, Biblioteca Judeţeană Deva, Primăria
Brad, Primăria Roşia Montană, Primăria Bistra, Primăria Baia de Arieş, Primăria Alba
Iulia, Agenţia pentru Protecţia Mediului Alba Iulia, Prefectura Judeţului Alba, Consiliul
Judeţean Alba, Biblioteca Universităţii 1 Decembrie 1918 Alba Iulia, Biblioteca
Universităţii de Nord Baia Mare, Biblioteca Academiei Române, Biblioteca Judeţeană
Petre Dulfu Baia Mare, Biblioteca Universitară Lucian Blaga Sibiu, Centrul de Informare
Alba Iulia, Agenţia Locală pentru Protecţia Mediului Cluj, Agenţia Regională pentru
Protecţia Mediului Cluj, Primăria Cluj, Biblioteca Universităţii Tehnice din Cluj, Biblioteca
Judeţeană Arad, Prefectura Judeţului Cluj, Biblioteca Universităţii Babeş Bolyai Cluj,
Centrul de Informare Bucureşti, Biblioteca ASE Bucureşti, Biblioteca Central-Universitară
Bucureşti, Biblioteca Naţională Bucureşti, Biblioteca Judeţeană Timişoara, Biblioteca
Universităţii din Petroşani, Primăria Bucureşti, Biblioteca Universităţii de Vest Timişoara,
Ministerul Mediului şi Gospodăririi Apalor Bucureşti, Universitatea Vasile Goldiş Arad,
Universitatea Aurel Vlaicu Arad, Agenţia Naţională pentru Protecţia Mediului Bucureşti,
Agenţia pentru Protecţia Mediului Sibiu, Centrul de informare de mediu Roşia Montană.
Conform legii, instituţiile publice trebuiau să permită publicului accesul la această
documentaţie în timpul orelor de program;
- De asemenea, varianta digitală a acestui studiu s-a aflat pe mai multe site-uri, printre
care: al Ministerului Mediului şi Gospodăririi Apelor www.mmediu.ro; al Agenţiei
Regionale pentru Protecţia Mediului Sibiu www.ipmsb.ro; al Agenţiei pentru Protecţia
Mediului Alba: www.apm-alba.ro; pe site-urile companiei S.C. Roşia Montană Gold
Corporation S.A. (RMGC) şi Gabriel Resources: www.gabrielresources.com;
www.povesteaadevarata.ro şi Parteneriatul de Mediu pentru Minerit www.epmining.org.
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În acelaşi timp, am distribuit peste 6000 de CD-uri şi DVD-uri cu Raportul EIM în limbile
engleză şi română.

Conform art. 44 (1) din Ordinul nr. 860/2002 emis de Ministrul Mediului şi Gospodăririi Apelor
privitor la evaluarea impactului asupra mediului şi la procedurile de eliberare a acordului de
mediu („Ordinul nr. 860/2002”), „în timpul dezbaterii publice, titularul proiectului [...] oferă uri
argumentate propunerilor întemeiate ale publicului, propuneri primite, în formă scrisă, anterior
respectivei audieri”.
De asemenea, art. 44 (3) din Ordinul nr. 860/2002 prevede că „în baza rezultatelor dezbaterii
publice, autoritatea competentă pentru protecţia mediului evaluează propunerile/comentariile
întemeiate ale publicului şi solicită titularului suplimentarea raportului asupra studiului evaluării
impactului asupra mediului printr-o anexă care să conţină soluţii de natură să rezolve problemele
indicate”.
Având în vedere prevederile legale citate mai sus, întrucât afirmaţia dv. (i) nici nu identifică, nici
nu indică probleme referitoare la proiectul iniţiat de RMGC şi la desfăşurarea procedurii de
evaluare a impactului asupra mediului, (ii) face referire la capacităţile de decizie care sunt în
competenţa anumitor autorităţi publice, chestiuni cărora RMGC nu este în măsură să le
răspundă, menţionăm că titularul proiectului nu poate şi nu deţine autoritatea de a răspunde sau
de a face vreun comentariu în această privinţă.
Cu toate acestea, RMGC consideră că este important să prezinte vederile sale publicului asupra
acestui proiect deoarece proiectul este atât de important pentru dezvoltarea economică a
României. RMGC consideră că este o parte importantă şi normală a dezbaterii într-o societate
democratică. Ca parte a procesului de aprobare a proiectului, RMGC s-a angajat într-un larg
proces de consultare a publicului în conformitate cu legislaţiile românească şi europeană.
Societatea a organizat 14 întruniri publice în România şi două în Ungaria, datorită interesului
sporit de acolo. Nu este o simplă campanie de relaţii publice, ci, mai degrabă, o parte integrantă
a unui proces serios de consultare a publicului înainte de aprobarea proiectului. RMGC sprijină
acest proces şi crede că este important într-o societate democratică.
În contestaţie se afirmă că nu s-au luat în considerare alte soluţii pentru dezvoltarea
durabilă.
Raportul la studiul de Evaluare a Impactului asupra Mediului (EIM) face o asemenea analiză în
Capitolul 5 – Analiza Alternativelor.
Informaţii despre ramurile industriale existente, cum ar fi agricultura şi turismul, pot fi de
asemenea găsite în Volumul 14, 4.8 Mediul social şi economic, şi în Volumul 31, Planul L Planul de Dezvoltare Durabilă a Comunităţii. Aceste informaţii au fost prezentate mai ales pentru
posibilitatea de realizare a unei evaluări cu privire la posibilele efecte ale proiectului propus
asupra acestor ramuri industriale. O analiză detaliată a posibilităţii de dezvoltare a unor afaceri
alternative în absenţa proiectului nu este, în mod normal, efectuată, conform reglementărilor
Uniunii Europene sau internaţionale. În cazul în care proiectul nu se realizează, acest lucru nu ar
trebui să aibă nici un efect asupra afacerilor alternative.
Roşia Montană ar putea să-şi dezvolte, în continuare, potenţialul turistic. Există iniţiative de a
face acest lucru, cum ar fi „Modelul de dezvoltare a turismului şi contribuţia sa la dezvoltarea
durabilă din Zlatna, Bucium, Roşia Montană şi Baia de Arieş ca alternativă la activităţile miniere
mono-industriale”, întocmit de Institutul Naţional pentru Cercetare şi Dezvoltare în Turism
(INCDT) şi publicat în aprilie 2006, chiar când raportul la studiul EIM era depus la Ministerul
Mediului si Gospodăririi Apelor.
RMGC, de asemenea, a dispus realizarea unui studiu, care stabileşte modalitatea de promovare
a potenţialului turistic şi modalitatea de abordare a aspectelor legate de turism printr-un proiect
integrat:
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„Din experienţă, putem afirma că turismul va fi însă posibil şi profitabil numai atunci când va
exista ceva de oferit turiştilor sub aspectul unui mediu curat, a unei infrastructuri adecvate
(drumuri de calitate, cazare, restaurante, apă curentă, canalizare corespunzătoare, instalaţii de
eliminare a deşeurilor etc.) puncte de atracţie (muzee, alte obiective de vizitat, precum
monumentele istorice etc.). Un proiect minier precum cel propus de RMGC va oferi, prin
impozite şi dezvoltarea industriei serviciilor, fondurile necesare pentru îmbunătăţirea
infrastructurii. Prin proiectul Roşia Montană şi planurile sale de gestionare a patrimoniului, vor fi
investite de către companie 25 milioane de USD pentru protecţia patrimoniului cultural de o
manieră propice dezvoltării turismului. Printr-un program de instruire vor fi asigurate deprinderile
necesare dezvoltării activităţilor turistice, iar Roşia Montană Micro Credit va susţine financiar
persoanele care doresc să deschidă pensiuni, restaurante etc., toate acestea fiind necesare
pentru a atrage turişti. La încheierea proiectului, va exista un sat nou, plus centrul vechi,
restaurat, al comunei Roşia Montană, cu un muzeu, hoteluri, restaurante şi infrastructură
modernizată, plus galerii de mină restaurate (ex. cea de la Cătălina Monuleşti) şi monumente
conservate precum cel de la Tău Găuri – care, toate, vor reprezenta atracţii turistice. În plus, se
înţelege că guvernul va acţiona la nivel local pentru a încuraja creşterea economică” (vezi Roşia
Montană Propunere Iniţială pentru Turism, Raportul Gifford 13658.R01).
Acest studiu [3] a fost întocmit de Gifford, o firmă de consultanţă de renume din Anglia, cu
specialişti în patrimoniu şi ingineri.
Acest raport concluzionează:
“[…] dezvoltarea turismului ar putea fi realizată chiar şi în absenţa unei ramuri miniere refăcute,
doar pe baza posibilelor atracţii existente. În al doilea caz, totuşi, sprijinul financiar ar trebui să
fie asigurat integral din fonduri oferite de Uniunea Europeană, de la bugetele de stat şi
întreprinderi din sectorului privat. Lucrările realizate pe baza acestor surse de finanţare ar trebui
să fie promovate şi asumate de agenţii guvernamentale, de la nivel local până la nivel naţional.
în Cluj-Napoca şi Alba Iulia (şi chiar şi în Deva) ar putea fi necesare de asemenea multe lucrări
de dezvoltare, deoarece considerăm că aceste oraşe „porţi” ar putea fi privite ca atracţii turistice
cu propriile lor drepturi, mai ales în ce priveşte turismul internaţional şi ar putea oferi turiştilor
condiţii corespunzătoare de cazare şi masă, precum şi alte facilităţi. Ne putem întreba cum ar
putea avea succes dezvoltarea turismului în Roşia Montană dacă nu ar fi susţinută de
dezvoltarea paralelă a oraşelor Cluj-Napoca şi Alba Iulia.
Dacă Guvernul României nu este de acord cu proiectul minier şi dacă se va atinge potenţialul
turistic discutat aici, atunci va fi nevoie de surse alternative de finanţare pentru aceste lucrări
obligatorii la infrastructură şi de investiţii directe în turism. Nivelurile de investiţii necesare, chiar
în conformitate cu raportul foarte optimist INCDT 2006 menţionat anterior, sunt foarte ridicate.
Pe scurt, costurile total estimate ale proiectelor combinate, conform celor menţionate în INCDT
2006 şi în propunerile făcute de RMGC, ar atinge suma de 44.817.380 USD.
Aceste costuri de investiţii s-ar putea realiza probabil doar printr-o investiţie deosebit de mare
din partea Guvernului României, împreună cu subvenţii corespunzătoare obţinute din programe
iniţiate de Uniunea Europeană, deoarece aceste investiţii depăşesc posibilităţile sectorului
privat. Atragerea sprijinului Uniunii Europene şi al altor fonduri internaţionale pentru dezvoltare
va depinde de previziunile de dezvoltare amănunţite, bine analizate şi realizate şi trebuie să fie
administrată de organizaţii din sectorul public, care demonstrează că pot livra proiectele la timp
şi în limitele bugetului.
Un adevărat pericol pentru acest scenariu este acela că este pur şi simplu imposibil să te
gândeşti la aceasta ca fiind o investiţie ce se poate face, mai mult sau mai puţin, dintr-un singur
capital, într-unul sau mai multe proiecte individuale. O singură investiţie sau chiar câteva
investiţii restrânse de capital nu pot genera conservarea sau restaurarea, durabilă şi pe termen
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lung, a bunurilor patrimoniale, ci ar tinde să devină o soluţie pe termen scurt, care ar putea
genera probleme chiar mai mari pe termen mai lung.”
În contestaţie se afirmă că proiectul a fost iniţiat, promovat şi elaborat într-un mod ilegal
şi abuziv
Potrivit prevederilor legale relevante, publicul interesat poate înainta propuneri justificate privind
evaluarea impactului asupra mediului, art. 44 (3) din Ordinul nr. 860/2002 privind Procedura de
evaluare a impactului asupra mediului şi de emitere a acordului de mediu prevăzând în acest
sens ca ”în baza rezultatelor dezbaterii publice, autoritatea competentă pentru protecţia mediului
evaluează propunerile/comentariile motivate ale publicului şi solicită titularului completarea
raportului la studiul de evaluare a impactului asupra mediului cu o anexă care conţine soluţii de
rezolvare a problemelor semnalate”.
Întrucât afirmaţia participantului la consultările publice (i) face referire la existenţa unor aşa zise
abuzuri şi ilegalităţi cu privire la Proiectul Roşia Montană, fără a conţine indicaţii precise cu
privire la faptele pretinse, şi (ii) nu identifică şi nici nu semnalează probleme în legătură cu
proiectul iniţiat de S.C. Roşia Montana Gold Corporation S.A. (RMGC) şi supus procedurii de
evaluare a impactului asupra mediului, RMGC nu este în măsură să se pronunţe şi nici nu are
calitatea să formuleze un sau să facă vreun comentariu în acest sens.
Cu toate acestea, având în vedere faptul că RMGC şi-a manifestat şi îşi manifestă
disponibilitatea de a discuta orice aspecte relevante în legătură cu proiectul propus, aducem
următoarele precizări:
Totodată, precizăm că, în conformitate cu dispoziţiile dreptului român, atragerea oricărei forme
de răspundere şi sancţionarea persoanelor care au încălcat dispoziţiile legale poate avea loc
numai de către organele şi autorităţile statului cu atribuţii specifice în domeniu şi în condiţiile
prevăzute de lege. Astfel, răspunderea penală a unei persoane despre care se pretinde că ar fi
încălcat prevederile legale poate fi angajată doar în măsura în care existenţa tuturor elementelor
constitutive ale unei infracţiuni sau contravenţii se dovedeşte în cadrul unui proces finalizat
printr-o hotărâre definitivă a instanţei de judecată competente.
În ceea ce priveşte iniţierea, promovarea şi dezvoltarea proiectului propus de RMGC, acestea
nu pot fi realizate altfel decât cu respectarea dispoziţiilor legale relevante în materie. Procedura
de evaluare a impactului asupra mediului este o procedură transparentă în care atât autoritatea
de mediu competentă, cât şi titularul proiectului sunt obligaţi să aducă la cunoştinţa celor
interesaţi, inclusiv a Colectivul de Analiză Tehnică şi a publicului, aspecte legate de parcurgerea
etapelor obligatorii pentru obţinerea acordului de mediu.
În acest context, orice persoană interesată poate urmări îndeplinirea tuturor procedurilor legale
obligatorii, poate califica modalitatea de evaluare şi poate formula obiecţiuni în condiţiile legii.
Independent de cele precizate anterior, menţionam faptul că RMGC va lua toate măsurile
necesare în vederea îndeplinirii întocmai şi la termen a obligaţiilor prevăzute de legislaţia
relevantă în privinţa promovării, construirii şi operării Proiectului Roşia Montană.
În contestaţie se afirmă că dezbaterea publică de la Cluj-Napoca s-a desfăşurat în mod
neadecvat din cauza timpului scurt avut la dispoziţie pentru analizarea EIM, a perioadei
alese (vacanţa din lunile iulie-august), şi ora de începere a dezbaterii.
Atât dezbaterea publică de la Cluj-Napoca cât şi celelalte dezbateri publice pentru discutarea
Raportului de evaluare a impactului asupra mediului pentru proiectul minier Roşia Montană au
fost organizate în conformitate cu prevederile legale aplicabile.
Modalitatea de consultare a publicului în cadrul Raportul la studiul de evaluare a impactului
asupra mediului este stabilită în cuprinsul Ordinului Ministrului Apelor şi Protecţiei Mediului nr.
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860/2002 privind Procedura de evaluare a impactului asupra mediului şi de emitere a acordului
de mediu (”Ordinul nr. 860/2002”).
Articolul 39 (1) din Ordinul nr. 860/2002 prevede ”după efectuarea evaluării impactului asupra
mediului şi realizarea raportului la studiul de evaluare a impactului asupra mediului, autoritatea
competentă pentru protecţia mediului şi titularul proiectului aduc la cunoştinţa publicului, […], cu
cel puţin 30 de zile lucrătoare înainte de data prevăzută pentru şedinţa de dezbatere publică,
următoarele informaţii: (i) locul şi data dezbaterii publice, (ii) locul şi data la care este disponibil
spre consultare raportul la studiul de evaluare a impactului asupra mediului şi (iii) adresa
autorităţii publice pentru protecţia mediului la care se transmit propunerile justificate ale
publicului privind raportul la studiul de evaluare a impactului asupra mediului”; Conform art. 41
din Ordinul nr. 860/2002, şedinţa de dezbatere publică are loc în prezenţa reprezentanţilor
autorităţii publice competente pentru protecţia mediului, pe teritoriul unde urmează să se
implementeze proiectul şi în afara orelor de program.
Aşadar, vă rugăm să observaţi faptul că legislaţia relevantă nu prevede şi nici nu face
recomandări pentru desfăşurarea şedinţelor privind dezbaterea publică a studiului la raportul de
evaluare a impactului asupra mediului într-o anumită perioadă a anului. Singura prevedere şi
obligaţie pe care titularul de proiect o are în acest sens, obligaţie îndeplinită de S.C. Roşia
Montană Gold Corporation S.A. (RMGC), este de a informa publicul cu 30 de zile înainte de data
prevăzută pentru şedinţa de dezbatere publică.
Mai mult, vă rugăm să observaţi că, termenele şi etapele prevăzute de lege pentru organizarea
şi desfăşurarea consultărilor publice au fost respectate şi parcurse întocmai, având în vedere ca:
- anunţul privind dezbaterea publică a fost afişat în termenul legal;
- Raportul la studiul de evaluare a impactului asupra mediului a fost pus la dispoziţia
publicului în numeroase locaţii şi în timp util, şi
- ora de desfăşurare a şedinţelor de dezbatere publica a fost stabilită în afara orelor de
program.
Pe cale de consecinţă, atât dezbaterea publică desfăşurată la Cluj-Napoca, cât şi celelalte
dezbateri publice organizate în vederea discutării aspectelor privind Raportul la studiul de
evaluare a impactului asupra mediului aferent Proiectului Roşia Montană au fost organizate cu
respectarea dispoziţiilor legale incidente.
În contestaţie se afirmă că moderatorii dezbaterii publice nu au fost aleşi în mod imparţial
Moderatorii dezbaterii au fost aleşi în conformitate cu prevederile legislaţiei române în vigoare.
Desfăşurarea în condiţii normale a acestui proces necesită asigurarea imparţialităţii, condiţie
care a fost respectată cu stricteţe în elaborarea Raportului la studiul de evaluare a impactului
asupra mediului (EIM) pentru Roşia Montană.
Consultarea şi informarea publicului în cadrul procedurii de evaluare a impactului asupra
mediului, inclusiv punerea la dispoziţia publicului a documentaţiei pentru consultarea Raportului
EIM s-a făcut cu respectarea prevederilor (i) art. 11 (2), art. 12 şi art. 15 din Hotărârea
Guvernului nr. 918/2002 privind stabilirea procedurii-cadru de evaluare a impactului asupra
mediului şi pentru aprobarea listei proiectelor publice sau private supuse acestei proceduri (“HG
nr. 918/2002”)[1], (ii) capitolul III privind informarea şi participarea publicului la procedura de
evaluare a impactului asupra mediului din Ordinul ministrului apelor şi protecţiei mediului nr.
860/2002 privind aprobarea procedurii de evaluare a impactului asupra mediului şi de emitere a
acordului de mediu (”Ordinul nr. 860/2002”), precum şi a principiilor stabilite in cuprinsul
Convenţiei de la Aarhus privind accesul la informaţie, participarea publicului la luarea deciziei şi
accesul la justiţie în probleme de mediu[2], dar şi a prevederilor Directivei 85/337/EEC privind
evaluarea impactului asupra mediului a proiectelor publice si private.
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Moderatorii au fost desemnaţi aşa cum este specificat în Ordinul nr. 860/2002 după cum
urmează:
„Art. 42. - Înaintea şedinţei de dezbatere publică titularul proiectului şi autoritatea publică
competentă pentru protecţia mediului desemnează un preşedinte şi un secretar care
înregistrează participanţii. Părerile participanţilor se consemnează într-un proces-verbal/minută.
Procesul-verbal/minută al/a şedinţei se semnează de preşedinte, secretar şi, la cererea
publicului, de unul sau de mai mulţi reprezentanţi ai acestuia.
În contestaţie se afirmă că Studiul EIM a fost realizat în mod neadecvat
Raportul studiului de Evaluare a Impactului asupra Mediului (EIM) depus de SC Roşia Montană
Gold Corporation SA (RMGC) răspunde complet şi profesionist îndrumarului de elaborare
propus de Ministerul Mediului şi Gospodăririi Apelor (MMGA). Raportul a fost întocmit de peste
100 de consultanţi, experţi (acreditaţi) şi specialişti independenţi, renumiţi atât pe plan naţional şi
european, cât şi internaţional. Suntem convinşi că EIA asigură informaţii şi raţionamente
detaliate suficiente pentru a permite MMGA să ia o decizie asupra Proiectului Roşia Montană
(RMP). După ce a fost prezentat, raportul EIM a fost analizate echipe diferite de experţi. Experţi
tehnici, reprezentanţi ai un unor bănci internaţionale din sectorul privat şi instituţii de garantare a
creditelor, au conchis că EIM se conformează Principiilor Equator, menite să promoveze
împrumuturile responsabile acordate de instituţiile financiare proiectelor care ridică probleme de
mediu şi sociale, iar un comitet ad hoc format din experţi europeni (Grupul Internaţional de
Experţi Independenţi - GIEI) a declarat public că raportul EIM este bine întocmit, făcând unele
recomandări şi sugestii.
O copie a raportului GIEI şi a ului RMGC sunt incluse în prezenta anexă a EIM.
În contestaţie se afirmă că procedura şi etapele consultărilor publice nu sunt corecte.
În raport de afirmaţia dumneavoastră, vă rugăm să aveţi în vedere următoarele aspecte:
- conform prevederilor legale relevante în materie, singura autoritate competentă să se
pronunţe asupra legalităţii convocării şi desfăşurării dezbaterilor publice este doar
instanţa de judecată;
- potrivit art. 44 (1) din Ordinul ministrului apelor şi protecţiei mediului nr. 860/2002 privind
procedura de evaluare a impactului asupra mediului şi de emitere a acordului de mediu
(„Ordinul nr. 860/2002”), „în timpul şedinţei de dezbatere, titularul proiectului [...]
răspunde argumentat la propunerile justificate ale publicului pe care le-a primit în formă
scrisă înaintea respectivei şedinţe de audiere”;
Totodată, art. 44 (3) din Ordinul nr. 860/2002 prevede că „în baza rezultatelor dezbaterii publice,
autoritatea competentă pentru protecţia mediului evaluează propunerile/comentariile motivate
ale publicului şi solicită titularului completarea raportului la studiul de evaluare a impactului
asupra mediului cu o anexa care conţine soluţii de rezolvare a problemelor semnalate”.
Având în vedere textele legale mai sus citate, întrucât afirmaţia dumneavoastră (i) nu identifica
si nici nu semnalează probleme în legătură cu proiectul iniţiat de S.C. Roşia Montana Gold
Corporation S.A. (RMGC) şi supus procedurii de evaluare a impactului asupra mediului, (ii) face
referire la atribuţii decizionale ce intră în competenţa unor autorităţi publice, aspecte în legătură
cu care RMGC nu este în măsură să se pronunţe, precizăm că titularul de proiect nu poate şi
nici nu are calitatea să formuleze un sau să facă vreun comentariu in acest sens.
S.C. Roşia Montană Gold Corporation S.A. (RMGC) a depus eforturi în vederea desfăşurării
unui proces cât mai amplu de consultări publice pentru toate etapele Proiectului Roşia Montană
(RMP).
Consultarea şi informarea publicului în cadrul procedurii de evaluare a impactului asupra
mediului, inclusiv punerea la dispoziţia publicului a documentaţiei pentru consultarea Raportului
la studiului de evaluare a impactului asupra mediului (EIM) s-a făcut cu respectarea prevederilor
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(i) art. 11 (2), art. 12 şi art. 15 din Hotărârea Guvernului nr. 918/2002 privind stabilirea
procedurii-cadru de evaluare a impactului asupra mediului şi pentru aprobarea listei proiectelor
publice sau private supuse acestei proceduri (“HG nr. 918/2002”)[1], (ii) capitolul III privind
informarea şi participarea publicului la procedura de evaluare a impactului asupra mediului din
Ordinul ministrului apelor şi protecţiei mediului nr. 860/2002 privind aprobarea procedurii de
evaluare a impactului asupra mediului şi de emitere a acordului de mediu (”Ordinul nr.
860/2002”), precum şi a principiilor stabilite in cuprinsul Convenţiei de la Aarhus privind accesul
la informaţie, participarea publicului la luarea deciziei şi accesul la justiţie în probleme de
mediu[2], dar şi a prevederilor Directivei 85/337/EEC privind evaluarea impactului asupra
mediului a proiectelor publice şi private.
Potrivit prevederilor art. 16 din Ordinul nr. 860/2002, „informarea publicului asupra deciziei
privind etapa de încadrare a proiectului se realizează în termen de 10 zile lucrătoare de la
emiterea acesteia de către autoritatea competentă pentru protecţia mediului şi de către titularul
proiectului în termen de 10 zile lucrătoare de la primirea acesteia, conform prevederilor cap. III.
În termen de 5 zile lucrătoare de la publicarea deciziei privind etapa de încadrare de către
autoritatea competentă pentru protecţia mediului, publicul are dreptul să prezinte autorităţii
publice competente pentru protecţia mediului propuneri justificate pentru a reconsidera decizia
luată ca urmare a parcurgerii etapei de încadrare.”
Cele mai bune practici în domeniu spun că trebuie avute consultări cu publicul înainte de
audierile publice. Cu toate că legislaţia romaneasca nu prevede astfel de consultări in etapa de
încadrare, până acum RMGC a avut un program extins de consultări publice, din care:1262
întâlniri individuale şi interviuri, distribuirea de chestionare la care s-au primit peste 500 de uri,
18 întâlniri în cadrul unor grupuri de analiză şi 65 de dezbateri publice. De asemenea s-au purtat
discuţii cu autorităţi centrale, organizaţii ne-guvernamentale şi public interesat, potenţial afectat.
Feedback-ul din partea publicului interesat a fost folosit în pregătirea planurilor de management
şi a Evaluării Independente a Impactului asupra Mediului, ca şi în elaborarea parteneriatelor şi a
programelor de dezvoltare.
Referinţe:
[1] Precizăm faptul că HG nr. 918/2002 a fost abrogată prin HG nr. 1213/2006 privind stabilirea
procedurii-cadru de evaluare a impactului asupra mediului pentru anumite proiecte publice şi
private, publicată in Monitorul Oficial, Partea I nr. 802 din 25/09/2006 (“HG nr. 1213/2006”).
Cu toate acestea, având in vedere prevederile art. 29 din HG nr. 1213/2006 în care se specifică
faptul că “Proiectele transmise unei autorităţi competente pentru protecţia mediului în vederea
obţinerii acordului de mediu şi supuse evaluării impactului asupra mediului, înainte de intrarea în
vigoare a prezentei hotărâri, se supun procedurii de evaluare a impactului asupra mediului şi de
emitere a acordului de mediu aflate în vigoare la momentul depunerii solicitării” menţionăm că în
privinţa proiectului RMGC sunt încă incidente dispoziţiile HG nr. 918/2002.
[2] Convenţia de la Aarhus a fost ratificată de România prin Legea nr. 86/2000 pentru ratificarea
Convenţiei privind accesul la informaţie, participarea publicului la luarea deciziei şi accesul la
justiţie în probleme de mediu, semnată la Aarhus la 25 iunie 1998.
[3] Propuneri iniţiale pentru Turism in Roşia Montană, Gifford, 2006,.
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Answer to Contestation No. 3043 (Dr. Radu Mititean, The Ecological, Civic, Sport &
Tourism Association “Napoca Cycle-Touring Club” (CCN))
RMGC has fully taken these issues into consideration in the development of the comprehensive,
detailed EIA for the Rosia Montana project. Our specific responses to Contestation No. 3043
are as follows:
The contestation states that the EIA Study was not made available to the Public. The
public had no adequate access to information needed to comment on the EIA and
participate in the process.
The EIA was made available to anyone who wished to review it through a variety of means.
Public consultation and information during the environmental impact assessment procedure,
including the publication of the EIA Report documentation for consultation purposes, have been
made in compliance with the provisions of (i) Articles 11 (2), 12 and 15 of Government Decision
no. 918/2002 2002 regarding the Environmental Impact Assessment Framework Procedure and
the Approval of the List of Public or Private Projects Forming the Object of This Procedure
(“Government Decision no. 918/2002”)[1], (ii) Chapter 3 regarding the public information and
participation in the environmental impact assessment procedure of Order no. 860/2002 of the
Minister of Waters and Environmental Protection Regarding the Environmental Impact
Assessment and Environmental Permitting Procedure (”Order no. 860/2002”), and of the
principles established by the Aarhus Convention on access to information, public participation in
decision-making and access to justice in environmental matters[2], and also of the provisions of
Directive 85/337/EEC on Environmental Impact Assessment of the Effects of Certain Public and
Private Projects on the Environment.
The documentation you refer to has been available at the following locations:
- The hardcopy of the EIA Report was available at 48 locations – town halls, environmental
protection agencies, libraries, ministries, information centers of the Roşia Montană
Project: Zlatna Town Hall, Deva Environmental Protection Agency, Arad Environmental
Protection Agency, Arad Town Hall, Petroşani University Library, Turda Town Hall, Abrud
Town Hall, Abrud Information Center, Câmpeni Town Hall, Lupşa Town Hall, Roşia
Montană Information Center, Bucium Information Center, Bucium Town Hall, Deva Town
Hall, Deva County Library, Brad Town Hall, Roşia Montană Town Hall, Bistra Town Hall,
Baia de Arieş Town Hall, Alba Iulia Town Hall, Alba Iulia Environmental Protection
Agency, Alba County Prefecture, Alba County Council, Alba Iulia ‘1 Decembrie 1918’
University Library, Baia Mare North University Library, Romanian Academy Library, Baia
Mare ‘Petre Dulfu’ County Library, Sibiu ‘Lucian Blaga’ University Library, Alba Iulia
Information Center, Cluj Environmental Protection Local Agency, Cluj Environmental
Protection Regional Agency, Cluj Town Hall, Cluj Techical University Library, Arad
County Library, Cluj County Prefecture, Cluj ‘Babes Bolyai’ University Library, Bucharest
Information Center, Bucharest Economic Studies Academy Library, Bucharest Central
University Library, Bucharest National Library, Timişoara County Library, Bucharest
Town Hall, Timişoara Western University Library, Petroşani University Library, Bucharest
Ministry of Environment and Water Management, Arad ‘Vasile Goldiş’ University, Arad
‘Aurel Vlaicu’ University, Bucharest Environmental Protection National Agency, Sibiu
Environmental Protection Agency, Roşia Montană Environmental Information Center.
According to the law, public institutions had the obligation to allow public access to this
documentation during the working hours.
- Also, the electronic copy of this study was made available on several web pages, such
as: the web page of the Ministry of Environment and Water Management www.mmediu.ro; Sibiu Regional Environmental Protection Agency - www.ipmsb.ro; Alba
Environmental Protection Agency - www.apm-alba.ro; the web pages of Roşia Montană
Gold Corporation SA (RMGC) and Gabriel Resources - www.gabrielresources.com;
www.povesteaadevarata.ro and the Environmental Partnership for Mining www.epmining.org.
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Also, we have distributed more than 6,000 CDs and DVDs with the English and
Romanian versions of the EIA Report.

According to art. 44 (1) of the Order of the Minister of Waters and Environmental Protection no.
860/2002 regarding the environment impact assessment and the issuance of environmental
agreement procedures (”Order no. 860/2002”) ”during the public debate meeting the project
titleholder [...], provides grounded answers to the justified proposals of the public, which were
received under a written form, previously to the respective hearing”.
At the same time, art. 44 (3) of Order no. 860/2002 provides that ” based on the results of the
public debate, the relevant authority for the environmental protection evaluates the grounded
proposals/comments of the public and requests to the titleholder the supplementation of the
report on the environmental impact assessment study with an appendix comprising solutions for
the solving of the indicated issues”.
Considering the legal wordings quoted above, as your allegation (i) does not identify nor indicate
issues related to the project initiated by RMGC and undergoing the environment impact
assessment procedure, (ii) refers to decisional capacities under the competence of certain public
authorities, issues to which RMGC is not in the position to answer, we mention that the project
titleholder cannot and does not have the capacity to provide an answer or make any comments
in this respect.
Nevertheless, RMGC believes that it is important to present its views of the project to the public
because this project is so important to the economic development of Romania. RMGC believes
that this is an important and normal part of debate in a democratic society. As a part of the
process for approval of the Project, RMGC has engaged in a broad process of public
consultation in compliance with Romanian and European law. The company has held 14 public
meetings in Romania and two in Hungary because of high public interest there. This is not
simply a public relations campaign but rather an integral part of a serious process of public
consultation before the project is approved. RMGC supports this process and believes it is
important in a democratic society.
The contestation states that other solutions for sustainable development have not been
considered.
The Environmental Impact Assessment Study Report (EIA) makes such an analysis in Chapter 5
– Assessment of alternatives.
Information on current industries, such as agriculture and tourism is also provided in Volume 14,
4.8 Social and Economical Environment, and in Volume 31, Plan L - Community Sustainable
Development Management Plan. This information was presented primarily so that an
assessment could be completed on the potential effects of the proposed project on these
industries. 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.
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.
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:
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“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).
This study [3] was prepared by Gifford, a leading British consultancy of heritage specialists and
engineers.
This report concludes that :
“[…] 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.”
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The contestation states that the project was initiated, promoted, and prepared in an illegal
and abusive manner.
According to the relevant legal provisions, the interested public may submit justified proposals
on the environment impact assessment. Art. 44 (3) of the Order no. 860/2002 on the
Environment Impact Assessment Procedure and the issuance of the environmental approval
provides to this end that „based on the results of the public debate, the relevant authority for the
environmental protection evaluates the grounded proposals/comments of the public and
requests the titleholder the supplementation of the report to the environmental impact
assessment study with an annex containing solutions for the solving of the underlined issues”.
As the statement of the attendant to the public consultations (i) refers to the existence of some
so-called abuses and illegalities in regard of the Rosia Montana Project, without containing any
specific indications on the alleged facts, and (ii) identifies and specifies no problems in regard of
the project initiated by RMGC, subject to the environmental impact assessment procedure,
RMGC is not in position to answer and has not the capacity to make any comments to this end.
Nonetheless, considering RMGC has expressed its full availability to discuss any issues
relevand for the proposed project, please note the follwing:
According to the provisions of the Romanian law, the engagement of any form of liability and the
sanctioning of the persons breaching the legal provisions ca be made only by the state bodies
and authorities with specific attributions in the field and under the conditions provided by law.
Thus, the criminal liability of a person who is supposed to have breached the legal provisions
may be engaged only to the extent that the existence of all constitutive elements of an offence or
misdemeanor can be proved within a lawsuit settled by a final decision of the relevant Court.
As for the initiation, promotion and development of the project proposed by RMGC, they can
only be made with the observance of the applicable legal provisions. The environmental impact
assessment procedure is a transparent procedure in which both the relevant environmental
authority and the project’s titleholder are obliged to inform the interested parties, inclusively the
Technical Analysis Committee and the public, in regard of the aspects related to the fulfillment of
the mandatory stages for the obtaining of the environmental approval.
In this context, any interested person may monitor the fulfillment of the mandatory legal
procedures, may qualify the evaluation modality and may submit objections, as per the law.
Distinct from the above mentioned, we underline that RMGC shall take all necessary measures
in order to strictly comply and fulfill in due time the obligations provided by the Romanian
applicable legislation in relation to promotion, building and operation of Rosia Montana Project.
The contestation states that the Cluj-Napoca debate was inadequate due to the short time
period allocated to review the EIA, the chosen interval (July-August holiday period) and
the starting hours.
The public debate which took place in Cluj Napoca, as well as the other public debates held with
the view of discussing the issues regarding the report on the environment impact assessment
study related to the Rosia Montana Mining Project, were organized by observing the applicable
legal provisions.
The method for the public consultation as part of the environment impact assessment procedure
is provided by Order of the Minister of Waters and Environment Protection no. 860/2002 on the
environment impact assessment and the issuance of environmental agreement procedures
(”Order no. 860/2002”):
Article 39 (1) of the Order no. 860/2002 provides that ”after performing the environment impact
assessment and drafting the report on the environment impact assessment study, the relevant
environmental protection authority and the project titleholder inform the public, […], within at
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least 30 working days prior to the date of public debate meeting, on the following aspects: (i) the
location and the date of the public debate, (ii) the location and the date when the report on the
environment impact assessment study is available for consultation and (iii) the address of the
public authority for the environment protection where the grounded proposals of the public
regarding the report on the environment impact assessment study are submitted”; According to
art. 41 of Order no. 860/2002, the public debate meeting is held in the presence of the
representatives of the relevant public authority for the environment protection, in the area where
the project should be implemented and out of the working hours.
Therefore, we kindly ask you to notice the fact that, the relevant legislation does not provide for
or make recommendations for the organization of the public debate meetings on the study of the
environment impact assessment report during a certain period of the year. The only provision
and obligation of the project titleholder in this respect, an obligation fulfilled by RMGC, is to
inform the public 30 days prior to the date of the public debate meeting.
Moreover, please notice that the terms and stages provided by law for organizing and holding
the public consultations were observed and strictly accomplished, considering that:
(i) the announcement regarding the public debate was posted within the legal term;
(ii) the report to the environment impact assessment study was put at the public’s disposal
in multiple locations and in due time, and
(iii) the hours for holding the public debate meeting were established out of the working
hours.
Consequently, we consider that the public debate which took place in Cluj Napoca, as well as
the other public debates held with the view of discussing the issues regarding the report on the
environment impact assessment study related to the Rosia Montana Mining Project were
organized by observing the applicable legal provisions.
The contestation states that the public debate chairmen weren’t chosen impartially.
The debate chairs were chosen in full accord with Romanian law.
A proper process guards against partiality, plus the process was carefully followed in the Roşia
Montană Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA).
Public consultation and information during the environmental impact assessment procedure,
including the publication of the EIA Report documentation for consultation purposes, have been
made in compliance with the provisions of (i) Articles 11 (2), 12 and 15 of Government Decision
no. 918/2002 2002 regarding the environmental impact assessment framework procedure and
the approval of the list of public or private projects forming the object of this procedure
(“Government Decision no. 918/2002”)[1], (ii) Chapter 3 regarding the public information and
participation in the environmental impact assessment procedure of Order no. 860/2002 of the
Minister of Waters and Environmental Protection regarding the environmental impact
assessment and environmental permitting procedure (”Order no. 860/2002”), and of the
principles established by the Aarhus Convention on access to information, public participation in
decision-making and access to justice in environmental matters[2], and also of the provisions of
Directive 85/337/EEC on environmental impact assessment of the effects of certain public and
private projects on the environment.
The chairmen have been appointed in accordance with the provisions of Order no. 860/2002, as
follows:“Article 42 - Before the public debate meeting, the project titleholder and the competent
public authority for environmental protection shall appoint a chairman and a secretary to enlist
the participants. The participants’ comments shall be recorded in the minutes of the meeting.
The minutes of the meeting shall be signed by the chairman, the secretary and, at the public’s
request, by one or more public representatives.”
The contestation states that the EIA was completed in an inadequate manner.
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The Environmental Impact Assessment study report (EIA) that Roşia Montană Gold Corporation
(RMGC) submitted responded fully and professionally to the Terms of Reference proposed by
the Ministry of the Environment and Water Management (MEWM) and complied with the
relevant legal provisions and international practices. More than 100 independent consultants,
(certified) experts and specialists, renowned at the national, European, and even international
levels, prepared the report. We are confident that the EIA provides sufficiently detailed
information and reasoning for its conclusions to permit the MEWM to make its decision on the
Roşia Montană Project (RMP). Subsequent to submission of the EIA, it has been reviewed by
two different sets of experts. Technical experts, representing several international private sector
banks and export credit agencies, have concluded that the EIA complies with the Equator
Principles designed to promote responsible lending by financial institutions to projects which
raise environmental and social concerns, and an ad hoc committee of European experts
(International Group of Independent Experts - IGIE) has publicly stated that the EIA was welldeveloped, taking into consideration their recommendations and suggestions.
A copy of the IGIE report and RMGC’s response is included as a reference document to the
present annex of the EIA.
The contestation states that the procedure and the stages of public consultations are not
correct.
Regarding your statement, please consider the following:
(i) according to the relevant legal provisions, the court of law is the only authority having
the competence to establish the lawfulness of the public debates process;
(ii) according to Article 44 (1) of Order no. 860/2002 of the Minister of Waters and
Environmental Protection regarding the environmental impact assessment and
environmental permitting procedure (“Order no. 860/2002”), ”during the public debate
meeting, the project titleholder […] shall answer the public’s questions and shall respond
with arguments to the justified proposals coming from the public, received in writing
before the meeting”;
Also, Article 44 (3) of Order no. 860/2002 stipulates that ”based on the public meeting outcome,
the competent authority for environmental protection shall assess the justified
proposals/comments of the public and request the project titleholder to attach an annex to the
environmental impact assessment report, annex containing solutions to the problems raised by
the public”.
Considering the legal provisions quoted above, due to the fact that your statement (i) does not
iidentify or signal any problems related to the project proposed by Roşia Montană Gold
Corporation SA (RMGC) and subject to the environmental impact assessment procedure, (ii)
refers to issues on which RMGC has no authority to comment, please note that the project
titleholder may not and does not have the necessary capacity to provide an answer or make any
comment in this respect.
Roşia Montană Gold Corporation SA (RMGC) has made an effort to have the broadest possible
public consultation process during all the stages of the Roşia Montană Project.
Public consultation and information during the environmental impact assessment procedure,
including the publication of the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Report documentation
for consultation purposes, have been made in compliance with the provisions of (i) Articles 11
(2), 12 and 15 of Government Decision no. 918/2002 2002 regarding the Environmental Impact
Assessment Framework Procedure and the Approval of the List of Public or Private Projects
Forming the Object of This Procedure (“Government Decision no. 918/2002”)[1], (ii) Chapter 3
regarding the public information and participation in the environmental impact assessment
procedure of Order no. 860/2002 of the Minister of Waters and Environmental Protection
Regarding the Environmental Impact Assessment and Environmental Permitting Procedure
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(”Order no. 860/2002”), and of the principles established by the Aarhus Convention on access to
information, public participation in decision-making and access to justice in environmental
matters[2], and also of the provisions of Directive 85/337/EEC on Environmental Impact
Assessment of the Effects of Certain Public and Private Projects on the Environment.
According to the provisions of Article 16 of Order no. 860/2002, „public’s information on the
decision regarding the project scoping stage shall occur within 10 business days from the
issuance of such decision by the competent environmental protection authority, and within 10
business days from the receipt thereof, by the project titleholder, in accordance with the
provisions of Chapter 3. Within 5 business days from the publication of the decision regarding
the framing stage by the competent environmental protection authority, the public has the right to
submit to the competent environmental protection authority justified proposals for the purpose of
reconsidering the decision made following the framing stage.”
The best practices in this field stipulate that the public consultations must be organized before
these public meetings. Although Romanian legislation does not stipulate such consultations for
the scoping stage, so far, RMGC has implemented an extensive public consultations program,
including: 1262 individual meetings and interviews, distribution of questionnaires, with 500
responses received, 18 focus groups, and 65 public debates. Also, the company has discussed
with the central authorities, non-governmental organizations and the potentially affected
interested public. The feedback from the interested public has been used to prepare the
management plan and the Independent EIA, as well as to design partnerships and development
programs.
References:
[1] Please note that Government Decision no. 918/2002 was abrogated by Government
Decision no. 1213/2006 Regarding the Environmental Impact Assessment Framework
Procedure for Certain Public and Private Projects, published in the Official Gazette, Part 1, no.
802 of 25/09/2006 (“Government Decision no. 1213/2006”).
However, considering the provisions of Article 29 of Government Decision no. 1213/2006,
stipulating that “The projects transmitted to a competent environmental protection authority for
the issuance of the environmental permit and forming the object of the environmental impact
assessment, prior to the coming into force hereof, shall be subject to the environmental impact
assessment procedure in force at the time of application”, please note that the provisions of
Government Decision no. 918/2002 are still applicable to RMGC’s project.
[2] The Aarhus Convention was ratified in Romania by Law no. 86/2000 for the Ratification of the
Convention on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision Making and Access to
Justice in Environmental Matters, signed at Aarhus on June 25, 1998.
[3] Roşia Montană Initial Tourism Proposals, Gifford, 2006
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List of works proposed
Roşia Montană
1. Once the main access roads and the onsite transport roads have been established on
the field, based on the survey method, geotechnical drillings will be performed in
order to check the nature of the foundation soil and to trace possible voids that are
not backfilled as well as mud and unstable ground resulted from the former mining
and processing works, which in time could lead to the deterioration of the access
roads. This could result in additional costs with repairs, delays and blockage in the
development of the project or even in road and environmental accidents.
2. The high grade ores or the native gold (free) that can be found on different levels in
the mining workings, shall be selectively mined and separately processed by mixing
them to Hg (mercury) in rattlers. This process require far less time and funds to obtain
the metal, generating in the same time higher extraction rates as compared to the
cyanuration technique.
3. The population of Alba County shall be thoroughly informed about the opportunity of
implementing the Rosia Montana Project on the three main dimensions of sustainable
development: ENVIRONMENTAL-ECONOMIC-SOCIAL, before helding a „referendum”
for them to express their points of view on the Rosia Montana Project (idea expressed by
Mr. Nicolae Popa, a deputy from the Conservative Party on July 10th 2006 and approved
by the Prefect’s Office and by the Alba County Council).
Zlatna
1. Performing research activities with the mining workings and drill works for the deposits in
Procurea and in particular for the Ludwig stock. The deposits from Procurea are
genetically similar to those in Rosia Montana and Baia de Aries.
2. Building a pilot-station at the Hanes mine within the Zlatna mine operation where metals
such as Fe, Mn, Zn, Cd dissolved in the mine waters evacuated at surface will be
separate by iono-molecular flotation and used as pigments in the industrial process
(individually or mixed) or as raw materials in the chemical industry in order to obtain
reagents or ferrite.
Căpitan Ioan, Engineer
5, P-ţa Unirii, bl.1, ap.7
Zlatna
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Răspuns la contestaţia nr. 3045 (Căpitan Ioan)
Roşia Montană Gold Corporation (RMGC) a răspuns unora dintre aceste îngrijorări în raportul la
studiul privind evaluarea impactului asupra mediului (EIM).
În contestaţie se afirmă că terenul de fundare a minei şi a drumurilor de acces este
instabil şi trebuie să fie verificat cu foraje geotehnice. Căile de acces se vor deteriora, în
timp, datorită activităţilor miniere, ceea ce poate duce la blocări în derularea Proiectului,
cheltuieli suplimentare pentru reparaţii, întârzieri în trafic, sau chiar la producerea unor
accidente de circulaţie şi de protecţie a mediului.
În vederea realizării unor cercetări geotehnice, toate amplasamentele instalaţiei au fost testate
prin efectuarea de foraje cu carotaj continuu, prospecţiuni geofizice şi puţuri de explorare, fiind
colectate probe din carotă şi probe de sol pentru lucrări de testare geotehnică.
Aceste cercetări sunt prevăzute în studiul de fezabilitate şi studiul de proiectare, datele obţinute
fiind folosite pentru proiectarea instalaţiilor. Rezultatele au fost incluse în raportul EIM, însă nu în
totalitate deoarece nu toate detaliile privind găurile de foraj, puţurile de explorare, releveele şi
testele geotehnice sunt de domeniul EIM. În total, au fost efectuate 232 puţuri de explorare şi
251 de găuri de foraj geotehnic, fiind recuperaţi 10.360,22 metri de carotă. În plus, au fost făcute
alte 886 găuri de foraj, însumând 127.195, 74 metri, în vederea testării diferitelor aspecte ale
proiectului, inclusiv aspectele şi datele geotehnice. De asemenea, 70.000 metri de galerii au fost
cartate şi s-au prelevat probe în vederea testării geotehnice.
Detaliile privind aceste cercetări sunt prezentate în studiul de fezabilitate. Este necesar ca toate
lucrările de proiectare şi de construcţie, care au fost propuse, să fie realizate în conformitate cu
prevederile legislaţiei româneşti şi cu recomandările Uniunii Europene, astfel încât să fie
respectate cerinţele tehnice, în vederea obţinerii autorizaţiilor şi a finanţării necesare construirii
şi funcţionării proiectului.
În contestaţie se afirmă că în comparaţie cu cianuraţia, amalgamarea cu mercur
reprezintă o metodă de obţinere a metalului mai rapidă şi mai ieftină
Prelucrarea minereurilor, în cadrul proiectului Roşia Montană (RMP), nu va fi realizată prin
amalgamare cu mercur în mori cu tambur. Metoda prin amalgamare cu mercur este folosită în
prezent pe scară foarte redusă la nivel mondial pentru recuperarea aurului.
La Roşia Montană această metodă nu este recomandată atât datorită toxicităţii ridicate a
mercurului cât şi a faptului că acesta este folosit la minereuri cu conţinut ridicat în aur liber, iar
ceea ce a rămas ne-exploatat la Roşia Montană este aur diseminat, pentru care cea mai buna
metodă de recuperare este cea prin metoda de extracţie propusă. De aceea nu este justificată
introducerea în procesul tehnologic a unui element puternic poluator, pentru că acest element nu
se degradează în timp (cum se întâmplă în cazul cianurii) ci se acumulează în iazul de
decantare al sterilelor.
Amalgamarea cu mercur nu este o tehnologie aprobată BAT (Best Available Techniques - cele
mai bune tehnici disponibile), în conformitate cu directiva UE, pe care RMGC s-a angajat să o
respecte. Amalgamarea cu mercur reprezintă un serios factor de risc ecologic şi de mediu, pe
care compania nu şi-l asumă, respectând astfel dispoziţiile şi recomandările legislaţiei
româneşti, europene şi internaţionale. In capitolul 5, “Analiza Alternativelor” sunt prezentate şi
analizate comparativ, diferite metode de prelucrare a minereurilor aurifere, printre care şi
amalgamarea.
De asemenea, proiectul Roşia Montană nu prevede extragerea minereului în mod selectiv,
deoarece se consideră că această metodă nu este cea mai eficientă în vederea obţinerii unui
grad maxim de rentabilitate a investiţiei. Numeroase studii de fezabilitate şi de optimizare,
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realizate independent, au arătat că extracţia şi prelucrarea unor cantităţi mari de minereu
reprezintă metoda optimă de exploatare a resurselor de aur diseminat.
În contestaţie se afirmă că locuitorii judeţului Alba ar trebui să fie foarte bine informaţi cu
privire la consecinţele economice, sociale şi de mediu ale proiectului, înainte de
organizarea unui Referendum cu privire la proiectul Roşia Montană
Referitor la solicitarea dumneavoastră, vă rugăm să aveţi în vedere următoarele aspecte: (i)
conform prevederilor legale specifice, publicul poate înainta propuneri întemeiate referitoare la
evaluarea impactului asupra mediului; (ii) art. 44 alin. (1) din Ordinul ministrului apelor şi
protecţiei mediului nr. 860/2002 („Ordinul nr. 860/2002”) prevede că „în timpul şedinţei de
dezbatere publică titularul proiectului [...] răspunde argumentat la propunerile justificate ale
publicului, pe care le-a primit în formă scrisă înaintea respectivei şedinţe de audiere.”; (iii)
conform art. 44 alin. (3) din Ordinul nr. 86072002, „în baza rezultatelor dezbaterii publice,
autoritatea competentă pentru protecţia mediului evaluează propunerile/comentariile motivate
ale publicului şi solicită titularului completarea raportului la studiul de evaluare a impactului
asupra mediului cu o anexă care conţine soluţii de rezolvare a problemelor semnalate.”
Întrucât afirmaţia dvs. (i) nu identifică şi nici nu semnalează probleme în legătură cu proiectul
iniţiat de S.C. Roşia Montană Gold Corporation S.A. (RMGC) şi supus procedurii de evaluare a
impactului asupra mediului, (ii) face referire la atribuţii decizionale ce intră în competenţa unor
autorităţi publice, aspecte în legătură cu care RMGC nu este în măsură să se pronunţe,
precizăm că titularul de proiect nu poate şi nici nu are calitatea să formuleze un răspuns sau să
facă vreun comentariu în acest sens.
Suntem convinşi că o bună informare în legătură cu Proiectul Roşia Montană va clarifica multe
aspecte controversate şi va aduce şi mai multe persoane în favoarea proiectului.
În legătură cu referendumul, acesta reprezintă o posibilitate deschisă autorităţilor locale, dar
suntem încrezători că un referendum organizat în judeţul Alba ar fi în favoarea noastră.
Legislaţia României nu prevede un referendum pentru proiectele industriale. Mai mult, proiectul
Roşia Montană este un subiect care îi priveşte pe locuitorii Roşiei Montane şi ai localităţilor
învecinate care se află în zona de influenţă a proiectului.
În raport cu solicitările petentului trebuie avute în vedere următoarele aspecte:
(i) potrivit prevederilor legale relevante, publicul poate înainta propuneri justificate privind
evaluarea impactului asupra mediului;
(ii) art. 44 (1) din Ordinul Ministrului Apelor şi Protecţiei Mediului nr. 860/2002 privind
Procedura de evaluare a impactului asupra mediului şi de emitere a acordului de mediu
(”Ordinul nr. 860/2002”) prevede că ”în timpul şedinţei de dezbatere titularul proiectului
[...], răspunde argumentat la propunerile justificate ale publicului pe care le-a primit în
formă scrisă înaintea respectivei şedinţe de audiere”;
(iii) conform art. 44 (3) din Ordinul nr. 860/2002 ”în baza rezultatelor dezbaterii publice,
autoritatea competentă pentru protecţia mediului evaluează propunerile/comentariile
motivate ale publicului şi solicită titularului completarea raportului la studiul de evaluare
a impactului asupra mediului cu o anexă care conţine soluţii de rezolvare a problemelor
semnalate”.
Întrucât afirmaţia dumneavoastră (i) nu identifică şi nici nu semnalează probleme în legătură cu
proiectul iniţiat de S.C. Roşia Montană Gold Corporation S.A. (RMGC) şi supus procedurii de
evaluare a impactului asupra mediului, (ii) face referire la atribuţii decizionale ce intră în
competenţa unor autorităţi publice, aspecte în legătură cu care RMGC nu este în măsură să se
pronunţe, precizăm că titularul de proiect nu poate şi nici nu are calitatea să formuleze un
răspuns sau să facă vreun comentariu în acest sens.
În contestaţie se propune executarea unor lucrări de cercetare cu lucrări miniere şi foraje
pentru zăcămintele de la Porcurea şi în special stocul Ludwig.
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S.C. Roşia Montană Gold Corporation S.A. (RMGC) nu va efectua lucrări de cercetare în aceste
zone pentru că nu deţine nici o licenţă de explorare/exploatare sau permis de explorare.
Activităţile miniere, astfel cum sunt reglementate prin Legea Minelor nr. 85/2003 şi normele de
aplicare ale legii, se pot desfăşura doar în cazul existenţei unei licenţe de explorare/exploatare
acordată de Agenţia Naţională pentru Resurse Minerale (ANMR) pentru un perimetru minier.
Având în vedere faptul că RMGC nu a încheiat licenţe de explorare/exploatare pentru
zăcămintele pe care le menţionaţi, astfel de lucrări de cercetare nu pot fi desfăşurate în zona
Zlatna.
În contestaţie se propune construirea unei staţii pilot la mina Haneş din cadrul E.M.
Zlatna pentru separarea prin flotaţie ionomoleculară a metalelor Fe, Mn, Zn, Cd, dizolvate
în apele de mină evacuate la suprafaţă şi utilizarea acestora pe scară industrială
S.C. Roşia Montană Gold Corporation S.A. (RMGC) nu deţine nici o licenţă de
explorare/exploatare sau permis de exploatare în această zonă, astfel încât nu poate să
efectueze lucrări de cercetare sau de exploatare care să justifice existenţa unei staţii pilot la
mina Haneş. Aceste lucrări sunt reglementate prin Legea Minelor nr. 85/2003 şi normele de
aplicare ale legii, şi necesită programe anuale avizate de către Agenţia Naţională pentru
Resurse Minerale (ANRM), care se pot emite doar în cazul existenţei unei licenţe de
explorare/exploatare acordată de ANRM pentru perimetrul respectiv.
Construirea unei staţii pilot implică obţinerea unei autorizaţii de construire care ar trebui să aibă
la bază toate avizele solicitate printr-un Certificat de Urbanism obţinut în prealabil, inclusiv acord
de mediu.
Epurarea apelor de mină deversate din lucrări miniere vechi trebuie să facă obiectul unui
program de închidere şi ecologizare a obiectivului. Acest program ar trebui dezvoltat, avizat şi
implementat de operatorul perimetrului respectiv, conform principiului “poluatorul plăteşte”.
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Answer To Contestation No. 3045 (Capitan Ioan)
The Roşia Montană Gold Corporation (RMGC) addresses some of these concerning in our
Environmental Impact Assessment Study Report (EIA). Our responses are as follows:
The contestation states that the stability of the foundation for the mine and the access
roads is uncertain and must be determined by geotechnical drillings. Over time, drilling
and mining activities will cause the deterioration of access roads—leading to the
interruption of Project development, additional costs for repairs, and traffic delays. Road
problems could also cause traffic accidents and/or environmentally harmful spills.
For the geotechnical investigation all facility locations have been tested with the appropriate
level of core drilling, geophysical surveying, and test pitting with rock core samples collected as
well as soil samples for geotechnical test work.
All of this work is covered under the feasibility and engineering study, and the results used for
the design of the facilities. The results of this were used for the EIA, but not all of the details for
all drill holes, test pits, surveys and test work are reported in the EIA as this is outside its scope.
In total, 251 geotechnical drill holes have been completed for 10,360.22 meters of core as well
as 232 test pits. In addition, 886 other drill holes to test the various aspects of the project,
including geotechnical aspects and data, have been drilled for 127,195.74 meters have also
been geotechnically logged and tested.
The details of this work are included in the feasibility study. All design work and proposed
construction will be required to meet the requirements of all laws of Romania and EU guidelines
in order to meet the technical requirements to obtain the necessary permits and financing
required to build and operate the project.
The contestation states that using mercury—rather than cyanide—for gold separation
processes would be faster and less expensive.
The processing of ore on the Roşia Montană will not be performed using mercury amalgamation
in barrel mills. Mercury amalgamation is currently used on a low scale worldwide to recuperate
gold.
The use of this method is not recommended for Roşia Montană due to the elevated toxicity of
mercury as well as due to the fact that mercury is used for ores with high free gold grade, and
what has remained undeveloped until now in Roşia Montană is disseminated gold for which the
best gold recovery method is the proposed method. That is why the use of a powerful pollutant
in the technological flow is not recommended because this element does not degrades in time
(as cyanide) but it accumulates in the Tailings Management Facility.
Mercury amalgamation is not an approved BAT (Best Available Techniques) technology. – the
EU Directive to which RMGC has committed itself. The use of mercury amalgamation is also a
serious environmental and ecological risk, which we will not engage in – consistent with
Romania, EU and international guidelines and laws. Within chapter 5, Assessment of the
Alternatives, a comparison is presented and analyzed between several methods of gold ore
processing, among which amalgamation.
In addition, the extraction of ore at Roşia Montană is not planned to be conducted on a selective
basis, as such a method is not considered to be the most effective method of maximizing return
on investment and use of the resource for the benefit of the region, Romania, and the company.
Bulk mining has been shown through a number of independent feasibility and optimization
studies to be the best and optimum method of developing disseminated gold resources.
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The contestation states that residents of Alba County should be fully informed about the
environmental, economic, and social consequences of the mine before the hold a
referendum on the Roşia Montană Project.
As regarding your request, please consider the following aspects: (i) according to the relevant
legal provisions, the public may submit grounded proposals regarding the environmental impact
assessment; (ii) art. 44 (1) of the Order of the Minister of Waters and Environment Protection no.
860/2002 regarding the environment impact assessment and the issuance of environmental
agreements Procedures (”Order no. 860/2002”) provides that ”during the public debate meeting
the project titleholder [...], provides grounded answers to the justified proposals of the public,
which were received under a written form, previously to the respective hearing”; (iii) according to
art. 44 (3) of the Order no. 860/2002 ” based on the results of the public debate, the relevant
authority for the environmental protection evaluates the grounded proposals/comments of the
public and requests the titleholder the supplementation of the report on the environmental impact
assessment study with an appendix comprising solutions for the solving of the indicated issues”.
As your allegation (i) does not identify nor indicate issues related to the project initiated by
RMGC and undergoing the environment impact assessment procedure, (ii) refers to decisional
capacities under the competence of certain public authorities, issues to which RMGC is not in
the position to answer, we mention that the project titleholder cannot and does not have the
capacity to provide an answer or make any comments in this respect.
We are certain that proper information on the Roşia Montană Project (RMP) will clarify many of
the controversial aspects, and will create more project supporters.
On the specific issue of a referendum, which is a choice open to local government authorities,
we are confident that a referendum organized in Alba County would be favorable to us.
Romanian laws do not stipulate the organization of referendum for industrial projects. Moreover,
RMP is an issue that concerns the locals from Roşia Montană and the neighboring communities,
included in the project impact area.
Regarding your request, please consider the following aspects:
(i) according to the relevant legal provisions, the public may submit grounded proposals
regarding the environmental impact assessment;
(ii) art. 44 (1) of the Order of the Ministry of Waters and Environmental Protection no.
860/2002 regarding the Environmental Impact Assessment and the Issuance of
Environmental Permit (”Order no. 860/2002”) provides that ”during the public debate
meeting the project titleholder [...], provides grounded answers to the justified proposals
of the public, which were received under a written form, previously to the respective
hearing”;
(iii) according to art. 44 (3) of the Order no. 860/2002 ”based on the results of the public
debate, the relevant authority for the environmental protection evaluates the grounded
proposals/comments of the public and requests the titleholder to supplement the report
on the environmental impact assessment study with an appendix comprising solutions
for solving of the indicated issues.”
As your allegation (i) does not identify nor indicate issues related to the project initiated by Roşia
Montană Gold Corporation SA (RMGC) and undergoing the environment impact assessment
procedure, (ii) refers to decisional capacities under the competence of certain public authorities,
issues which RMGC is not in the position to answer, we mention that the project titleholder
cannot and does not have the capacity to provide an answer or make any comments in this
respect.
The contestation states that research activities could be performed with the mining and
drill works on the Porcurea desposits—particularly the Ludwig stock.
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S.C. Roşia Montană Gold Corporation S.A. (RMGC) will not conduct research works in these
areas because it does not hold any exploration/mining license or exploration permit.
Mining operations, as regulated by the Mining Law no. 85/2003 and the rules for its
implementation, can only be developed based on a mining/exploration license endorsed by the
National Agency for Mineral Resources (NAMR) for a particular mining perimeter.
Such exploration operations cannot be developed within Zlatna area, considering the fact that
RMGC did not secure any mining/exploration licenses for the deposits you have mentioned.
The contestation states that a pilot-station could be build at the Haneş mine (within the
Zlatna mine operation) where iono-molecular flotation processes could be used to
separate Fe, Mn, Zn, and Cd from water. These materials could be used for a variety of
industrial purposes.
S.C. Roşia Montană Gold Corporation S.A. (RMGC) does not hold any exploration/exploitation
license or exploitation permit for this area, therefore it cannot conduct research or exploration
works to justify the existence of a pilot plant at the Haneş mine. These types of works are
regulated by the Mining Law no. 85/2003 and by the rules for its implementation and can be
conducted only based on annual programs to be approved by the National Agency for Mineral
Resources (NAMR). These approvals can only be issued based on a mining/exploration license
endorsed by the National Agency for Mineral Resources (NAMR) for a particular perimeter.
A construction permit is required for building a pilot plant. This permit should be obtained based
on all the permits requested through an Urbanism Certificate obtained in advance, including the
environmental permit.
The waters released from the old mining works should be treated as part of a closure and
rehabilitation program developed for the facility. This program should be developed, approved
and implemented by the mining operator that carries out activities in the perimeter in question, in
accordance with the “polluter pays” principle.
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Introduction
Roşia Montană is the oldest documented settlement in Romania – it is approximately 1,870
years old. On its territory there is a historical centre renowned for the architectural features and the
age of its buildings, as well as different administrative, economic, socio-cultural buildings, a mining
museum with unique exhibits, memorial houses, an archaeological reserve and many geological
riches. Alburnus Maior (the Roman name for Roşia Montană) was extremely important in the DacoRoman period, proof of which can still be seen in the famous Roman and Dacian galleries, unique
in Europe in terms of size, degree of preservation and craftsmanship.
The presence of the Canadian investors in the area has created a trend against
development by means other than mining, such as agrotourism, ecotourism, farming or
traditional crafts. This is the main problem faced by the community in Roşia Montană which our
strategy is trying to solve. All these activities started to stagnate in 1997, when Gabriel Resources
Ltd. announced its intention to exploit the gold in Roşia Montană by using cyanide surface mining
procedures. Even though the company does not as yet have a mining licence, Roşia Montană is
associated only with the idea of cyanide gold mining and not with the tradition of gold exploitation
or with other tourist objectives in the area.
Seen as a monoindustrial area, especially by investors, Roşia Montană is in fact a region
with important archaeological vestiges, traditions and customs which are as much a part of the
identity of the place as mining is. On the other hand, mining led to the creation of a system of
objects, customs and traditions which can be exploited touristically.
This is the basis of our study, whose purpose is to diagnose the state of fact in Roşia
Montană in view of identifying, based on an environmental analysis, possible development
directions alternative to mining and the creation of local marketing strategies to attract investors to
the area.
The beneficiary of this study is the Alburnus Maior non-governmental organisation, whose
members are land and house owners in the area. This association was set up in 2000 in order to
oppose a mining investment project of the Canadian company Gabriel Resources. At present, the
association, whose objectives include rural development, intends to initiate touristic, agricultural
and historical heritage conservation projects. The present study is part of this framework.
The research was financed by the Both Ends Netherlands foundation as part of the
“Campaign for Roşia Montană” project.
The research team is made up of young people specialising in resource and community
issues management. Most of the team members have been working as volunteers in the “Save
Roşia Montană” Campaign for more than a year, thus benefiting from the experience of working
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directly with the members of the community in Roşia Montană. Community facilitators trained by
the Alburnus Maior Association have supported the research team in all matters related to this
study.
The prediagnosis for our study, the first approach to the territory, was made in the three
years the “Save Roşia Montană” Campaign volunteers worked in the community. We consider it
important to mention the period of adjustment to the community because when a development
project is initiated, the first priority is to search for and obtain a more comprehensive view of the
territory so that the population as a whole feels included but also to start identifying new
opportunities. The study carried out by Emilie Herve and Amelie Jolivel at the University of Lyon,
France in October 2004, Diversification economique on zone rurale miniere: le choix du
diagnostic territorial come outil de reflection 1 was another important starting point for the
present research, as we considered it part of the prediagnosis necessary for a more complex study
of development strategies in Roşia Montană.

Chapter I. An Analysis of Resources in Roşia Montană

1. The natural environment

1.1 Surface. Geographical position
Roşia Montană is a commune in Alba County, Romania, which covers an area of 4,161 ha
and has 3,716 inhabitants. It has the following villages under its jurisdiction: Gura Cornei, Corna,
Roşia Montană, Bunta, Ignăteşti, Gura Roşiei, Balmoşeşti, Iacobeşti, Ţarina, Blideşti, Bucium Sat,
Dogăreşti, Hileşti, Floreşti, Bisericani, Cărpeniş. Roşia Montană is situated at an altitude of
approximately 800 m above sea level on the northwest side of the Meridional Carpathians, to the
south of the Apuseni Mountains (at the foot of the Metaliferous Mountains), about 80 km from Alba
Iulia, the administrative centre of Alba County, 50 km from Brad, 11 and 15 km from another two
cities – Abrud and Câmpeni respectively.
1.2 Vegetation. Climate. Hydrology
The vegetation in Roşia Montană consists of broadleaf and coniferous forests and
mountain pastures.
The climate is continental temperate, typical of average altitude areas (850 m): long cold
winters – 4-6 months a year – and short summers; the average annual temperature is of 6-8°C,
and the average temperature in extreme months is of -4°C in January and 15°C in July. The rainfall
average is of 800-1,000 ml/year, and air humidity is between 72-91%.
Water resources consist of flowing and subterranean waters, including lacustrine units.
Roşia Montană is located in the Arieş river basin, and it is crossed from east to west by an affluent

1

Economic diversification in rural mining areas: territorial diagnosis as reflection instrument.
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of the Arieş – Roşia (also called Foieş by the locals), whose flow is variable as it depends on the
hydrographic level of the artificial lakes. The surface waters in Roşia Montană are streams which
flow through the commune into the Roşia Valley, just as the subterranean waters resulting from
gold mining do. The relief was shaped by the hydrographic network, as the smoothly sloping hills
and the plateaux are sedimentary in nature. The Apuseni Mountains and their geographical subgroups cover several counties and regions. They are therefore under the influence of several
development strategies among which there is no institutional unity.
1.3 Relief. Natural resources
Roşia Montană is part of the Apuseni Mountains, an isolated formation with specific
features in the Carpathian mountainous chain. Within the Metaliferous Mountains, the auriferous
square-shaped area outlines the richest region in silver, gold, copper, lead and zinc in Romania. It
covers 2,500 km2. It is delimited by the villages of Caraci, Baia de Arieş, Zlatna and Săcărâmb.
Roşia Montană is a small geological basin in the auriferous Quadrilateral characterised by its rich
gold and silver ores.
Pastures, forests and cliffs constitute the typical landscape in the Apuseni Mountains,
where people have lived since ancient times. The landscape is completed by “tăuri”, artificial lakes
created for the purpose of supporting mining activities. Five of these lakes can still be seen today,
and there is always water in them: Tăul Ţarinii, Tăul cel Mare, Tăul Anghel, Tăul Brazilor and Tăul
Cornei. Houses stretch along valleys, on plateaux and smoothly sloping hillsides bordered by the
following mountains: Rotunda (1,187 m), Ghergheleu (1,157 m), Cârnic (1,087 m), Tile (918 m).
There are two protected geological sites in Roşia Montană: Piatra Despicată and Piatra Corbului.
Piatra Despicată, situated between the Cârnic and Cetate peaks is an isolated erosion proof block.
Piatra Corbului, situated between the Ghergheleu and Curmătura peaks, is surrounded to the east
and west by roads which lead to the mining site in Roşia Poieni. The nature reserve is located at
an altitude of 1,100 –1,150 m, and it has the aspect of a black basalt block. All these are resources
with potential touristic value.
The agricultural surface in Roşia Montană is of 2,305 ha, most of it consisting of pastures
(1,088 ha) and hay fields (937 ha). Only 12% of the agricultural surface is arable, an insignificant
figure if compared with the national figures: 62.8% of the agricultural surface is arable. Due to
small crop yield, it is mainly subsistence farming that is practised here. The average potato yield
per hectare is of 10-12 tons; potato-planted surfaces have not grown significantly in the past 10
years. The average corn crop yield per hectare is of 1-1.5 tons; most corn fields or the few cereal
fields are found in the lower area of the commune. There are also numerous orchards: apple trees,
plum trees, pear trees. The surface covered by orchards is not recorded in any agricultural census.
The fruit crop yield recorded in 2003 was of 132 tons according to the Board of Statistics, but locals
estimate that this number is rather low, as the yield varies greatly from year to year due to climactic
factors (351 tons in 2001 as compared to 93 tons in 2002). This data and the questionnaires filled
in by the population show that the locals cultivate the fields but the yield is for personal
consumption only. Most of them have other income sources, even though these are not reported.
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This is mainly due to the dwindling possibilities that locals have to work their land and to it being
impossible for them to sell their produce at a good price.
From the description of relief forms it can be noted that hills, forests and fields predominate,
from which it can be concluded that these conditions are favourable to raising animals. Most locals
who own pastures or hay fields (75%) raise cattle. The average number of cattle head per
household varies between one and five head. 46% of households have at least two cows, 31%
between two and three cows and 13% have more than three cows. Production levels are very
difficult to assess; according to statistical data for 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, meat production varies
between 70 and 100 tons for beef, between 3 and 8 tons for mutton, between 38 and 103 tons for
pork. According to the Roşia Montană Agricultural Records, the milk production in 2002 consisted
of 19,500 hectolitres of cow milk and 120 hectolitres of sheep milk. The yield is fairly constant, but
it depends on the seasons. Wool is another important but not capitalised local product (between
500 kg and 10 tons a year). Wool is little used and sold.
In Roşia Montană there is no system for the collection of milk, the processing of dairy
products or of other animal products. Even though the inhabitants have these important resources,
they do not use them to their full value. This might be due to the less than competitive selling
prices for producers and to failing to motivate people to maintain their previous animal head count
and, not less importantly, to many families being too old. The feeling of uncertainty and the lack of
initiative are also due to pressure on the part of the foreign investors who want a large part of the
Roşia Montană population to be relocated.
1.4 Infrastructure
Roşia Montană is crossed by the DN 175 national road which links it to most important
cities in the region: Cluj-Napoca, Câmpeni, Abrud, Alba-Iulia. It is one of the four main axes in Alba
County which facilitate access to the large towns in the county (419.26 km of asphalted roads).
Roşia Montană has therefore a strategic position, the government being responsible for the
maintenance of this road. Its quality varies, and it is badly damaged in some areas. The state of
the DN 175 road can explained by intense erosion and landslides. Rehabilitation and
modernisation works are planned for this axis in order to improve the safety and viability of
passenger and goods transport, on condition that the necessary funds are obtained. Roşia
Montană is also crossed by the DJ 742 county road. Thus, either a national or a county road goes
through 8 villages out of 16. The other villages are accessible by communal roads, which are the
only access route to certain villages, like Soal or Dăroaia. The state of the county road is average,
with badly damaged areas inside the villages. Communal roads are generally not asphalted and
are therefore more exposed to erosion. The lack of maintenance of county and communal roads
can be explained by the lack of funds which plagues the entire county. From the investors’ point of
view, accessibility is essential, and this is why repairing the roads is very important.
In comparison with the Apuseni Mountains on the whole, Roşia Montană has a road
network, and well developed water and electricity supply infrastructures. The number of
households with sewage, electricity and running water facilities is higher than the average in Alba
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county communes. Roşia Montană is not equipped for the distribution of natural gas. From all
disfavoured mining areas, only Zlatna has such a system.

2. The social environment
2.1 Demographic features
A slight decrease in the number of inhabitants has been noticeable in Roşia Montană in the
past five years as well as the population ageing process characteristic of all rural areas in
Romania. The depopulation of villages is a phenomenon which started in the communist period,
after the nationalisation of the mines, and which is still going on. Population numbers are
decreasing in the mining area of the Apuseni Mountains. This phenomenon is noticeable in both
medium-sized towns and rural communes. This is explained by the fact that the birth rate – death
rate ratio is negative, as is the migration rate. Population growth has been decreasing in
communes in the entire area since 1996. The birth rate index is lower than the county average and
cannot compensate for the population loss caused by deaths. The migration index became
negative in the area in 1996. People are leaving because of the lack of employment opportunities
and the RMGC population relocation strategy.
In Roşia Montană the migration index was positive until 2002. According to the National
Statistics Institute, the population in Roşia Montană decreased from 4,095 inhabitants in 1999 to
3,850 inhabitants in 2003, from which 1,972 were women; and to 3,716 inhabitants in 2004. The
phenomenon is natural for a mining area in the Apuseni Mountains and does not signal a mass
movement out of the area as a result of pressures on the part of RMGC. It can be noted that the
male population outnumbers the female population for the 15-50 age segment. Over 50 years of
age, women constitute the majority. This gender representation reversal can be explained by the
premature deaths of miners, caused by pulmonary infection, as a consequence of work-related
accidents.
Romanians, Hungarians, Germans, Slovaks, Jews have lived together for centuries in a
community with no less than five religious denominations (Orthodox, Roman-Catholic, GreekCatholic, Unitarian, Lutheran) without any significant problems, which can be explained by the fact
that beyond ethnic and religious affiliation they were all part of a professional group characterised
by a higher degree of solidarity. The large number of inter-faith and inter-ethnic marriages is a case
in point.
The density of the population in Roşia Montană (93 inhabitants/km2) is higher than the
county average (63 inhabitants/km2) and is within the national average. This is an exceptional
situation as in mountainous rural areas in Romania the density of the population is lower than in
the rest of the country. It should also be noted that Roşia Montană has a number of inhabitants
close to certain medium-sized towns like Baia de Arieş. Roşia Montană is therefore one of the
most important communes in the county.
2.2 Work environment
From the total number of 917 people employed in 2003, 589 were working in the mining
industry, 38 in education and 49 in trade. No one was employed in the processing and construction
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industries according to the data obtained from the Alba National Board of Statistics. In 2004, the
number of small farms in Roşia Montană was 1.214. It is difficult to determine the number of
working people on one farm. It is generally noted that the enlarged family is employed. Officially,
the Agricultural Census only recorded one farm employee in Roşia Montană. This figure is highly
doubtful; it seems that the employees were simply not reported.
On December 31, 2003, the national unemployment index in Romania was 7.2% and in
Alba County it was 8.7%. However, many unemployed people are not included in official records.
Moreover, the extent of the “underground economy”, of illegal labour renders an accurate estimate
of unemployment levels very difficult. In spite of this, the collective data provides a general image
of the type of unemployment in question. In Roşia Montană it is the low qualified work force that is
most affected by unemployment. In the area under the jurisdiction of the Câmpeni Unemployment
Agency (Baia de Arieş, Valea Arieşului, Abrud, Mogoş, Ciuruleasa) many unemployed people have
technical training, others are not qualified at all (70%).
Double activity can be seen in Roşia Montană, as in other rural areas. Agricultural work has
generally been regarded as an activity which needs to be complemented by a salary. This is one of
the reasons why the population does not consider agricultural development a priority and does not
see it as a sustainable development opportunity for the area. The 2002 Census figures recorded by
the Alba Board of Statistics show that only between 0.5 and 1.2 of the active population is involved
in agriculture. However, in 2004 there were 1,214 active small farms. The double activity
phenomenon is widespread. Some peasants are pensioners or housewives, others receive
unemployment benefit and also have a small farm. The farm feeds the families and provides many
of the daily consumption products, and the money received from the state is used to pay for
external expenses: medicine, the children’s education, manufactured goods. The statistics do not
provide any data on this double activity phenomenon and it is difficult to know how many people
actually practise it.
2.3 Health care
Roşia Montană has one family physician and a dentist for approximately 4.000 inhabitants.
Health care is therefore underdeveloped and below county average (one physician to 514
inhabitants). This staff shortage is generalised in the entire Apuseni Mountains area. Thus, for
other health care services, the population in Roşia Montană has to travel elsewhere. They can
easily access the services provided by two hospitals and other health care providers in Câmpeni
and Abrud (less than 15 km away). Hospitals provide more services but they are understaffed and
underequipped. When they need specialised physicians and services that the hospitals and other
medical facilities in the immediate vicinity cannot provide, the people in the area go to Alba-Iulia
and Cluj-Napoca.
2.4 Education
Roşia Montană has the following educational facilities: five kindergarten units in 3 villages;
five primary school units (grades 1-4) in two villages and two units (grades 5-8) in two villages.
Educational infrastructures in the commune are generally distributed between the Roşia
Montană and Cărpeniş villages. Access to schooling is more difficult for children in villages like
9

Vârtop which completely lack educational infrastructures. The infrastructure and staff numbers are
satisfactory and they answer the commune’s needs. The student–teacher ratio for each level is
within the county average (kindergarten: 20 students to one teacher; grades 1-8: 15 students to
one teacher). On completing the 8th grade, students go to secondary schools in Abrud and
Câmpeni. Almost 30% of the students go on to university. The majority go to Alba-Iulia and ClujNapoca, which means at least 80 km away. Thus the students break their ties with their villages as
they only return home on holiday or at weekends, according to their budgets. Most of them do not
return to work in the area, preferring regions or countries where employment opportunities are
greater. This situation is generalised in rural areas in Romania. It should be noted that the
Governmental programme focuses on improving the educational system, giving priority to
mountain areas where mining is in decline.

2.5 Institutions and associations
For a commune that wants to develop and attract potential investors, the image of its
institutions, public administration, representatives is essential. It is also important that the
commune have a very strong institutional system. In the case of the Roşia Montană commune, the
commune hall is the representative. It puts itself across as being innovative, open to new ideas, but
all its strategies are related exclusively to the mining project.
In Roşia Montană there are two non-governmental organisations whose activity is closely
connected to the mining project: the Alburnus Maior Association, who opposes the project and
advocates sustainable development based on agriculture and tourism, and the Pro Roşia Montană
Association, who supports the implementation of the exploitation proposed by RMGC.
2.6 Access to services
The inhabitants of Roşia Montană have access to the basic products and services provided
by the local tradespeople. For more complex products or services they must travel to Abrud,
Câmpeni, Alba-Iulia or Cluj-Napoca. Thus the people in Roşia Montană have very strong ties with
Câmpeni and Abrud, especially in what concerns decentralised services for the active population.
There is no means of public transport supported by the commune. Most people do not own a car,
which means they waste a lot of time travelling. The commune is fairly isolated, especially in
wintertime when climactic conditions make transportation difficult.
2.7 Psychographic features
The situation in Roşia Montană is different from that in other rural regions because of the
conflict generated in the community by the mining project. Research shows a higher degree of
violence in the community, which negatively influences the community development of the area. A
series of interviews taken between July 2002 – May 2004 in Roşia Montană and Bucium support
these findings. The initial purpose of these interviews was not their inclusion in sociological
research – they were conducted by a group of activists, students or specialists in different fields in
order to gain a better understanding of the situation in Roşia Montană and surrounding villages.
The issues discussed in the interviews refer to the way people perceive the relocation
process in correlation with the changes within the community at the level of social relations. One of
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the hypotheses formulated in the interviews was that of damaged social relations, conflicts
occurring in the community.
We don’t get along anymore…not any of us. Sons fight fathers, brothers fight each other.
Ever since the“Gold” is here, our life hasn’t been the same. (Z.C., 60-year-old man).
A. Ţ. and S.S. are cousins – their fathers-in-law were brothers. They were born in Roşia
Montană in 1920 and 1921, respectively, and never would have imagined that they would have to
leave everything and spend the rest of their lives in a foreign place. Many old people can relate to
S.S.’s story – she lives alone in the house she bought 50 years ago from the mayor, she is a
widow and she has a daughter in Braşov. Nobody forced her to sell her house to the Roşia
Montană Gold Corporation, it was her choice - it seemed a tempting offer. I’m ill, I can’t carry water
and wood. In winter it is especially difficult for her to manage on her own. So now she will have to
go and live with her daughter. She is going to miss her birthplace but she thinks she will be better
off with her daughter. The sale negotiations started last year, when two representatives of the
company came to survey her land. S.S. complains about the fact that 250 square metres in her
garden, in value of 20 million lei according to her, were not taken into account, and the company
accused her of moving the fence. Even though it is very difficult for her to take this step, the old
woman is waiting for the contract to be finalised. Her cousin and friend, A. Ţ., is not as impatient.
On the contrary. A widow since 1972, a seamstress by trade, she has two daughters – the
youngest in Cluj-Napoca, the eldest in Ocna Mureş. Her house was sold by her children, against
her will, and now she is to move to Ocna Mureş. She refuses to discuss the reason and the way in
which her house was sold. She confesses that reporters have interviewed her too, but then her
words were twisted in the newspaper. She does not trust anybody anymore. What is certain is that
on November 10, 2003 she should have vacated the house, but she wanted a postponement. On
the basis of a petition and a medical certificate, she was granted permission to stay until May 31.
The old woman tries to justify somehow her child selling her house: … they were all fooled, they
were greedy and wanted more money…
A. and S. confess that they will especially miss their husbands’, brothers’ and parents’
graves. For the rest of their lives they will look back to the 80 years spent on a mountain side. They
are very emotional, crying through most of the interview.
The conflicts in the community are a result of the lack of trust in each other displayed by the
inhabitants, the fear of money being an important leitmotif. As they lack the opportunity to
communicate anymore, “the ones for the project” and “the ones against the project” frequent
different places, and the community is practically split in two. At a closer look, however, it appears
that the majority of the inhabitants are undecided but they have signed contracts with RMGC for
fear of not being left both without an important sum of money and a roof over their heads. The
precontract gives them the right to remain in their houses until the company decides to begin
construction for the project.
G. M. is 71 and he is one of the people who can remember the Roşia Montană of the interwar years. He does not trust the system in general and refuses to talk to (be recorded by)
journalists or any other people asking about the project and its implications. He is familiar with all
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aspects of the mining exploitation and is aware of the danger that this project implies. In 1999 he
tried to lease a part of the exploitation that belonged to his grandfather. He was discouraged by the
negative answer he received. One of the most vehement direct opponents of the project, he
stopped the minister of culture in order to point out to him the danger that RMGC poses to the
history of Roşia Montană. I told the minister, Teodorescu, that I had the greatest respect for the
history he knows, because he knows more than I’ll ever know and I’m an old man, but I told him
that here in Roşia we know best because it’s our history and we should be asked when they let
people mine in the Roman mines. Now, however, he speaks of RMGC in respectful terms,
stressing that they are the specialists and they know best how mining is done. His tone of voice
changes every time he speaks about his personal view of the situation in Roşia. I sold my land.
What was I supposed to do? Where do I go now? You work your whole life for a patch of land so
that you can rest when you’re old and now what?
The lack of trust and hope is one of the hypotheses that must be followed in the community,
as they are a feature of abused communities, even if the conflict does not degenerate into direct
violence. The change in the attitude of the inhabitants is proof of the psychological pressure that
they are under, which can constitute another important premise for the research of the dimensions
of the abused community.
We met M. R., a 69-year-old woman, in Mihai Viteazu (county Cluj), where she had just
moved from Gura Cornei. "They came to us every day, the people from Gold, and my son told
them we didn’t want to sell… And every day they came and told us that the project was going to
start and that we were right in their way and that our house would fall down anyway (she cries)...
And we sold our house after all because our neighbours sold theirs too… I live here with my
nephew because he works in Turda and my son and my daughter-in-law rented a place in Alba
(Iulia n.i.), but it’s very difficult, very difficult…" (selective transcript).
The degree of abuse in the community is rising, and this can be seen at the structural
(institutional) level in the fact that RMGC departments function in public spaces (the Community
Information Centre is operating in the former Community Cultural Centre) and in the way the
authorities relate to RMGC. Locals tell how the current mayor was elected four years ago on the
basis of a campaign in which he promised to “get the kangaroos out of Roşia Montană” (Gabriel
Resources was thought at the time to be an Australian company). Immediately after winning the
elections, the current mayor started supporting the mining project. At the same time, the
inhabitants have access to local and community information only through the authorities, as there
are no local media.
When building the corpus of validated hypotheses we also took into account the level of
awareness of the members of the community. Many of the inhabitants do not have access to
information about the project other than through the RMGC Community Information Centre. This is
also why the inhabitants of Roşia Montană perceive the investor as more than an external factor.
The fact that the project is supported by the local authorities also greatly influences the community.
We are approaching the year 2007, when all mining subsidies will be withdrawn, so we
should think about what we are going to do, close down or find a solution, through an investor, no
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matter who it is, to go on with the mining, because here, all 4,000 people live from mining, so
someone in every family worked or is working in the mine. And then, if a serious investor comes,
and if it is to the benefit of the community, they will be supported, and of course, if they will respect
local laws, the laws of the Romanian state and those of the European Union, because we are
going in that direction and I believe that it’s only up to us to become part of Europe in 2007 as we
set out to do. So I support any investment if it is beneficial to my commune and if it obeys the law.
(Virgil Nariţa, Mayor)
The locals still think that the local autorities should decide the future of their commune, and
as a result, the way in which the local authorities support the implementation of the mining project
in very important. Apart from the authorities, the locals (75% of the people interviewed) believe that
private companies and the people in the community also play an important role in deciding the
future. The answers to the question “What should local authorities do for the development of the
commune?” vary from the development of the drinking water network to road maintenance,
asphalting, cleaning, creating jobs, from the development of tourist resources to the rational
exploitation of auriferous resources, the development of the natural gas supply network and
prohibiting heavy traffic.
In terms of access to information and psychological pressure, the Roma community in
Roşia Montană is a special case. RMGC systematically used the Roma population in the Gura
Roşiei area (the Dăroaia neighbourhood) in order to demonstrate project viability with reference to
public consultation. Their life is simple and miserable. Not much has been written about them. The
neighbourhood has now got electricity and drinking water thanks to PHARE funds for the Roma
population. But the locals are still unhappy because this money was not used for their most
important needs, such as a reinforcement wall for the hill which is about to fall on the houses in its
immediate vicinity. Job opportunities are insufficient, the old mining company in Roşia Montană is
unable to cope with the situation.
The people in Roşia Montană do not trust development alternative to mining due to
pressure from the Canadian investors. Fear of the implementation of the mining project makes
people not wish to invest in community projects, even though many of them do not believe that
surface mining would save the commune. The great majority of the answers to the question How
do you see the commune in two years’ time? referred to uncertainty, stress, even though most
people want the Canadian-Romanian company to leave. However, some of the people interviewed
stressed the development of agrotourism, raising animals, wood processing and other activities as
alternatives to mining. The answers to the question What type of changes would you like to see in
the following years? refer to solving local conflicts, jobs and a decent life, agriculture but also to the
exploitation of natural resources. Even though they know nothing about funding programmes and
sustainable development strategies for the area (90% of the people interviewed), the locals say
that producers should invest in dairy products and slaughter houses, due to the specific features of
the area. The great majority of the people interviewed are willing to do volunteer work for the
development of the commune, and the negative answers were given by old people whose health
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does not allow them to work anymore. This is an essential aspect for the development of the
community.
It is interesting to note that part of the people questioned feel there is a lack of cultural
events. Many would be willing to participate in organising joint events and activities. Potential
investors should take this need of the population into account, and they can have a positive
influence on their employees by organising joint events. This is also important from the point of
view of the development of local tourism, as tourists everywhere are attracted by such events.

3. The Cultural Environment
Roşia Motană is a place where mining created a system of specific traditions and customs.
The area is strewn with historical monuments and archaeological sites. The folklore is varied – a
combination of the traditions, customs and myths of several peoples (Romanian, Hungarian,
Austrian, German) and several religious denominations (Orthodox, Catholic, Reformed, Unitarian).
The oldest documents attesting the existence of Roşia Montană in the Apuseni Mountains
are the 50 Roman waxed tablets (only 25 remain today).
Some of the historically and spiritually significant objectives are the seven churches in
Roşia Montană, the oldest one dating from 1796. The Orthodox, Catholic, Greek-Catholic,
Reformed and Unitarian denominations are well represented in Roşia Montană – they have coexisted in a community without religious conflicts. The Roman-Catholic church displays one of the
most valuable objects in the area, the icon of the Virgin Mary adorned with a string of black pearls
that the Empress Maria Theresia offered as a present.
The old village centre in Roşia Montană is on the list of heritage areas due to the age and
specific architecture of its 37 houses. Most of these monuments have not been properly
maintained and some are in ruins.
Many galleries bear witness to the mining exploitation in the commune. There are galleries
which date from the Daco-Roman period. Galeries from various periods are grouped in four sites
and these sites are linked by subterranean galleries which crisscross the Roşia Montană village.
The Cârnic Mountain is a unique site in Europe as it is so rich in Dacian and Roman galleries.
There is a mining museum for the preservation and as a reminder of the mining tradition in the
commune, with a small area for a Roman and a modern gallery set up for the access of the public.
Once a year people in the area celebrate Miner’s Day. Traditionally, this was one of the most
important events in the Metaliferous Mountains, but in the past years it has been transformed by
local and county authorities into a propaganda opportunity for the RMGC project.
Roşia Montană became an urbanised commune in the inter-war period as mining was a
private enterprise at that time. Traditions are not strictly preserved in Roşia Montană, except
perhaps in more isolated villages. However, a series of specific myths and legends are part of local
folklore and differentiate this area from others in the Apuseni Mountains. The belief in “vâlve” is still
widespread among miners. A “vâlva” was a spirit of the baths which took different shapes: a
woman, man, child or animal, or just made itself known through sounds. It is generally believed
that if the apparition was white and bright, it showed itself to miners who were good Christians and
14

pointed them to the rich gold veins, asking in return that they guard the secret with their lives. But if
it appeared black and dark to miners who were mean people, it inevitably brought them misfortune.
There are several legends related to the origin of the names of baths in Roşia Montană, according
to which those gold veins were revealed to poor miners by “vâlve”, such as the “La Trandafir”, “La
Despicata”, “La Cotoroanţa” mines. Unlike the other beliefs preserved and disseminated especially
by the women in Roşia Montană, the belief in “vâlve” belonged to the men.
Religious holiday are strictly kept, but there are no specific local customs except the Easter
“puşcături”, when youngsters burn carbide in cannon mouths on the hills around the villages.

4. The Economic Environment
Approximately 170 companies are active at present in the central area of the Apuseni
Mountains. They operate mainly in the areas of trade, forest exploitation, manufacturing and
mining. This is also the case in the Roşia Montană area, even though the important companies are
concentrated in the two towns, Câmpeni şi Abrud.
4.1 The primary sector
The primary sector, consisting of agriculture and forestry, is poorly developed and it
represents activities performed informally. There is no statistical data referring to sales, current
price and sales network. Trade with agricultural products is informal. Many agricultural products
are used for personal consumption, and the rest is used to trade for services or wares. Many
products are exchanged; important work (collecting the hay, evacuating the manure, supplying the
firewood, making the plum brandy) is collective work. Many of the products are for family
consumption. Meat products are made in the family; all derivates are used (pig lard is used for
making soap, wool for making clothes, vegetal fibres for ropes).
According to the agricultural record, 86% of the milk production in Bucium and 82% in
Roşia Montană is for self-consumption. 10-15% of the milk production is for the calves. There is
little surplus and that only in the case of large farms. This is sold directly in the village or in the
marketplace in Câmpeni. The yield depends on the season and is therefore uneven. The quality of
the milk and its derivates is not properly checked. However, the support and exchange network is
very well developed. There is no selling system or local produce processing units. It can be said
that there is no formal structure at this level. Local products are not sold in local food stores.
4.2 The secondary sector
The industry in the area is in difficulty. It can be said that the secondary sector is seriously
declining. Industrial production has decreased in the Alba county by 42.3% in ten years. This loss
of activity makes itself harshly felt in the economy of towns like Abrud, Câmpeni and their area of
influence. The secondary sector remains the largest supplier of jobs. The only company that has
not done any restructuring in ten years is a wood processing plant in Câmpeni, Montana S.A.
Câmpeni. According to the Local Unemployment Agency, all the other companies in the area have
been restructured. Among the most important companies in the area are: the mining companies
RoşiaMin in Roşia Montană, CupruMin in Abrud and ArieşMin in Baia de Arieş. There is also the
textile industry with S.C. Filatura S.A. in Abrud, S.C. Tricomel S.A. in Câmpeni, S.C. Arieşul S.A.
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Conf in Baia de Arieş. The wood processing industry with Socom S.A. in Abrud, Cooperativa Moţul
in Câmpeni and S.C. Detunata S.A. in Abrud. On the whole, the number of jobs has decreased
significantly in large companies. Only small companies have managed to stay in constant
operation, but they are not sufficient for the available local labour force. In Abrud there are small
wood processing workshops. The forests in Cîmpeni are administred by the Câmpeni and Valea
Arieşului Forestry Departments, economic entities which are responsible for forestation,
reforestation and forest protection. At present, forest exploitation is done by forestry departments.
Large quantities of wood are processed in this area and then this is sold either as timber or as
finite products (furniture, arts and crafts objects). Wood processing is done by large private units
such as S.C.Montana S.A and by small and medium-sized units such as

S.C.Transilvania

Production S.R.L., which have very good prospects. If SC MONTANA SA were to benefit from
fiscal facilities similar to those granted to the Gold Corporation, it could employ an extra 300
people. The development of the activity is also supported by the possibility of training the work
force at the local Forestry Vocational School. At present they are training 563 students. It should
also be noted that funds of 5 billion lei have been approved through the PHARE program for the
rehabilitation of the school.
Most of the companies in the primary and secondary sectors are in the neighbouring towns.
The companies in Roşia Montană are usually retailers and do not provide sufficient jobs. The
tertiary sector is practically non-existent in Roşia Montană, even though the opportunities offered
by the area are more than ample. The structure according to field of activity of these economic
entities satisfies many of the needs of the population in terms of production and sales, but the need
is felt for establishing manufacturing companies. The population is not fully aware of this need due
to the polarisation around the neighbouring towns, Abrud and Câmpeni.

4.3 The situation of demand
An analysis of demand reveals the economic situation, the consumption structure, the
behavioural patterns of buyers in the researched community. The purpose of the analysis of
demand is to present the market potential and volume, purchasing and consumption patterns.
A few important features related to the situation of demand and consumer behaviour in the
Roşia Montană commune are revealed by the questionnaires filled in by a sample group of 50
inhabitants:
•

The households in the Roşia Montană commune do not show a clear poverty
tendency. The population of the commune is polarised from this point of view.
This is based on the financial status of those interviewed.

•

The families in the commune show a tendency to invest in production more than
the ones in the city. This is based on the fact that those in the commune have
larger households than those in the city. However, a tendency to complement
own production revenue with income from other sources is noticeable in the
commune.
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•

Dissatisfaction with the products on offer does not refer to the inaccessibility of
the product in the commune or the inadequate offer, but to the high prices.

•

In order to better satisfy the needs of the consumers in the commune it is
advisable to introduce the franchise system for certain product and service
providers.

•

The number of entrepreneurs in the commune is low. Very few of the people
interviewed mentioned their own business as a source of income. The Roşia
Montană commune offers great opportunities for investors in the dairy and
animal products processing industry, but we should not forget the small industry,
services offered in certain fields, such as agrotourism.

4.4 Entreprise strategy
Among the factors which prevent businesses from achieving their strategic goals, the first is
the presence of the Canadian investor in the community, which blocks development alternative to
mining, from the point of view of the tertiary sector for instance. The change of the general and
regional zoning plans (PUG and PUZ) in June 2002 obstructs the development of businesses
simply by including the Roşia Montană area in the category of industrial areas. The lack of capital
and investment is the second most important factor. Other factors are: the lack of qualified work
force, buyers’ incapacity to pay, competition. Most businesses do not intend to invest more, to
develop their capacity in the near future. Even at the level of opening a new business, the owners
of accommodation facilities concluded that it is not worth investing more at the moment, they do
not intend to renovate the space in which they run their business, do not plan to develop their
capacity, do not intend to become a legal firm. They would be willing to co-operate for the
development of tourism in the commune, but not to take the initiative. The investments made by
the entrepreneurs in the commune are based on their own resources. This can lead to a serious
problem in the economic structure. With limited financial resources, investment can be made only
in order to maintain the economic level of the entreprise, not to develop it.

Chapter II. The SWOT Analysis of the Roşia Montană Commune
In conclusion, the following SWOT analysis of the commune was used when elaborating
the development strategy:
Strengths
Weaknesses
physical
infrastructure
is
• Natural conditions favour raising sheep and • The
underdeveloped
cattle
• Excellent
agricultural
resources
and • It becomes more difficult for people to work
their land and sell their products at
opportunities for growing fruit trees
convenient prices
• The opportunities offered by the lakes in the
commune
• The number of agricultural machines
decreases from year to year, the currently
• Conditions favourable to the development of
used ones are old, worn out and inefficient.
tourism
This largely accounts for the poor results
- the galleries and the Mining Museum
obtained in agriculture as well as the limited
- churches and heritage buildings
degree of mechanisation that can be
- fishing
provided, especially as the land is
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-

•
•
•
•

the possibility to organise picnics,
hikes, camp sites
- fresh air
- the positive attitude of the locals
towards agrotourism
- traditional peasant households, the
possibility for tourists to get involved
in household activities
- attractive
landscapes
in
the
surrounding area
- swimming and hunting opportunities
- good meat, dairy products, fish
suppliers
Large forest areas, the exploitation of
forests offers supplementary income.
The situation of the schools is relatively
good and is developing
Availability of cheap work force
The locals’ desire to take part in the
economic and social development of the
commune through volunteer work

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

excessively parcelled.
Most arable surfaces are in difficult areas
(e.g. hills)
Limited number of farmers who are legal
bodies
Much of the arable land is abandoned
Limited profitability of capital invested in the
natural environment
Limited possibilities of obtaining capital
High death rate
Increasing death rate-birth rate ratio
Inadequate workforce employment structure,
high proportion of secondary forces
Large percentage of unemployed people,
their work efficience is decreasing
Migration of young, able and adequately
qualified people to the city
Large number of retired people, and people
on disability pensions
Large number of young, unexperienced
people
Small number of non-governmental, civic,
cultural, professional organisations
Lack of financial resources
The development of a monoindustrial centre
Outdated equipment and technologies
Slow adjustment of companies to changes in
market structure
The presence of a highly poluting and
energy-consuming plant
Tourist facilities are not used to full capacity
Insufficient tourist advertising
Inadequate tourist transport and technical
equipment infrastructure
Insufficiently qualified personnel to ensure
quality tourist services
Small number of active small and mediumsized businesses in the manufacturing and
service fields
Limited foreign capital within the small and
medium-sized businesses’ social capital
Minimum capitalization of the disfavoured
area status

Opportunities
Threats
• No co-financing basis for SAPARD
• Initiating agrotourism, rural tourism:
applications
- the development of a tourist system
(cheap accomodation and meals)
• Aged land owners cannot adjust to market
- camp sites around the lakes
economy requirements, they are not
- a more varied and higher quality
adequately trained, the consultancy system
entertainment offer
does not work properly
- participating in events
• European Union production norms and
- raising interest for curiosities in the
quality standards have not been introduced
area through communication
• Specialists adequately trained to elaborate
- improving the image of the commune,
rural development programmes are difficult
keeping it clean
to find, especially those who would
- protecting nature, the environment
participate continuously in implementing
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-

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

a more varied cultural offer
the protection of historical and natural
monuments.
Communicational measures:
- more active information campaigns
- more intense advertising and PR
activity
- underlining
assets,
strengths,
opportunities.
Attracting Romanian and foreign investors
Taking part in community development
programmes
financed
by
various
foundations
Submitting
projects
for
co-financed
infrastructure development
Finding foreign partners for the commune
Establishing
non-profit
organisations,
cultural and professional associations
Submitting
SAPARD
projects
for
establishing piscicultural and agricultural
products processing units
Stimulating education

•
•
•
•
•

such programmes over the course of
several years
Limited participation in national and
international tourism networks
The costs of rural tourism exceed the
spending power of local tourists
Supply and sale centres are relatively far
away
The available work force is underqualified
External investors could endanger local
entrepreneurs

Chapter III. Strategy Elements 2

Introduction
The development strategy elements in the case of the Roşia Montană commune were
elaborated on the basis of the data presented in the previous chapter, as well as the following
aspects, which are crucial for the implementation of certain short-term strategy elements:
1. the presence of the Canadian investors in the area, a phenomenon with negative effects
at community level
2. the co-operation between the local authorities and the Canadian investors, as well as the
support granted the project by state institutions, which is why the area is perceived as
monoindustrial.
3. the changes to the General Zoning Plan of the commune under pressure from RMGC,
which makes any project (other than surface mining) incompatible with zoning plans
4. the psychological pressure on the inhabitants of the commune, which renders
development alternatives to mining difficult
5. the lack of a viable development strategy for the region which the commune is part of
6. the reduced interest on the part of local and regional authorities in elaborating a strategy
compatible with the concept of sustainable development instead of that of industrial development

2

The term used is “strategy elements” and not “development strategy” due to the fact that the project proposed by the Alburnus
Maior Association does not represent a development strategy proper, but an approach to some of the issues identified. The Alburnus
Maior Association lacks the means to become actively involved in all aspects related to the development of the commune. However,
the strategy elements proposed are extremely important, as they have immediate practical applicability, unlike the usual development
strategies elaborated by governmental agencies, which remain in the project stage and whose implementation is less than adequate.
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Methods
The strategy elements have been conceived in such a way as to have immediate practical
applicability, including aspects which can be implemented in the context of the difficult situation of
the Roşia Montană commune and the neighbouring areas. As there is no communication between
the Alburnus Maior Association and the local authorities, the strategy elements refer strictly to the
development alternative to mining and fostering entrepreneurship in the commune, and they do not
refer to a series of problems that the Alburnus Maior Association is not qualified to solve, mostly
related to infrastructure. Facilitating access to decent health care services, supplying natural gas to
the commune, repairing the roads, these are all problems which were identified in the course of
research, but which lack, from the point of view of the organisation, a solution that the Alburnus
Maior Association can be actively part of. However, these issues have been taken into account,
and they will be apparent in the strategy elements as objectives or activities which can indirectly
contribute to the speeding of the process.
The direction taken in elaborating strategy elements for Roşia Montană was from the
general to the particular, taking into consideration a series of aspects of governmental strategies
proposed for the sustainable development of the Apuseni Mountains, but also aspects present in
the literature which stress the ecological component of development meant to complement
governmental strategies. The strategy elements focused on short, medium and long-term
objectives. General medium and long-term objectives were elaborated in the first stage, leaving
the short-term strategic objectives for a later stage.
Even though the strategies proposed by governmental institutions were used as a model at
the start, the weak point of post-1989 Romanian governments was also considered: the
operationalisation of development strategies (the main reason for failure in the case of almost all
strategies elaborated after 1989). The lack of understanding of the strategy operationalisation
mechanism, the very frequent changes in the organisational structure of governmental institutions
(agencies, ministries) and in the legal framework, all prevented the coagulation of strategic
objectives which would find a solution in successfully implemented activities. Corruption and poor
management of existing resources are also part of this.
Two types of objectives were considered: those determined by the internal situation in the
area and those taken from the experience of other systems. The objectives suggested by the
internal situation of the system (1) were elaborated on the basis of the resource analysis presented
in chapter 1. The objectives taken from the experience of other systems (2) used community
models in the immediate vicinity of Roşia Montană (Gârda, Râmeţi, Sâncraiu), but also
communities in France, Italy, etc., countries with extensive experience in sustainable development.
The strategy elements were oriented towards short, medium and long-term objectives.
Three general criteria were taken into consideration for the elaboration of strategy elements
for the Roşia Montană area, in accordance with the Recommendations of the UN General
Assembly for the development of sustainable development strategies:
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1. the protection of human, animal, plant health, the conservation of biodiversity, of the
natural environment and resources
2. the efficience of the natural, human, economic etc. capital
3. equity between the members of the society and between future generations, regarded as
access to resources and satisfaction of basic needs.
The secondary criteria (4) took into consideration:
a. the opinion of the community as revealed by questionnaires and interviews
b. the ability of the Alburnus Maior Association to become directly involved
c. the possibility of using existing resources most efficiently at minimum costs.
The strategic objectives (5) were evaluated and selected on the basis of the following
indicators (6):
-

the degree of accessibility of the resources used

-

the degree of understanding of the issues raised by the community

-

the degree of involvement of the locals in the issue in question

-

the degree of implementation difficulty

-

the degree of risk of the activities involved in reaching the chosen objective

-

the degree of implication of other actors

-

the cost of the activities which involved in reaching the chosen objective

Several strategic objectives were eliminated from the strategy element frame, specifically
those which require the implication of actors from Roşia Montană (local authorities, other state
institutions) who are not directly involved in drawing up alternative development strategies due to
their strong support of the only project submitted to their attention at present, surface mining.
Those objectives which involve high costs that the Alburnus Maior Association and its partners
cannot yet afford have also been eliminated.
Possible scenarios and activities (7) are presented in the shape of implemented projects,
ongoing projects or proposed by the Alburnus Maior Association and its partners. These
demonstrate the viability of the strategy elements proposed by our association from the
perspective of the immediate implementation of the activities which support the strategic
objectives.
The incentives (8) and restrictions (9) were identified by considering the actors involved in
the Roşia Montană issue. The national and international partners who support sustainable
development in Roşia Montană are balancing at present the hostile attitude of governmental actors
who desire the monoindustrialisation of the area. The PUG and PUZ restrictions have already
been mentioned and they have been taken into account in the elaboration of the strategy.
In spite of the fact that in Roşia Montană no other buildings can be erected except
industrial ones, the projects of the association prove that, with a little creativity, economic activities
can be established especially in the agrotouristic field, even under the circumstances. The
necessary (10) and anticipated efforts (11) are included in the project descriptions as the
necessary resources for the proper implementation of activities. As these strategy elements are
proposed by a non-governmental organisation, the development of policies, programmes and
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measures (12) is not discussed. Instead of policies and programmes, our association proposes a
series of variable-scale projects able to show that sustainable development is possible in the Roşia
Montană area. Due to this, the last elements of the strategy development frame –tools (14),
operationalisation (13), monitoring (15) and feedback (16) – are not discussed separately in our
study, but as part of the project proposals.
Figure 1.1 shows the logframe matrix used for the elaboration of the strategy:
Figure 1.1

1. Objectives
suggested by the
internal situation of

2. Objectives taken
from the experience
of other systems

3. An inventory of
possible objectives

4. Criteria for the
selection and ranking of
objectives

8. Incentives

5. Proposed strategic
objectives
7. Scenarios
Simulations
Possible activities

10. Restrictions
12.
Programmes
Measures

14. Tools

13.
Operationalisati

6. Sizing, evaluation,
indicators
9. Necessary
efforts

11. Anticipated
efforts

15. Monitoring

16. Feedback
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3.1 Image audit
Image audits can be applied to the agrotourism development sector and such an audit was
conducted on the basis of both interviews and questionnaires and of dialogue with tourists from
outside the area, who are neutral to the community from the point of view of the tourist service
consumer. Some of the issues raised in the image audit were processed for inclusion among the
strategic objectives for the development of agrotourism in the area.
Roşia Montană does not offer many leisure opportunities as compared to other regions with
tourist potential, but this aspect is compensated by the beauty of the landscape and the publicity
caused by the controversial mining project.
The people interviewed believe that their area is visited for several reasons, the most
important ones being: the landscape, the Roman vestiges, the lakes, visiting an area threatened by
extinction. They did not mention the following reasons: learning opportunities, business
opportunities, the accomodation, meals, tourism and shopping offer. Among young visitors to the
area fishing is the main incentive, while older people come here to visit relatives, to enjoy the quiet
and the fresh air.
3.2 Proposals for a better image and better living standards for the commune
By analysing the answers to the questions in the interviews and the questionnaires, the
following conclusions can be drawn:
•

the number of visitors, tourists, would grow if the quality of the following factors
improved:
- more and better entertainment opportunities, more varied cultural offer
- fitting the lakes for tourist access
- more varied service offer
- environmental protection measures
- a cleaner commune

•

good humour does not only depend on the external environment, but also on the
mentality of the people

The measures that must be taken are the following:
•

economic measures:
-

creating new jobs

-

economic development

-

raising the living standards

-

investments, development

-

developing the small industry

-

developing the infrastructure (telephone, natural gas, water,
sewage, etc.)

•

repairing the roads, improving transport possibilities

measures for starting agrotourim, rural tourism activities:
-

developing a tourism system (cheap accomodation and meals)

-

cleaning and fitting the lakes for tourist access
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•

-

campsites around the lakes

-

more varied, higher quality leisure opportunities

-

events

-

raising interest for curiosities in the area through communication

-

improving the image of the commune, keeping it clean

-

protecting nature, the environment

-

a more varied cultural offer

-

protecting natural and historical monuments

communicational measures:
-

more active information campaigns

-

more intensive advertising and PR activities

-

stressing assets, strong points, opportunities

Tourist expectations of the conditions in the village where they spend their holidays refer to
the following criteria:
1. the beauty of nature:
•

beautiful landscape

•

swimming opportunities

•

interesting villages

•

forests in the vicinity, for hikes

•

rich fauna and flora

•

mountains, hills, cliffs

2. the quality of the services, accomodations, meals
•

cheap

•

separate bathroom

•

easy access to the village

•

high quality service offer

•

shopping opportunities

•

opportunities to come in contact with new people, new cultures

•

meal opportunities

•

quiet places where they can be alone

3. leisure opportunities
•

access to radio, television

•

bars

•

children’s parks

•

sporting events

•

fishing opportunities

•

disco

•

arcade games

4. educational, cultural opportunities
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•

access to newspapers, information sources

•

historical monuments in the vicinity

•

museums, painting exhibitions

•

opportunities to become familiar with the new cultures

•

opportunities to study animals, rare plants

•

guided tours around the area

5. sporting opportunities
•

ballgame courts

•

pool halls

•

hiking

•

horse riding

These factors are not defining for the development of a tourism system in Roşia Montană,
because by initiating agrotourism the locals are trying to revitalise the area by preserving its
specific features and not by adapting it to mass tourism. Nevertheless, these criteria must be taken
into consideration as a market orientation.
From the point of view of the investors, the following factors are essential: reduced opening
and running costs, and reduced investments in developing the infrastructure. Work force
availability is also very important, as is the attitude of the population and the local authorities to
investors. In the case of Roşia Montană it could be said that neither the population nor the local
authorities nor the local entrepreneurs have a positive attitude to investors. In deciding where to
invest, investors also consider the logistical structure, the location of the commune with regard to
sale and supply centres.

4. Medium and long-term problems and objectives

4.1 Population and social needs
4.1.1 Demography
Problems
•

marked ageing process

•

depopulation due to migration, especially of young people with secondary or tertiary
education, to urban centres

•

negative population growth
Short-term objectives:

•

creating an information and resource centre for young people, thus facilitating their
involvement in the life of the community

•

organising foreign language and computer science classes, training and re-qualification
courses

•

getting young people involved in guiding tourists around the area, as well as in other
activities with alternative income potential
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•

fostering entrepreneurship among young people
Medium and long-term objectives:

•

attractive living conditions for young people, for both those in the commune and those from
outside of it (who would like to settle in the commune)

•

creating conditions and facilities for young families with children

4.1.2 State of health and medical services
Problems
•

insufficient staff

•

inadequate old equipment which obstructs or prevents diagnose

•

difficult access to medicines and treatment (long distances, limited resources in the
commune medical facilities)
Short-term objectives:

•

encouraging the establishment of non-governmental organisations providing socio-medical
assistance

•

attracting non-governmental funds for health education programmes
Medium and long-term objectives:

•

easy access to quality, fast and sufficient medical services

•

an educated population in terms of general health and the ways to live a healthy life

•

eliminating the factors with a negative effect on the quality of life

4.1.3 Employment
Problems
•

relatively high unemployment levels

•

lack of local initiative

•

future restructuring in the mining industry

•

people’s mentality regarding change and professional reconversion
Short-term objectives:

•

organising professional reconversion courses

•

organising seminars and work trips to other communities in view of stimulating local

initiative
•

establishing a community information and resource centre

•

informing the people about the opportunities of setting up a business in rural areas, as well

as providing business consultancy
Medium and long-term objectives:
•

facilitating the creation of sufficient jobs in varied fields of activity, with sufficient income for
a decent living

•

fostering entrepreneurship especially among young people
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•

developing a system of professional reconversion courses in fields which are desirable on
the employment market

4.1.4 Education
Problems
•

antiquated inadequate infrastructure

•

inadequately equipped due to limited budgets allocated by authorities

•

lack of opportunities for adult continuous education

•

limited degree of associativity
Short-term objectives:

•

encouraging the establishment of civic, cultural organisations

•

creating an adult continuous education system

•

creating a professional training centre which would provide courses in agrotourism,
ecology, biological agriculture, drawing up a business plan etc.

•

organising study trips for the students/young people in the area and getting them involved
in various activities alternative to the school curriculum

•

access to computers with an internet connection
Medium and long-term objectives:

•

unhindered opporunities for personal accomplishment through education

•

access to a high-quality, flexible educational system adapted to conditions in the rural
environment

•

adequate infrastructure and equipment able to satisfy the needs of the educational process

2. Culture
Problems
•

declining infrastructure and equipment

•

insufficient financial resources for the practice and revitalisation of customs and traditional
forms of cultural expression

•

difficult or restrictive access to information sources (mass media, internet, etc.)

•

abandonment of traditional practices

•

lack of local authority involvement in protecting the historical centre and heritage houses

•

lack of a library and a community cultural centre

•

most of the archaeological vestiges have been archaeologically discharged
Short-term objectives:

•

promoting cultural projects within the annual FânFest festival

•

promoting cultural objectives through tourist projects

•

assisting local owners of heritage house in renovating and using them for tourism purposes

•

providing expert and financial assistance to the relevant authorities for the inclusion of the
archaeological vestiges in Roşia Montană on the UNESCO sites list
Medium and long-term objectives:
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•

revitalised traditional practices able to be passed on unaltered to future generations

•

capitalised traditional practices

•

easy access to traditional or modern information sources

•

adequate infrastructure for the requirements of a society in permanent motion

•

a cultural park dedicated to Roman mining archaeology

4.3 Infrastructure
4.3.1 Running water supply, sewage systems
Problems
•

the running water supply system is limited in length, only a small part of the population in
the commune having access to it, and there is no sewage system

•

there are relatively few hoseholds with septic tanks

•

used household waters are discharged in inadequate places (affected surface waters, soil
infiltration)
Short-term objectives:

•

co-operating with environmental NGOs for an ecological education programme
Medium and long-term objectives:

•

population aware of risks caused by the discharge of used waters in inadequate places, of
sustainable water resource use and polution prevention methods

4.3.2 Roads and transport
Problems
•

inadequate state of county and communal roads

•

insufficient local funds for building and maintaining roads

•

financial dependence on County Council budget funds

•

non-existent public transport

Short-term objectives:
•

encouraging the locals to lobby public institutions able to solve these problems

•

assisting locals in establishing small transport companies to satisfy existing needs
Medium and long-term objectives:

•

a functional road network for the current needs of locals and businesses, without affecting
the environment

•

a public transport system

4.4 Economy
4.1 Industry
Problems
•

insufficient financial resources, limited local and foreign investment (with the exception of
RMGC)
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•

antiquated, poluting equipment and technologies

•

monoindutrialisation tendencies
Short-term objectives:

•

promoting entrepreneurship among young people

•

stimulating small industry and manufacturing workshops

•

creating a club for small entrepreneurs and producers

•

creating a resource centre for small entrepreneurs and producers
Medium and long-term objectives:

•

diversified dynamic industry, able to provide professional and financial acomplishment for
the inhabitants of the commune

•

developing the bakery industry

•

establishing a milk collection and processing centre

•

establishing furrier, animal skins dying and processing worshops

•

establishing wood processing workshops

•

reinitiating the manufacturing of hand-made wool carpets and other indoor fabrics

•

unpoluting and sustainable industry

•

creating partnerships between Roşia Montană and communes in other countries and
establishing commercial/tourist exchanges

•

stopping economic activities which can polute or degrade the quality of the envirnoment

4.2 Agriculture
Problems
•

insufficient financial resources, limited investment

•

antiquated, rudimentary agricultural machinery and inefficient technologies

•

high age average of the people involved in agricultural activities

•

parcelled land (agricultural machinery cannot be operated on all agricultural surfaces) and
ownership problems

•

animal breed degeneration and scarce veterinary services

•

decreasing average yield in almost all cultures

•

reduced sale market

•

local authorities uninterested in supporting this sector
Short-term objectives:

•

producers’ associations

•

attracting funds for the development of biological agriculture and ecological farms
Medium and long-term objectives:

•

sustainable agriculture practices, adapted to the climactic conditions and the soil in the
commune

•

developing wild fruit and medicinal plant collection and sale activities

•

diversified, income-generating agricultural activities

•

encouraging biological agriculture
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•

improving agricultural practices

•

efficient marketing policies

4.4.3 Trade and services
Problems
•

small, low-profit commercial units

•

limited diversity, as most are food stores and bars

•

focused mostly on local clients

•

limited marketing activities

•

poor capitalisation of local resources
Medium and long-term objectives:

•

diversifying company activity

•

using local resources efficiently

•

promoting efficient marketing techniques

•

partial focus on tourists as potential customers

•

creating agricultural service units (agricultural and agricultural machinery maintenance
services)

•

developing auto maintenance and repair services (car repair shop type)

•

establishing petrol stations

•

creating people and goods transport services

4.4.4 Tourism. Agrotourism
Problems
•

lack of agrotourist guest houses

•

lack of coherent tourist products

•

lack of qualified staff – managers, guides

•

inadequate promotion of existing tourist products
Short-term objectives:

•

creating a tourist information centre with qualified personnel and information and
presentation materials

•

assisting locals in starting and running a tourist business

•

attracting funds for tourist activity development

•

promoting the area as a tourist interest area
Medium and long-term objectives:

•

opening traditional agrotouristic guesthouses

•

informing the citizens about starting and running a tourist business

•

developing training programmes for people involved in agrotourism

•

creating diversified tourist products

•

developing and promoting local events

•

adopting efficient promotion methods
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•

practising integrated tourism, with varied tourist packs

•

tourist groups administering protected areas and creating an integrated management plan
for the latter

•

marking hiking trails

•

declaring this an ecologically protected area where ecological agriculture, raising animals,
horticulture, poultry breeding and beekeeping are practised

•

capitalising the ethno-cultural heritage: customs, traditions, architecture, arts and crafts,
products typical of rural economy, ecological food products
4.5. Environment
Problems

•

polution caused by mining (barren gangue waste dumps, acid waters, etc.)

•

water polution caused by the lack of a used water processing system

•

inefficient waste management system

•

lack of knowledge of environmental protection norms and legislation

•

limited ecological education
Medium and long-term objectives:

•

promoting ecological agriculture practices

•

running ecological education courses

•

cleaning water streams and public areas

•

attracting investors for the sanitation service

•

creating mechanisms for the selective waste collection

•

promoting annual ecological camps for environmental activists from the entire country
The strategic objectives can be grouped not only according to field. This classification was

initially chosen as a result of the problems identified on the basis of resource analysis (conducted
on those categories). As it can be seen, some of the objectives appear in several categories, which
proves that they are extremely important in the context of sustainable development in Roşia
Montană. The projects proposed especially took this type of objectives into account.

Chapter IV. Ongoing projects or projects proposed by the Alburnus Maior
Association and its partners
The Alburnus Maior Association, together with its partners, have already initiated the
development projects described in brief below, in response to the identified needs.
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1. FânFest 2004
Status: Implemented
Period: August 27-29, 2004
Budget: € 9,500
Fân Fest Roşia Montană 2004 was a novel festival targeted both

at dynamic and

adventure-seeking young people, and at the inhabitants of the Arieş Valley area. The idea was
born out of the wish to promote the Roşia Montană area and to assist the locals in finding
alternative development methods (cultural tourism, agrotourism, traditional product trade). The
participants could hike in the area, visit the Mining Museum, explore the Cârnic Mountain with its
dosens of Roman and Dacian galleries, and take part in a musical protest night with popular rock
and hip hop bands. The public of the festival was of approximately 4.000 people, mainly Romanian
and foreign young people between 15 and 30 years of age, but also locals from the Arieş Valley.
Taking into account the fact that the main organisers of the event are non-governmental
organisations, FânFest was also a celebration for all volunteers and those preoccupied by the
sustainable development of Romanian rural areas. FânFest promotes alternatives, dynamism and
a civic spirit!
Location : Roşia Montană, the Jig-Văidoaia plateau, approx. 1,000 m altitude
Fân Fest organisers and partners: The main organiser of the event was the Alburnus
Maior Association in co-operation with the Peace Action, Training and Research Institute of
Romania, Greenpeace CEE, the “Avram Iancu” Cultural Association, the “Potaissa” Foundation,
the Provobis Volunteer Centre, Romanian Scouts, the Student League of the “1 Decembrie”
University in Alba Iulia, the “Floarea de Colţ” Ecological Association, the "Gata Oricând"
Association.
Fân Fest

Roşia Montană was massively promoted in the media. Alongside classical

promotion, the festival was advertised by the Greenpeace CEE caravan in other events and
festivals in the country: the Sighişoara Medieval Art Festival, the Stufstock Concert in Vama Veche
etc. The Roşia Montană Solidarity March, which preceded the festival gathered more than 150
participants, who covered the Cluj-Roşia Montană distance (134 km) on foot. The festival was also
promoted on the internet by numerous sites and discussion groups. MTV Romania was the main
media partner of the festival.

2. The Golden Way of Roşia Montană
Status: Implemented
Period: June 1– September 1, 2005
Budget: € 3,900, financed by the Partnership Foundation in Miercurea Ciuc.
Website:

www.drumulaurului.ro

The aim of the project was to create a framework favourable to sustainable development as
an alternative to mining in Roşia Montană by including the area on the list of “Green way” initiatives
beneficiaries. The project objectives were:
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1. Identifying traditional customs related to mining and other aspects of local identity in
Roşia Montană and neighbouring villages.
2. Promoting these as assets of the area through a “Golden Way”.
3. Involving the inhabitants in potentially income-generating activities
Target group:
- the inhabitants of Roşia Montană who were directly involved in activities related to the
development of the “Golden Way”, at least 300 families.
- the FânFest participants (approximately 8.000 people) who witnessed the launch of the “Golden
Way”
The geographical area covered by the project: the villages under the jurisdiction of the
Roşia Montană commune (Gura Cornei, Corna, Roşia Montană, Bunta, Ignăteşti, Gura Roşiei,
Balmoşeşti, Iacobeşti, Ţarina, Blideşti, Bucium Sat, Dogăreşti, Hilesti, Floreşti, Bisericani,
Cărpeniş), as well as the Bucium commune and the town of Abrud.
The implementation of the first stage of the project demonstrated that Roşia Montană is not
a monoindustrial area and that there is potential for development alternative to mining which must
be exploited. The inhabitants were encouraged to recognise and capitalise on local traditions
through small-scale economic initiatives. Stagnation due to the presence of the Canadian investors
in the area will end if the first step is taken towards sustainable development.
The following are the concrete and quantified results:
- the identification and inclusion of 20 tourist objectives on the “Golden Way”
- involving a number of 50 locals in identifying and capitalising on tourist objectives
- assisting a number of 3 families in obtaining a producer certificate or licence, for a family
business or for encouraging free economic initiative, the creation and registration of new
businesses
- placing 30 signs which mark important tourist objectives on the “Golden Way”
- placing three “Golden Way” signs in Gura Roşiei, the Roşia Montană centre, Podul Iancului
- the “Golden Way” presentation at the FânFest Festival
- initiating approval procedures for the tourist trail which links the “Golden Way” objectives to
existing tourist trails
- initiating procedures for the opening of an Eco-business club in Roşia Montană

3. FânFest Roşia Montană 2005
Status: Implemented
Period: August 26-28, 2005
Budget: € 26,000
Web site: www.fanfest.ro
FânFest Roşia Montană was a celebration of life and continuity in Roşia Montană. Beyond
its protest dimension, the festival proved that the tourist alternative in Roşia Montană is possible. A
three-day event, the festival included varied activities and a complex entertainment programme for
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nature and music lovers. The location of the festival remained the same – the Jig-Văidoaia plateau
in Roşia Montană, at an altitude of approximatelyl 1.000 m.
The second FânFest edition included new and innovative experiences for a Romanian
festival: hay-jumping and artificial climbing walls, poster and graffitti exhibitions and competitions,
ecological film screenings, presentations on topics related to Roşia Montană, a local products fair,
the launch of the “Golden Way” tourist project and many excursions in the area with local guides.
4. FânFest Roşia Montană 2006
Status: In the preparation stage
Period:August 25-27, 2006
Estimated budget: € 30,000
FânFest Roşia Montană 2006 is the third edition of the festival, carrying on the message
of protest of the past years, but also the message of life and continuity in Roşia Montană. This
year’s edition focuses on cultural and environmental activities; not so much on the music concert,
but on the alternative activities throughout the three-day period. Combining environmental and
cultural activities is innovative for this type of festival in Romania. The two-night concert will feature
bands with a social message who believe in the “Save Roşia Montană” Campaign and promote its
message. The local products fair will be at the centre of the festival, as before, in order to enable
the inhabitants of the area to benefit from the festival. The locals will meet in advance with FânFest
co-ordinators in order to prepare and to organise better for the duration of the festival. The
audience is estimated at 10,000 participants.

5. Sustainable development in Bucium
Status: Ongoing
Period: October 1 2005 – May 31, 2006
Budget: € 2,750, financed by the Partnership Foundation in Miercurea Ciuc.
The aim of the project is the consolidation of the ability of the Bucium commune citizens to
capitalise on agrotourist potential as a viable sustainable alternative to the RMGC monoindustrial
project.
The inhabitants have started small-scale agrotourist businesses, but these are only at the
beginning and have limited promotion possibilities. Moreover, there is a large number of locals who
have expressed their wish to invest in agrotourism but who know neither what steps must be taken
in this direction, nor the scale of such efforts.
The project aims to consolidate the tourist potential capitalisation capacity through a double
process of community awareness-raising and promotion. The project is targeted at locals
interested in agrotourism (both those already running a small business and those who have
expressed interest in starting one).
The expected results for the eight-month programme are: editing and disseminating a guide
on how to start a guest house, facilitating a work exchange programme between people in Bucium
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and people in Sâncraiu, county Cluj, making tourist signs, creating a website for the commune,
disseminating brochures at national level, identifying and supporting new guest house initiatives,
promoting the cultural and natural potential of the commune at national lavel.

6. The Alburnus Maior resource and tourist information centre
Status:

In the preparation stage

Period: Starting with June 2006
Budget:

€ 9,350

The community resource centre combined with the tourist information centre represents
one of the most urgent needs in Roşia Montană. The project proposes the support of local
initiatives through access to varied information on the topic of development. In rural areas, which
information does not reach easily, community information centres are an important step towards
sustainble development.
At the same time, the resource centre will constitute a space for community dialogue, as
there is nothing to this effect here except the few local bars. There will also be a library within the
centre. The centre will facilitate contact between the inhabitants of Roşia Montană and consultancy
firms, banks, development agencies, other funding bodies etc. A series of seminars and
presentations will be held for the members of the community at the centre on topics of interest that
they raise.
Concrete measurable results expected:
-

the first information and resource centre in Roşia Montană

-

a private library in Roşia Montană

-

more than 200 people will be informed on sustainable development

-

more than 20 people assisted in starting a business

-

more than 100 tourists guided in the area

-

4 seminars, training sessions and presentations

-

more than 70 beneficiaries of these activities

-

a community facilitator trained to work in this centre

7. The professional training and re-qualification centre
Status: In the preparation stage
Period: Starting with October 2006
Budget: € 20,000
As there will be restructuring in the mining sector, it is essential to create a professional
training and re-qualification system for the people in Roşia Montană. The professional training
centre is targeted at young people who want to build a life for themselves in Roşia Montană.
Initially, the centre will operate as part of the Alburnus Maior Resource and Tourist Information
Centre, and later it will become an independent entity for adult continuous education.
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The aim of the project for the first year is to provide specialised courses to people who want
to start their own tourist business, taking into consideration the fact that running a guest house is
conditioned by obtaining a licence based on doing a course. Such courses (for guest house
managers, local guides etc.) are expensive and they are only organised in large cities (Bucharest,
Cluj-Napoca). The project will attract funding for part of the costs and for the organisation of a
course in Roşia Montană for a minimum of ten people. Due to the tourist potential of the area, the
first courses to be organised will be those for guest house managers and local guides. Accounting,
legislation, foreign language courses will also be organised subsequently. Depending on the jobs
available, the professional qualification and reconversion centre will organise other types of
courses (in co-operation with the County Professional Qualification Agency).

8. The sale of souvenirs from Roşia Montană and Bucium
Status: In the preparation stage
Period: Starting with August 2006
Budget: € 5,000
The partnership between the Alburnus Maior Association and various companies is aimed
at their long-term involvement in the sustainable development alternative to mining in Roşia
Montană and Bucium, by encouraging economic initiatives which capitalise on local traditions.
This co-operation, intended to start in 2006, refers to the manufacture of handmade
products manufactured by local people from local resources, which will be sold in the national
network of souvenir shops, as well as to selling a “Save Roşia Montană!” product for the
creation of a development fund in support of different local initiatives.
The proposed products fall in the “Accessories” category and can be sold in various store
networks:
Values promoted by the project:
-

Belief in own strength to maintain the community united – between tradition and the challenges
of the present

-

Faith in the economic, educational and spiritual value of local traditions

-

Care for the environment – special protection of nature resesrves

-

Creativity in identifying alternative development methods for the area

9. Supporting accredited guest house in Roşia Montană and Bucium
Status: Ongoing
Period: Starting with October 2005
Budget: € 2,000
This project aims to create a frame for accreditated guest houses to be created in Roşia
Montană and Bucium. The locals will constantly be assisted by Alburnus Maior throughout all
project stages: developing a business plan, writing a funding project, identifying the market and
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promotion strategies. Alburnus Maior organizes exchange seminars with other rural communities
with the same need and interests and facilitate the acces of local people to information regarding
funding and credits.

10. Promoting eco-touristic activities and alternative income sources
Status:

In the preparation stage

Period:

Stating with June 2006

Budget:

€ 1,000

This project refers to supporting the communitz initiatives regarding the promotion of ecoturistic activities. An initiative like this belongs to an inhabitant of Roşia Montană, resulting from his
participation in the “Golden Way” project. He is constantly assisted by Alburnus Maior throughout
the project stages: developing a business plan, writing a funding project, identifying the market and
promotion strategies. This small business consists in purchasing ten mountain bycicles and renting
them to tourists interested in the Golden Way and other routes. On request, the tourists will also
benefit from the services of a local guide. The investment can be returned within a maximum of two
tourist seasons, generating a subsequent profit of approximately € 1,000 per season.

References:
Bran, Paul (coord.) - Componenta ecologică a strategiei de dezvoltare economică a zonei Munţilor
Apuseni, Studiu de caz Roşia Montană, editura ASE, Bucureşti, 2003
Brab, F; Simon, T; Nistoreanu, P – Ecoturism, Editura Economică, Bucureşti, 2000
Herve, Emilie şi Jolivel, Amelie - Diversification economique on zone rurale miniere: le choix du
diagnostic territorial come outil de reflection, 2004
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Contestatie: Sorana Olaru-Zainescu, Asociatia Alburnus Maior
"Dezvoltare durabilă alternativă mineritului la Roşia Montană – Analiza resurselor
şi elemente de strategie"
Apreciem eforturile depuse pentru întocmirea acestui studiu şi considerăm că este primul semn
că organizaţia ne-guvernamentală Alburnus Maior investeşte resurse în dezvoltarea reală a
zonei Roşia Montană, şi nu doar se opune proiectului minier Roşia Montană (RMP). Cu toate
acestea, suntem de părere că studiul, în mare parte, confirmă în mod real rezultatele obţinute ca
urmare a elaborării studiilor de condiţii iniţiale din cadrul studiului de impact asupra mediului
(EIM) întocmit pentru RMP şi care prezintă faptul că aceste condiţii precare de mediu şi sociale
existente în regiune arată că industria minieră este soluţia pe termen scurt pentru a dezvolta
Roşia Montană din punct de vedere economic.
Deşi suntem de acord cu multe din rezultatele acestui studiu, nu putem fi de acord cu declaraţii
ca: „Prezenţa investitorilor canadieni în zonă a creat o tendinţă împotriva dezvoltării prin alte
mijloace în afară de minerit, cum ar fi agroturismul, ecoturismul, agricultura sau meşteşugurile
tradiţionale.” Această afirmaţie este pur şi simplu incorectă. In mod similar nu putem fi de acord
cu afirmaţia că: „Locuitorii din Roşia Montană nu au încredere în alternativa de dezvoltare la
minerit, din cauza presiunii exercitate de investitorii canadieni.” Localnicii din Roşia Montană au
fost consultaţi în cadrul unui proces extins şi continuu de consultare a persoanelor interesate.
De asemenea nu putem fi de acord cu afirmaţia că: „Majoritatea locuitorilor nu au avut acces la
informaţiile legate de proiect altfel decât prin intermediul Centrului de Informare al Roşia
Montană Gold Corporation (RMGC).” Chiar dacă aşa ceva ar fi adevărat, acest lucru ar fi din
vina ONG-urilor care se opun proiectului si nu din vina RMGC.
RMP acoperă doar 25% din Roşia Montană, iar restrictiile privind edificarea altor constructii
decat cele industriale acoperă doar această parte a comunei. Restul de 75% din Roşia Montană
nu face obiectul unor asemenea restrictii legate de proiectul minier. Toate celelalte tipuri de
activităţi economice pot fi dezvoltate fără nici un fel de impedimente impuse de planurile
urbanistice in vigoare. Într-adevăr, se crede că RMP va genera aproximativ 6000 de locuri de
muncă indirecte, precum şi alte locuri de muncă directe ca urmare a angajărilor efectuate în
cadrul exploatării miniere.
În 2002, s-a realizat un Plan de Urbanism General (PUG) pentru întreaga comună Roşia
Montană şi a modificat PUG întocmit în 2000 astfel încât să includă o zonă protejată, care
conţine clădirile de patrimoniu. Graniţele zonei industriale au fost stabilite pe baza unei analize
ştiinţifice realizate pentru delimitarea zonelor protejate.
Studiul Alburnus Maior menţionează faptul că infrastructura regiunii este precară, lipsând spaţiile
de cazare, restaurantele, comuna având un sistem limitat de furnizare al apei curente,
neexistând conducte de gaze naturale şi existând nivele ridicate de poluare. Toate aceste
informaţii sunt conforme celor prezentate în cadrul raportului EIM ce indică faptul că aceste
condiţii iniţiale sunt caracterizate de o poluare extinsă asupra apelor şi de prezenţa zonelor
miniere părăsite şi a haldelor de steril. Acest lucru reprezintă un impediment serios în privinţa
iniţierii altor activităţi altele decât cele propuse de către RMP. Reabilitarea zonei din punct de
vedere ecologic, va fi una extrem de scumpă (aproximativ 22 milioane de Euro) şi cu siguranţă
nu va putea fi achitată de comunitatea locală.
Capitolul 5 al Raportului EIM (Evaluarea Alternativelor) examinează opţiunile alternative la RMP
inclusif alternativa „fără proiect”. EIM a avut în vedere şi alte alternative precum agricultura,
creşterea animalelor, procesarea cărnii, turismul, exploatarea pădurilor şi a produse forestiere,
industria meşteşugărească, precum şi colectarea de floră sau faună în scopuri medicinale. S-a
concluzionat faptul că nici una dintre aceste industrii pot oferi stimulentul necesar asigurării
prosperităţii durabile pentru comunităţile locale, după cum este prevăzut în cadrul RMP. Cu
toate acestea, RMP nu va opri dezvoltarea altor industrii alternative paralele şi va îndepărta în
mod real unele dintre obstacolele actuale ale dezvoltării durabile, printre care se numără
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poluarea şi abandonarea terenurilor. RMP va susţine iniţiativele comunitare de dezvoltare a unor
industrii altele decât mineritul, iar acest deziderat este unul dintre obiectivele principale ale
Planul de dezvoltare durabilă a comunităţii care este inclus în raportul EIM.
Odată cu investiţia în infrastructură, pe care o va aduce RMP, credem că Roşia Montană ar
putea continua să-şi dezvolte potenţialul turistic. Există iniţiative în acest sens, cum ar fi
„Modelul de dezvoltare a turismului şi contribuţia sa la dezvoltarea durabilă din Zlatna, Bucium,
Roşia Montană şi Baia de Arieş, ca alternativă la activităţile de minerit mono-industriale”, realizat
de Institutul Naţional pentru Cercetare şi Dezvoltare în Turism (INCDT), publicat în aprilie 2006,
după finalizarea raportului la studiul de Evaluare a Impactului asupra Mediului (EIM).Studiul
INCDT şi raportul „O alternativă de dezvoltare durabilă la minerit în Roşia Montana – O analiză a
resurselor şi elementelor de strategie”, de Sorana Olaru–Zăinescu nu erau disponibile la
momentul în care a fost realizat raportul la studiul EIM.
Toate aceste studii confirmă faptul că turismul va fi posibil şi profitabil doar atunci când va exista
ceva de oferit turiştilor, şi anume un mediu curat, o infrastructură corespunzătoare (drumuri
bune, apă curentă, un sistem de canalizare bine pus la punct, facilităţi de depozitare a
deşeurilor, etc.), precum şi atracţii (muzee, alte obiective de vizitat, cum ar fi monumente
istorice, etc).
RMGC a dispus realizarea unui studiu care stabileşte modalitatea de promovare a potenţialului
turistic şi modalitatea de abordare a acestor aspecte printr-un proiect integrat (vezi Roşia
Montană Propunere Iniţială pentru Turism, Raportul Gifford 13658.R01). Acest raport scoate în
evidenţă faptul că potenţialul pentru dezvoltarea turismului, fără existenţa unui motor economic
puternic, va fi dificil de atins ca urmare a nivelului investiţiilor – realizate de sectorul public şi
persoane fizice private – care ar fi necesare.
Studiul Alburnus Maior prezintă (la pagina 26) o listă de obiective pe termen lung şi mediu
pentru comună. Având în vedere faptul că nu există alte fonduri disponibile pentru reabilitarea
mediului şi pentru dezvoltarea infrastructurii şi că actualul stadiu al obiectivelor existente în zonă
este precar, suntem de părere că aceste deziderate pot fi îndeplinite mai repede prin intermediul
RMP decât fără a implementa acest proiect.
Pentru a încuraja investitorii locali, RMGC a înfiinţat „IFN Gabriel Finance” SA în ianuarie 2007.
Acest micro-creditor va asigura finanţarea şi resursele necesare locuitorilor din Roşia Montană,
Abrud, Câmpeni şi Bucium, cu scopul de a ajuta localnicii să-şi creeze afaceri mici sau să le
extindă pe cele deja existente. În acelaşi timp, un program gratuit de pregătire profesională este
oferit membrilor comunităţii locale, având scopul de a creşte atât profilul educaţional, cât şi
nivelul de calificare din comunitate. Instruirea în domeniul afacerilor face parte din acest
program. Este înfiinţat, de asemenea, şi un incubator de afaceri.Atunci când se vor încheia
contracte pentru Proiectul Roşia Montană (RMP), ne angajam să acordăm prioritate afacerilor şi
altor firme locale.
Un proiect minier, cum este cel propus de RMGC, ar putea oferi – prin activitatea sa economică
generală şi prin taxe şi impozite – fondurile necesare pentru îmbunătăţirea infrastructurii. De-a
lungul duratei de viaţă a proiectului, RMGC estimează că va plăti aproximativ 32 milioane USD
către comună sub formă de taxe şi impozite – o cifră mult mai mare decât ce s-ar putea plăti prin
turism în respectiva perioadă, având în vedere lipsa infrastructurii aferente turismului. Compania
a cheltuit, de asemenea, aproximativ 10 milioane USD pentru dezvoltarea celui mai complex
program de cercetare şi dezvoltare arheologică din Zona Istorică Roşia Montană, astfel încât
potenţialul arheologic şi cultural-arhitectonic să fie păstrat şi pus în evidenţă.
Prin RMP şi planurile de management a patrimoniului, se vor investi 25 de milioane USD de
către companie în protejarea moştenirii culturale astfel încât să susţină turismul. Un program de
instruire va asigura calificarea necesară pentru dezvoltarea activităţilor turistice, iar Roşia
Montană Micro-Credit va ajuta localnicii să construiască pensiuni, restaurante, etc., toate
acestea fiind necesare pentru atragerea vizitatorilor. La sfârşitul proiectului, va exista un nou sat,
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alături de vechiul centru restaurat al Roşiei Montane, cu un muzeu, hoteluri, restaurante şi o
infrastructură modernizată, plus galerii de mină restaurate (de exemplu, Cătălina Monuleşti) şi
monumente conservate, cum ar fi cel de la Tăul Găuri – toate acestea putând deveni atracţii
turistice.
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Contestation: Sorana Olaru-Zainescu, Asociatia Alburnus Maior
"Sustainable Development as an alternative to Mining in Rosia Montana – An
Analysis of Resources and Strategy Elements."
We appreciate the effort put into this study and the indication it gives that the NGO Alburnus
Major is seeking to invest resources in the actual development of the Rosia Montana area rather
than simply opposing the Rosia Montana mining project (RMP) However, we believe that the
study in large part effectively confirms the results of the baseline studies performed as part of
the Environmental Impact Assessment study report (EIA) for the RMP, which show that the
current poor environmental and social conditions in the region point to mining as the best shortterm solution for economic development in Rosia Montana.
Although we agree with many of the implications of this study, we can not agree that “The
presence of the Canadian investors in the area has created a trend against development by
means other than mining, such as agro tourism, ecotourism, farming or traditional crafts.” This is
simply not true. Similarly, we strongly disagree with the statement that “The people in Roşia
Montană do not trust development alternative to mining due to pressure from the Canadian
investors.” The people of Rosia Montana have had the benefit of an extensive public
consultation process and continued consultation with stakeholders. We also disagree with the
claim, that “Many of the inhabitants do not have access to information about the project other
than through the Rosia Montana Gold Corporation (RMGC) Community Information Centre.”
Even if this were true, that would be the fault of NGOs opposed to the Project, not RMGC.
RMGC's proposed mining project covers only 25% of Rosia Montana, and the prohibition of
other types of economic activity only covers this section of the commune.. The remaining 75% of
Rosia Montana is free from any prohibitions as a result of the mining project. All other types of
economic activity may be pursued. Indeed, the Project expects to generate about 6000 jobs
indirectly, as well as jobs generated directly from employment at the mine.
During 2002, a General Urbanism Plan (PUG) was prepared for the entire Rosia Montana
commune. This changed the PUG prepared during 2000 in order to incorporate a protected zone
that includes houses important to cultural patrimony. The boundaries of the industrial zone were
established based on a scientific analysis conducted to outline the areas requiring special
protection.
The Alburnus Maior study notes that the infrastructure of the region for tourism is currently poor,
with the absence of accomodation, restaurants, a limited running water system in the commune,
and a connection to the national natural gas pipelines, and acknowledged high levels of
pollution. This is generally consistent with the EIA report, which indicates that the existing
baseline conditions are characterized by widespread water pollution and the presence of large
areas of derelict mined land and waste heaps. This presents a serious impediment to
development other than that proposed under the RMP. Remediation of the area would be very
expensive (about 22 million Euros) and certainly beyond the means of the local community.
Chapter 5 of the EIA Report (Assessment of the Alternatives) examines alternative options for
the RMP including the “no-project” option. The EIA considered alternative developments that
include agriculture, grazing, meat processing, tourism, forestry and forest products, cottage
industries, and flora/fauna gathering for pharmaceutical purposes. It concluded that none of
these industries could provide the economic stimulus to assure sustainable prosperity for local
communities as is forecast for the Project. However, it also noted that the RMP would not halt
development of alternative industries in parallel and would indeed remove some of the current
obstacles for sustainable development, such as pollution and land dereliction. The RMP would
therefore support the community’s initiatives to develop industries other than mining and this is
central to the Community Sustainable Development Management Plan included in the EIA
report.
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Thus, with the infrastructure investment the RMP will bring, we believe that Rosia Montana 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, Rosia
Montana and Baia de Aries as alternative to mono-industrial mining activities” prepared by the
National Institute for Research and Development in Tourism (INCDT) published in April 2006,
after the completion of the EIA study. This study andte present one, “Sustainable development
alternative to mining at Rosia Montana – An analysis of resources and elements of strategy”, by
Sorana Olaru–Zainescu report were not available when the EIA was prepared.
All these studies acknowledge the fact that, tourism will be possible and profitable only when
there is something to offer to tourists in terms of clean environment, proper infrastructure
(including accommodation, restaurants, good roads, running water, proper sewage system,
waste disposal facilities, etc.), and attractions (including museums and restored historical
monuments).
RMGC has commissioned a study: Initial Tourism Proposals which sets out how the potential
tourism markets and how these might best be approached in an integrated project (see Roşia
Montană Initial Tourism Proposals Gifford Report 13658.R01). This report makes the point that
the potential for tourism development, without the existence of a significant economic driver, will
be difficult to achieve because of the scale of investment - by both public sector and private
individuals - that would be required.
The Alburnus Maior report lists (at page 26) a list of medium- and long-term objectives for the
commune. Given the uncertainty of other funding for environmental rehabilitation and
infrastructure development and the current poor state of facilities in the region, we believe that
these objectives may be reached more quickly with development of the RMP than without it.
To encourage local business, RMGC established Rosia Montana Microcredit under the name
“IFN Gabriel Finance SA”, in January 2007. This microlender is designed to provide funding and
necessary resources to the people of Rosia Montana, Abrud, Campeni and Bucium to support
local people in establishing small businesses or expanding existing ones. At the same time, a
vocational training program is provided free of charge to members of the local community with
the aim of raising both the educational profile and the level of skills in the community. Business
training is part of this program. A business incubator is also established. RMP is committed to
giving priority to local businesses and other enterprises when awarding contracts for the project.
A mining project such as the one RMGC proposes would provide, through its general economic
activity and through taxes, the necessary funds to improve the infrastructure. Over the life of the
Project, RMGC expects to pay about $32 million in taxes to the local commune – a figure far
greater than would be generated from tourism in that time given the current lack of tourist
infrastructure. To date, the company has also spent approximately US$10 million to develop the
most extensive archaeological research and development program of Rosia Montana Historic
Area, so as to preserve and develop the archaeological and cultural-architectonical potential.
Through the RMP and its heritage management plans, the Company will invest US$25 million to
support tourism. A training program will provide the necessary skills to develop tourist activities
and Rosia Montana Microcredit will support people in starting businesses such as pensions and
restaurants necessary to attract tourists. At the end of the project, there will be a new village,
plus the restored historical center of Rosia Montana with a museum, hotels, restaurants and
modernized infrastructure, plus restored mining galleries (e.g. Catalina Monulesti) and preserved
monuments such as Tau Gauri - all of which would serve as tourist attractions.
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