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1. Assessment of the impact on the Project and/or EIReport due to the alteration of the
relevant legal framework

In accordance with the requests raised by the TeahAnalysis Committee, we started an analysithef
legislative evolution of all regulations relevaatthe Chapter 7 of the Environmental Impact AssesgReport
(EIA Report). The aim of this operation is to idgnthe alterations of the legal framework occuredter the
submission date of the EIA Report so as to assasghe legislative evolutions impact the conclusiofithe
EIA Report.

The Governmental Decision no. 95/2003 on the cbofractivities which may generate major-accideatdrds
involving dangerous substances has been altereceatated by Governmental Decision no. 804/200then
control of major accident hazards involving dangersubstances. On its turn, this final regulatias lbeen
altered by Governmental Decision no. 79/2009 orattexation of Governmental Decision no. 804/2007e
control of major accident hazards involving dangsreubstances. Governmental Decision no. 804/2@&7it-
was altered — it is applicable to sites where gerelevant hazardous substances are presentiaaedeinder
Annex 1 of this regulation. Among the new aspeotsg@nted by this Governmental Decision no. 804/207
most important ones are considering the followinlgs:additions to be made to the contents of ttierléhat is to
be sent by the operator to the local environmertatiection agency; the regulation of the termsstding the
letter; the establishment of the duty to inform ém@ironmental protection agencies in case a sigo
installation is altered that would result in anrgase of the hazards of a major accident; the lestaient of the
duty to appoint of an onsite safety managemenoresple individual for the purpose of observing pinevisions
under Governmental Decision no. 804/2007; the atitan of the of the contents of the Annexes listimg
hazardous substances.

Government Emergency Ordinance no. 68/2007 on @mviental liability with regard to the preventiordan
remedying of environmental damage. This regulatigplements into the Romanian legislation the priovis
under Directive no. 2004/35/EC on environmentddiliy with regard to the prevention and remedyafig
environmental damage, as amended by art. 15 o€idiee2006/21/EC of the European Parliament aritief
Council of 15 March 2006 on the management of wizsta extractive industries and amending Directive
2004/35/EC. The regulation regulating the prevensind remedying measures that can be taken to
prevent/remove environmental liabilities, as wsltlae payment and recovery of costs associatedtiéth
implementation of preventive and remediation measuas the case may be.

Art. 33 and 34 of Governmental Emergency Ordinanee58/2007 stipulates the establishment of a syste
aimed at ensuring the creation of financial guaesion environmental liability that will allow ojgors to use
these in order to warrant the performance of theroidments assumed in accordance with this reguafibe
establishment of this system is to be performedutdin a Decision issued by Romanian Government (the
decision hasn't been issued yet). However, we belikat this guaranteeing system has a generadctiear
aiming all fields of activity — by comparison wigimilar regulations enforced currently within migimdustry
(the guarantee established by Law no. 85/2003tamdnie established by art. 50-53 of Governmentaidizg
no. 856/2008) that are having a special chara®tetthis train of thoughts, we believe that the Bions under
Governmental Emergency Ordinance no. 68/2007 eaat how when the enforcement decision hasn’t been
issued — are not additional guaranteeing dutiesnfoing.

2. Updates of Chapter no. 7 — “Risk Cases”

2.1. Foreword

Following the transposition of Directive 2003/106/ito domestic legislation, special implementatimnms
have been developed for SEVESO Directives — Theggah implementing the safety management systehinwit
the context of SEVESO Directives, the guidelinedssessing the external emergency plan, the goddfsli
assessing the Safety Reports'efterefore, in order to meet the legislative ameemtsioccurred during this
period and to observe the provisions under thesei@regulations, updated versions of Chaptersk Riases of
EIA Report, Safety Report and Emergency Preparadmes Spill Contingency Plan have been developed.

2.2. Hazard and Risk

The qualitative analysis is aimed mainly at essdiitig a list of potential hazards, makes the rankinevents
possible depending on the order of risk and ihésfirst step of the methodology used to conduigtla
guantitative analysis.

Following the concerns/observations raised durigip consultation and disclosure stage, sever@tant
scenarios have been assessed at a more detaggdsimanarios considered as being with major piategrd
consequences after conducting a qualitative arsalysi

! See: http://www.igsu.ro/seveso.htm




2.3.

Technological Hazards and Risks

The Governmental Decision no. 804/2007 (transpobingctive 96/82/CE — Seveso I, amended by Dikecti
2003/105/CE on the control of major-accident hagpislestablishing measures for the control ofvais
presenting major-accident hazards where hazardstaces are involved, in order to prevent thesielental
and to limit their consequences upon populatiorthead safety, as well as on environmental qualitye
provisions under this decision are applicable tovéies where hazardous substances are presepiaintities
equal or higher that the quantities provided umderex no. 1 of the abovementioned Decision, comsigeghe
legal provisions on the labor environment and, eisjtlg, the ones on the application of the measafdaborers
health and safety at their workplaces.
Directive 2003/105/CE brings several amendmentsadtedations to Directive Seveso Il, (transposedugh
Governmental Decision no. 804/2007) on extendieggbplicability also over the following:
- the chemical and thermal processing and storpgeations that involves the use of hazardous sotss$afor
the mining operations conducted on minerals withines, open pits or through drillings;
- the operational tailings discharging facilitigs include tailings management facilities and ta$ ponds
containing hazardous substances and in particdlanwised in connection with mineral thermal andribal

processing.

The relevant quantities that need to be considiaretthe enforcement of the provisions on contromafjor-
accident hazards are the existing maximum quasititiehat may exist at a particular moment withia site.
The hazardous substances that are found withite &nsjjuantities equal and/or lower than 2% ofrdevant
guantity are not considered upon calculating thed xisting quantity if their placement within thite is
conducted in such a manner that they are not ipais#ion of initiating a major accident within aher area of
the site. Based on the data presented within thigiieg documentation, the substances quantities heen
estimated for each installation from the Project #ire calculation of the total quantity of hazarslsubstances
and the hazardous substances categories preshint thi¢ site has been performed. The status dsttieks of
hazardous substances present within the entired®rgife is presented as compared with the releyzantitities
provided under the Directive, as follows:

Table 1. List of hazardous substances presentmiltig site

Category ir
accordance
Total i
No. Name CAS Location storage Physical Storage Stor_a_lge _ Hazard Governmenta
number capacity] status method conditions Risk phrases -
0 Decision no.
804/2007
Annex no. 1
(
Highly toxic, |Part 2, pointl:
143.33 Solid, , |hazardous to | Highly toxic
-33- 224 pellets ISOtainers Open ai environment P.art 2, point
I 3 .9i: hazardou
. nadex D acinzin to environmer
1 Sodium number| NaCN -in open [Highly toxic, -
Cyanide Storage : Part 2, pointl:
006- _ _ air, under| hazardous to Highly toxic
007-00- 260 Sol(l)JthinZO Meta_lhc _tanks a canopy|environment
5 % + pipelines -|n§|de Part 2. point
-in R: 26/27/28- | .9ii: hazardou
retention 22 E1/52 |to environmer
7647 -in open
01-0 _ air, under|  Corrosive
5 | Hydrogen | HCl 46 |SOMUON32 o | acanopy| R:34-37 | Notranked
Chloride | jhgex: | Storage % -in
017- retention
Reagents 50 Solid Blg_bag 1000 -inside Not ranked
Warehousg kg Corrosive
3 Sodium 1310- id R 35
; _ -inside
Hydroxide | 73-2 NaOH Solution20| Metallic tanks -in
72 L ] Not ranked
Storage % + pipelines | retention
_ sink
i -in open |, .
. Suspensioh , . It is not ranked
air
4| Cyanide ciL Area | 28900 | having 30q Metallic tanks) 2 as hazardous { Not ranked
slurry* + pipelines -n
mg/l CN retention |@ccordance




Category ir

Total accordance
No Name CAS Location storage| Physical Storage Storage Hazard Govt\el\;lrﬁrrhenta
: number capacity] status method conditions Risk phrases L
® Decision no.
804/2007
(Annex no. 1
Suspensioh Construction | -in open |with
air
TMF | 5300 |having20q (Concrete+ | & jGovernmentall o ooy
mg/l CN njeta}l) + o Decision no.
pipelines | retention’, 45,5008
Suspensiof -in open
having 10-| Metallic tanks air
DETOX 4930 180 mg/l |+ pipelines -in Not ranked
CN retention
Pipeline Suspensioh
travellin ; oA
from thg 3800 | having 10| PEHD pipeling maﬁfen Not ranked
Plant to mg/l CN
i -in open
- Solution 2| Metallic Tanks P Toxic T,
Solution rich uti 0 + ar .
5 | in cyanides Elution |4 460 | %0 NaOH electrowinning -inside Part 2, point
o Area and 3 % cells + -in R: 23/24/25- 2: Toxic
NaCN pipelines retention| 36/38-52/53
-in open
Solution 5| Metallic Tanks air
Tank 12000 mg/l CN + pipelines -in It is not ranked
_ retention |as hazardous
Plpell||r_1es accordance
Process travelling . -in open |with
6 N from TMF Solution 5 . ! Not ranked
water to process 1000 mg/l CN PEHD pipeling air Governmental
tank and td Decision no.
SCDof 1408/2008
Solution 5 -in open
TMF 100000(¢ mg/l CN TMF air
It is not rankedPart 1: oxidan
. . Solid ._1las hazardous
Ammonium| 6448- | Explosives = ) In special
! Nitrate 52-2 | Warehousd 100 mlgum 28 In silos warehouse accordance
% N with
Governmenta
6448- i Part 2, point
Initiation 52-2 | Explosi Original | ial E)-(%log’lﬁ 5: ex I(F))sive
8 | explosives - xplosives| - ) rigina n specia : 2-6- 91 EXp
dvnamite (azotat| Warehousq packing [warehous¢ ADR/RID:
Y! de. . 1.1D
-in open Not ranked
. 1305- | Limestone| 805 | 15 % CaO| Metallic tanks air Irritant
Lime cream X o :
62-0 | Warehousd Suspension + pipelines -in R41
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lime 62-0 | Limestone _air Irritant Notrarked
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Quicklime 173;302 Warehouss 860 Bulks Silos aif R41
68476.| Gas Boiler Liquefied -in open Highly Par 1. highly
10| LPG g5.7 | (elution 50 | Petroleum| Metallic Tank|  air flammable R | flammable
area) Gas 12
Under- -in open Par 1: oxidan
11| Oxygen 7;185 2&?5: 2 pressure | Metallic Tank air Oxidant R 8
gas
6847¢- -in open i bl Par 1:
i 34-6 iaui i air ammablé | flammable
12| Diesel fuel Fuel Depof 520 Liquid Metallic Tank o R10-40-36/37
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Category ir
Total accordance
. with
No. Name CAS Location storage Physical Storage Stor_a_lge _ Hazard Governmenta
number capacity] status method conditions Risk phrases L
® Decision no.
804/2007
(Annex no. 1
Highly Part 1:
86290- o ) ) flammable, | flammable
Petrol 81.5 15 Liquid | Metallic Tank| -buried | cancerigenous
R12-38-45-65
_ Waters |n open _ Not rankes
13 SOdmm.t 75628;' treatment| 5 Liquid | Plastic barrelg &, under Corrosslxe R31;
ypochlorite - station a canopy
. Not rankes
Reagents 120 Solid Big-bag 1000 inside
Warehouse kg
14 | Metabisulfite] 7567?‘11' Winopen | ;gxgcl 41| Notranked
DETOX 300 20% | Metallic tanks|  air :
Solution | + pipelines -In
retention
Toxic, Part 2, point
7758- | Reagents , Big-bag 1000| . . hazardous to| _.° "~ 4
99-8 | warehousa 10 Solid kg -inside | ovironment t9|. hazardoug
Copper R: 22-36/38- |0 environmen
15 Sulphate -in open Toxic, Part 2. point
7758- | hETOX 7o |15 %| Metallic tanks|  &Ir hazardous to 9ii§;1azla$g|c?u
99-7 Solution* + pipelines -in environment ¢ s
retention| R22.51/53 |1 €nvironmer
i i -inopen | It is not ranked Not ranked
Acid Collection .
Cetate Dam 500000 Waters Pond air as hazardous
Acid accordance
16| \vaters* Pipeline with Not ranked
from Cetate 140 Acid PEHD pinelind -buried Governmenta
Dam to Waters pip Decision no.
Plant 1408/2008
Toxic, Part 2 point2:
Toxic
17| Mercury 7439- | Reagents 1 Liquid Special -inside zi\zlﬁz)dnong:rf? Part 2, point
97-6 | Warehousg ackagin . '
us P ging R:23-33- | 9i: Hazardoug
50/53 to environmerf
. i Not ranke:
Reagents . Big-bag 1000| . . It is not ranked
Ware%ouse 10 Solid 9 kg -inside |as hazardous
accordance
18| Flocculent -in open with Not ranked
Solution | Metallic tanks|  air Governmental
DETOX 68 0,25% | + pipelines -in Decision no.
retention| 1408/2008
Note: *Risk phrases have been stipulated in accordandeSdafety Technical Sheets

** |n order to establish the risk phrases of all miggi(considered as being chemical preparation®, th
methodology presented under Governmental Decisioi® 1408/2008 referencing the Governmental Denisi
no. 92/2003 : Annex 1 — health hazards and Annee2vironmental hazards, has been used



Table 2. List of hazardous substances present®nesiceeding the relevant specific quantities in
accordance with Seveso Directive (Governmental fd@tino. 804/2007)

Category in accordance wi___Relevant Quantity (t) R
No. Name Governmental Decision nc c torag Physical Status
804/2007(Annex no. 1) | art.7and 8| art. 10 apacity (t)
. . |Part 2, pointL: Highly toxic 5 20
Solid Sodium .
1 Cyanide |[Part 2, poinBi: hazardous tQ 100 200 224 Solid, pellets
environment
Sodium |Part 2, pointl: Highly toxic 5 20
2 Cyanide in |Par 2. point 9ii: hazardous t 200 500 260 20 % Solution
solution  |environment
3 SOIS;/':; drlé:shm Part 2, point2: Toxic 50 200 1460 2 % NaCN Solutidn
4 LPG  |Part 1: highly flammable 50 200 50 L'q”ef'egapse”o'e””"

Considering the fact that several stocked hazardolistances are exceeding both the lower and ther wplue
of the specific relevant quantities provided un@erwernmental Decision no. 804/2007 - Annex nohé dite is
framed within the upper value of the specific ralevquantities and therefore it is mandatory talgerthe
territorial public authority on environmental protien and to territorial authority on emergencies Mine
Safety Report on the prevention of major-accidexztands — se&nnex NE_Cap 7_03

2.4. Identification of the potential accident scenarios

Following the public consultation stage, certainident scenarios have been closely analyzed. Ingke of dam
failure, two categories of conditions have beersatered. Firstly, the extreme scenarios on damril
presented within the EIA Report have been consitiddewever, as presented below, these scenari@shieen
considered to be too extreme to be plausible. €hersl category of scenarios that have been modeteithe
ones with an extremely low probability of occurrenbut considered to be more plausible than the one
belonging to the first category. Each categoryissussed in detailed in the following paragraphs.

To establish whether the dam provides acceptabd¢ysagainst "uncontrolled” release of tailings avater
during its life, an event tree approach was useatbtthe hazard analyses. This technique identifi¢ential
failure mechanisms and follows how a series of &v/lading to non-performance of a dam might unfolek
probability of each scenario, given a triggeringmy is quantified. The event tree hazard analysesidered the
dam at different stages of its life and calculdtezlprobability of non-performance. A non-satistagt
performance of the dam was defined as an uncoatrodlease of tailings and water over a periodwd.t The
release could be due to a breach of the creseaddim or overtopping without breach of the dam.

The analyses looked at critical scenarios, inclgdith potential modes of non-performance for thenaalam
under extreme triggers such as a rare, unusuatiggearthquake and extreme rainfall in a 24-heuiog.

The detailed event tree analyses replace the eaxiieeme scenarios of dam breach, which were lesttald in a
more arbitrarily manner than the scenarios in tiesgnt report. These earlier extreme scenarios pvesented
in the Report on Environmental Impact Assessmanty5(EIA Report, Chapter 7 "Risks", May 2006). The
probability of occurrence for the extreme dam breednarios presented earlier by RMGC was foune: ttm®
small to be considered realistic for the preseatyaes, given the design and characteristics of HE.
Therefore, other scenarios with higher probabditypccurrence were considered in the event trelysem

The key factors considered in the analyses includach configuration (Starter dam, dam during carcsion (
9-12 years) and dam at completion (16 years); érgigncluding earthquake shaking, extreme raiafadl/or
snowmelt, natural terrain landslide in the valleg dailure of the Carnic waste stockpile into th#ings
reservoir; "failure" modes included failure of tteindation, dam slope instability downstream ortrgasn,
unravelling of downstream toe and slope, pipintgrimal erosion, dam abutment failure followed bgawh, and
liquefaction of the tailings; and conditions sucmstruction deficiencies, inadequate responseeofiéihd control
team and construction schedule changes. Thesedactoe integrated in the event tree analyses.

Dam failure conditions considered within EIA Study
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For the cases presented within the EIA Study, paRisks, (page 120 of 205), discharges of 7.8anilir® of
tailings and 3.8 million rhare; and 27.7 million Arof tailings and 5.9 million rhof water during a 24 hour
period. These discharges would assume a 60 m@ghth@nd 390 m in width movement of the dam and hihat
been considered as impossible for a rock-filled edth 3H:1V downstream slopes.

The Hazard Assessment conducted with the assistdreg@erts on dams and hazard assessment, whieh we
present within a workshop (Bucharest, January 2806€)due to the use of event tree analysis, theragtdam
failure scenarios mentioned earlier within the Eé&port are replacett. has been concluded that the probability
of occurrence for the dam failure scenarios presdrdarlier it is too low (less than one in 100 ioill years) to
represent realistic scenario$herefore, other scenarios with higher probabditpccurrence were considered in
the event tree analyses

Low-probability of occurrence scenarios, but more fausible

The Norwegian Geotechnical Institute has considdéredazards associated with the scenarios mousipla to
result in environmental impacts. The highest hagdrel probability of occurrence) established asdei
associated with a plausible non-performance ofiila has been determined to have a 1 to 1 milkamsy
probability of occurrencel he event tree analysis shows that the estimatgubpility of non-performance is
about 100 times lower than what is used as critestasecondary containment structures around thdadyo
based on the performances observed at dams artwenddrld.

The experts present at the workshop have estintlageféhct that the physical impact of these scesasia
deformation of dam crest of 5 to 8 m on a centedangth that may vary between 100 and 200 m. A
conservative estimation of the tailings volume désged has been established between 125,6@ad250,000
m® and of water of 13,000 hand 26,000 rhof contaminated water during a 24 hour periodldvahg this event
it will result a tailings and water discharge 100ds lower than the one resulted after the twoeexér scenarios
considered within the EIA Report.

The dam failure scenario has been considered tar @dthin the final operating years, when the Tajb
Management Facility (TMF) holds a maximum volumeailings. The hazard analyses conducted for tise fi
operating years showed that any water discharged fhe TMF (again, a very low probability of ocamce)
would be retained within the area between the StmyrContingency Dam (SCD) and the TMF toe and doul
not enter the river.

Modeled scenarios presented in the NGI Report —thest plausible scenarios

Following the analysis, it resulted that the praligtof occurrence for these scenarios duringfifet 21 years
of life of the tailings installation is one in ongllion years. This means a probability of 1 to dllion for a major
breach to occur in the dam that would result in @ges during the first 17 years. After that, théititg of the
dam shall improve. Moreover, as the different catdion stages of the main dam advance, the mamgtor
results and the knowledge obtained provided theasthucture behaves satisfactory shall lower theutzied
probability of the failure, i.e. the 1 to 1 milligrear probability. Additionally, except for the phaction of an
earthquake, the hazards are slow processes, andJR&l be able to respond to any hazard detegtés b
monitoring and emergency preparedness programs ocaunteract any hazard in development.

The group of experts present within the hazard slwok held in Bucharest, on January 2009 considbeed
following natural disasters: lightning, forest Brédeavy rainfall, avalanches, floods, earthquadtesng winds,
landslides, etc. The conclusion was that the mantigble triggers of failures at TMF are earthquakeavy
rainfalls (followed by floods) and landslide. Thesh probable scenarios resulted from a combinatidghese
phenomena (due to the fact that they may occurlsmepusly) present a probability of occurrencert to one
million years.

Dam breach of over 60 m in its centerline

Following the analysis it resulted that an ovemé@eep breach in a rock-filled dam that has theedalesigned
in accordance with the current proposal has beesidered as fully unrealistic and presenting a g@ipdly of
occurrence lower than one to a billion or evettidril of years, and the analysis did not continu¢his issue.
The probability of occurrence of such a scenaridngduthe first 17 years of life of the tailings nagement
facility is consequently lower than one to a billigears.

As presented above, as the different constructages of the main dam advance, the monitoring teeanld the
knowledge obtained provided that the structure behaatisfactory shall lower even more the caledlat
probability of the failure. After completing theregiruction, the stability of the dam shall imprared the
probability of occurrence of adverse impacts sloalier even more.

Other scenarios and other triggers
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Under any circumstance, the hazard, the risk amgtbbability of occurrence are never 0. Therdvisgs a
possibility as low as it can be of occurrence phanomenon, with low or unrealistic probabilityafcurrence,
like for instance one in a billion or trillion yesretc. The probabilities that are lower than ansetveral millions
are so low than they are not entering the realgsticulation domain.

It is true that certain threats like terrorist ekis, the crashing of a 747 plane in the dam, illegepons, bomb
attacks, vandalism, sabotage or a war have pratyatiiloccurrence higher than 0. These triggersshaeen
discussed during the workshop organized in Buchameknuary 2009 within the analysis of “framig failure
modes” through which priority was given to the guald scenarios as chains of events.

Considering the location of the dam, the curretitipal status, and what can be expected in thereduring
the next 20 years (when the TMF is no longer amigta structure for tailings and water), the prohgbof
occurrence is much lower than one to one millioaybe one to one billion or trillion. Right now tlees a
probability higher than O for such events to ododlay in Rosia Montana without the presence ofTtHé.

The probability of occurrence of such triggers tlatild result in the release of large volumes tiings and
water during the first 17 years of the life of théings installation is lower than one to oneibiil or trillion of
years. The probability of occurrence of such amgwtue to the fact that it not depends on thallzgton itself,
shall not lower after the first 17 years.

The impact forms caused by the dam breach discudsmee are not referring to some of the Project
characteristics that may mitigate that impact. Sjpadly, the model does not consider the posdipitif
capturing some of these discharges behind the dacprnontainment dam or in the semi-passive treatme
lagoons that are to be built immediately afterdbeond dam. The SCD, after the completion of time, dhall
have a capacity of 53,000°fwith a larger capacity during the first yearsohstruction). The lagoons have
been designed to cover an area of approx. 500 dewnstream of the SCD and have an additional capati
approx. 33,000 frover their operating capacity. These two instaifaishall not be full under normal operating
conditions and may reduce or even fully retainithgact of tailings and water discharges. Moreotles,
possibility to use close accumulation basins |atai@vnstream is also provided in the study, hagingpacity
of 10 million n? of water to rapidly dilute any discharge, as @oese measure in case of an emergency,
removing any exceeds of the standard values, evtheiclose vicinity of the site.

2.5.  Major accidents and potential consequences

Based on the Hazard Assessment conducted by Nawe&gotechnical Institute together with several
international dam and hazard experts, the damréadcenarios and the tailings discharge scenacimsing
during the last years of the TMF life would resald we quote from the report prepared by the kazgerts,
“in some material damage and some contaminatidmiy in the vicinity downstream of the dam”, mgthing
more than that. The river bed shall not be crosEkd.tailings may travel a distance of several hedaf meters
from the TMF dam, on a distance sufficiently lowingpose a risk on the adjacent properties and peopl

The following table summarizes the key conclusions:

Event High Flow river conditions Low Flow river conditions

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

Overtopping of the dam due to | No breach of water standards
extreme rain or snow melt - two
1in 10,000 yr rainfall in 24 hours
followed by 1 in 10 yr flood

(probability of occurrence less

than 1 in 100 million years)

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

No breach of water standards

Standards exceed®&@ km
downstream, only for extreme
concurrence of events (probability of
occurrence of 1 in 4 million years).

* Temporary and limited
consequences
» Potentially mitigated

Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA) hypothetical
dam breach cases — unrealistic
(probability of occurrence 1 in

100 million years or less)

Not realistic
Theoretically exceeds standard

Not realistic
5 Theoretically exceeds standards
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For both cases, high and low river flow conditiomgdeling results indicate that the downstream mauelity
criteria will be met for river standards and foiniting water standards, even at the immediate wjcof the site.
Under low flow conditions, there may be a shonrtexceedence of standards for a distance of 80rd&m the
site. It should be emphasized that these simultaneonditions of a dam breach and low flow have a
considerably lower probability of occurrence, beamg chance in four million years. The lower pralighs
due to the low flow conditions having been obsenedccur statistically during 3 out of 12 monthsiyear.
The small risk of this impact is again of a limitextent and is temporary. The impact should be mezigagainst
the benefit of the immediate and assured cleanftipeccurrent actual and constant heavy metalsipoti.

The conditions present after the accident, undestwase scenario, may threaten the fish that & mdnerable
from the most sensible species — but the low canation and the temporary exposure are in suchrangrahan
only the weakest shall die. Of course that thetkbino full depletion of the specie, not everthia case of the
most sensitive ones, and thus these shall continbie represented within water courses.

An accidental pollution could occur if unusuallyense rainfall and/or a large earthquake causedaropping
or a breach in the dam at Rosia Montana. A masainéall event of two 1 in 10,000 year rainfallcocring
within 24 hours followed by a 1 in 10 year flooditltould result in discharge from the TMF facilityas
determined to have an extremely low probabilitpoéurrence (less than 1 in 100 million years). This
considered an unrealistic scenario. However, atysisaf the water quality impacts from such arrexte
rainfall scenario was conducted. The dispersiaiyais indicated that there would be no exceedehuweater
quality standards at the Hungarian border and atregam exceedence only in the case of a low wiater f
conditions, an even less realistic combinationdvease conditions.

The physical impacts of even a once in a millioantgpe of event were considerably smaller thaorass in
the EIA. Given the much smaller volumes of mategieased (approximately 100 times less than the E
cases), the results of the analyses indicatedhbed will be either no damage, if the tailing avater are
contained in the semi-passive containment pondadithere may be some limited impacts for a tesago
period in the vicinity downstream of the Corna ggJlbut only for the scenario under low flow comatis. In no
case will there be adverse impacts anywhere ctoeetHungarian border.

The sub-chapter on the assessment of environmemdahealth hazard for Rosia Montana Project present
additional information for the clarification of tlamalysis results.

Both the probabilities of occurrence and the hazas$ociated with this activity are meeting the enatd level.
However, the probability has a lower level on hdzamd vulnerability due to the use of new instailat that are
compliant with the Best Available Techniques (BARd due to the use of management systems within the
proposed activity. The hazard, although it is frdritea moderate level, is the indicator of the bigjHevel, due
to the nature and properties of the involved chahsabstances, i.e. sodium cyanide. Within thig,afeere are
no protected species or areas, no urban agglomesaand that makes the environmental vulneralality the
health associated with this activity to be framedremderate level. Additional details are presemegkhnex
NE_Cap 7_01, Annex NE_Cap 10_01 and Annex NE_C&p10

Potential impacts on human life and aquatic ecosysms

Based on the Hazard Assessment conducted by Nawe&gotechnical Institute together with several
international dam and hazard experts, the damréafcenarios and the tailings discharge scenacimsing
during the last years of the TMF life would resald we quote from the report prepared by the kdazgerts,
“in some material damage and some contaminatidmiy in the vicinity downstream of the dam”, mgthing
more than that. The river bed shall not be crosEkd.tailings may travel a distance of several hedaf meters
from the TMF dam, on a distance sufficiently lowingpose a risk on the adjacent properties and peopl

The highest cyanide levels (established by consigavorst case scenarios occurring in the mostgrgmiate
location, i.e. close to the site) occurring dugaibngs/water discharge at the size and durataused by the
accident conditions assessed as being well belewwdhcentration levels and/or exposure durationntizsy
impact the human life forms, birds or non-aquateforms.

These levels are safe for the aquatic flora theapmble of facing exposure to concentration lezrtstime
duration higher than the levels and durations pledifor the cyanide levels in river water, evethie case when
a model is prepared for the worst case discharge.

The concentrations may impact the most sensitivertebrates present in the aquatic environmenthaut
exposure time is so low than if an impact is predij¢chan that impact is an insignificant one.

Fish is the most vulnerable life forms due to tlante sensibility to contaminated waters, considehe fact
that they live in that environment. However, ttehfand even the most vulnerable species (rivet)traed a
minimum level of cyanide and a minimum exposurelethe most vulnerable specimens of the leasteati
species to lose their life. The post accident ddonl, at most, may threaten the most vulnerabteffiom the
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most sensitive species, but the low concentratiohteamporary exposure are in such a manner, thigrttn
weakest fish is going to die. Of course, theré beélno full depletion of the respective specid,ewen in the
case of the most sensitive ones, and they shdiintento be represented within the respective waiarses.

It must be underlined the fact that while the pidia mitigation in the case of ARD production isn&d to allow
rehabilitation of aquatic life, currently therenis aquatic life capable of surviving within acidteraand heavy
metals contamination conditions present now intheer courses on a 40 Km distance downstream dfithe

To conclude, the risk of ecologic impact is miteghtlue to the limited and temporary impact. Theaayghould
be reported against the immediate benefits brogltie remediation activities proposed to be dexadoso as
to remove existing and continuous heavy metalsipoh.

Potential Transboundary Impacts

Considering the technical features of the Rosia tsiom TMF, as well as the technical design and pleeation
criteria established for this mine site, the plalesfailure and tailings overtopping scenarios dbinvolve water
guality impacts at the Hungarian border.

Conclusions

Regardless of the current situation, the risk oegident is extremely low. In the case of an amuidthe
contaminated discharged is so low from quantitgtieit of view, as well as from its duration poddtview. In
most of the cases, even in case of an accidentivirewater quality is maintained at a higher leyeth for the
surface water quality standards and the drinkintpingtandards, even at its river discharge pdivithin all
these conditions, the safe conditions are restonedred of Kms before the contaminated water resattres
Hungarian border. The Hazard Assessment establisbdact that the case in which a more seriouslant
would occur is not real. Both the very low risk@sated with accident production and the clear fienef the
environmental rehabilitation operation indicate fibet that project implementation is beneficialsaveral
environmental components.

Environmental and Health Hazard Assessment in thease of Rosia Montana Project

For each of these elements, it is assumed a paltéatel (a category) of hazard and a relevant miame
parameter is assigned (a value between 1 and hi3) p@rameter may assume an intermediate valuedrom
certain interval so as to consider the specifitustaf the assessed sital{les 7.34. A-E

Table 7.34. Establishing the potential hazard |dgelthe most representative elements for the raggkssment
of the industrial hazard

A) Element: site age

INVENTORY REFERENCE | CATEGORY VALUE OF PARAMETERA
NUMBER
a. 1l Betweel 1 anc 5 year 1
a. 2) Between 5 and 20 years 5
a.3) More than 20 years 10
B) Element: process control
INVENTORY REFERENCE | CATEGORY VALUE OF PARAMETER B
NUMBER
b. 1) State-of-the-art Technology 1
b. 2) Average level of the Technology 5
b. 3) Low level of the Technology 10
C) Element: type of operation
INVENTORY REFERENCE | CATEGORY VALUE OF PARAMETERC
NUMBER
c. 1) Continuous operation 1
c.2) Semi-continuous operation 5
c.3) Discontinuous operation 10
D) Element: operating conditions of the industrialinstallation
INVENTORY REFERENCE | CATEGORY VALUE OF PARAMETERD
NUMBER
d.1) Processes developed at low temperaturesrasduyses 1
d.2) Processes developed at elevated pressures (><0obduigh 5
) temperatures (> 200° C)
d.3) Processes developed at extremely elevated pressulesxtremely 10

high temperatures
E) Element: loading/unloading operations
| INVENTORY REFERENCE | CATEGORY | VALUE OF PARAMETERE |
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NUMBER
e. 1) Number of loading/unloading operations — Wwel® per year 1
e.2) Number of loading/unloading operations — betweear 300 5
) per year
e. 3) Number of loading/unloading operations — @@&0 per year 10

The Site Technological FactdsTF) is then defined as being the sum of the valusscated with each of the
elements defined within the previous tables.

A+B+C+D+E
— x10
50
The calculation for the assessed project is preddanttable7.27.:

Table 7.27. Calculation of the site technologifeedtor (STF)
Parameter Index

STEF =

0nimo|O|w|>

NN WIN (-

TF .6

The level of organization for Health and Environtiaianagement is represented (80F).

Three categories of potential hazards have beeneadkiin accordance with the existing information aata, as
well as with the parameters of the correspondirmptthparameters.

This factor is calculated in accordance wéble 7.28

Table 7.28. Categories of potential hazards

INVENTORY REFERENCE CATEGORY VALUE OF PARAMETERF
NUMBER
Maximum level of reference(implemented
f.1) Health and Environmental Management 1
Systern)
f.2) Average level of reference 5
f.3) Minimum 10

The Site Organization Factor is equal with the galtiparametefF.
SOF=F

The calculation for the assessed project is preddanttable7.29:

Table 7.29. SOF Calculation

Parameter Index
SOF 2

The two previous factors, STF and SOF, are comhinefine Site General Ind¢8Gl) by using the following
relation:

SGl = \'I STF -SOF

The calculation for the assessed project is predanttable/.30
Table 7.30. SGI Calculation

Parameter Index
SGl 2.28

Dangerous Substances Index (DSI)

It is calculated based on the total quantity ofdndaus substances handled and/or stored onsitelated with
the relevant quantity presented in Annex 1 of Sesective.

Dangerous Substances Ind®&]) is based on the total quantity of hazardalstances handled and/or stored
onsite, defined by the specific Dangerous SubstaRkeetor (DSF), which is calculated as follows:

DSF=Z%
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Where:qi is the quantity of the dangerous substance/chéinfoahazardous substance category) inventoried
and observing the Parts 1 or 2 of Annex 1 of SelleBrectiva.
Qiis the standard value relevant for the Parts2 (@olumn 2) of the abovementioned Annex.

With the assistance of DSF, DSl is establisheddiygithe following equation (s@able 7.31)
Table 7.31. Establishing the DSI value

DSF Value DSl Value
0<DSK10 DSI=1/5*(DSF)
DSF>10 DSI=2*Log(DSF)

Within this equation, the logarithm is calculateithAbase 10.

The inventory of the hazardous substances that isegthe quantities of the respective substagices used
for the calculations, is presented under subchap1e8.3.

The calculation for the assessed project is preddnttabler.32

Table 7.32. DSI Calculation

Parameter Index
DSI 4.19

Natural Hazards Index (NHI)

It is a combination of independent factors releanbne or more natural hazards (zones predisptosidquent
floods, highly seismic areas, frequent landslidediigh ground instability).

NHI is a combination of individual factors relevdat one or several natural hazards, asTzdale 7.33

Table 7.33. Natural Hazard Index (NHI)

CATEGORY NATURAL HAZARD FACTOR
Yes: factor F =1

No: factor F =0

Yes: factorS=1

No: factor S=0
Frequent landslides, earth or soil movements, elithatec Yes: factor L = !
instability impacting the area No: factor L=0

Area predisposed to flooding

Area with high seismicity

A combination of these factors provides the valullidl, as follows:

NHI=F+5+L

The calculation for the assessed project is preddanttable’.34
Table 7.34. NHI Calculation

Parameter Index

Z|Ir|nm
~lo|lo|k

HI

Site Hazard Index (SHI¥ a composed parameter representing the potéatzard (the occurrence probability)
of a major accident, without considering the subset|consequences on environment and human health.
Site Hazard Index(SH]I) is calculated as follows:

([sG1+NHI|x10)

SHI= | DSI
\ 13

where:SGI Site General Index
NHI Natural Hazard Index
DSIDangerous Substance Index
The values calculated for the above indexes aisepted below inn Table 7-35:

Table 7-35. Hazard Assessment Indexes
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ﬁzlg)t:lated The entire site
SGl 2.28
DSI 4,19
NHI 1.00
SHI 2.25

Site Risk Index

The representation of the final value of hazarddfsite is performed through the Site Risk IndeRIfSwhich is
the maximum value of each ARI. The final risk ipnesented by the worst case scenario that mayuseddy
the assessed industrial activity.

The values calculated for the above indexes argepted in Table 7-36:

Table 7-36. Vlaues of the Health and Environment Bk Index

Calculated Index CP CE CEC EPGI ARI
1. HCN emissions within CIL area 1.33 0.83 1.25 1.22 1.82
2. Break in the TMF dam 4.00 4.17 3.75 4.02 3.30
SRI 3.30

General assessment of the environment and health merability

The assessment of the environment and health \alditiéy may provide additional information on holet
environment may be impacted by a potential accident

The General Environment and Health Vulnerabilitgdr (GEHVI) is a value obtained by weighted sum of:
- PVI — Population Vulnerability Index . PVI Calation considers the potential impacts of an actidan
neighboring population (area locals and site waker

- EVI — Environment Vulnerability Index. EVI Calation considers the environmental components spdoif
this area, which may be endangered (rivers, ladak,and underground waters, fauna and vegetation)

- ECVI — Economic Vulnerability Index. ECVI considethe economic components in the area that may be
endangered (livestock, agriculture, aquaculturdstry and business).

The values of the specific weighted coefficientgehbeen established within the terms of the impaebch
category of general vulnerability index (the popiolaimpact has been established as being the eritisal one,
the business impact has been established as heihgwest and the environmental impact has beabléegted
as being at an intermediate value). The valuesilzdbx for the abovementioned indexes are presémiEable
7-37.

Table 7-37.  The values of the Environment and HeditVulnerability Values

Icri?jlg)t(llated The entire site
PVI 1.47
EVI 5.06
ECVI 3.75
GEHVI 2.40

The probability, the risk, and vulnerability assded with the assessed activity are presentedmi7.25.
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Figure 7.25. The probability, the risk, and vulnerbility associated with the assessed activity.

Both the probability of occurrence and the assediaisks are meeting the moderate level. Howeker, t
probability has a lower level to the risk and vuatislity due to the new installations that are @mpliance with
the Best Available Techniques (BAT) and with thenagement activities of the implemented activityslRi
although moderate, is the highest level index,tdube nature and properties of the involved chalgjd.e.
sodium cyanide. There are no protected specieeasaor urban sites within this area and that s\die
environmental and health vulnerability associatéti #he assessed activity to be also at a modberedd

2.6.  Scheduling emergencies

Following the legislative amendments, the orgaiza structure has been reviewed, amended andegéta
the emergency situations management in accordaiticeh& provision of current in force regulations:
Governmental Decision no. 804/2007 on the contrah@or-accident hazards involving hazardous sulzsts,
Law no. 481/2004 on Civil Protection, Governmeitaiergency Ordinance no. 21/2004 on the Nationak8ys
of Emergency Situations Management, Order of Mémisf Administration and Internal Affairs no. 15822
February 2007 on the approval of the performaniter@ regarding the establishment, framing ancbemdent
the private units for emergency situations. Foritamlthl details please read the Safety Report piteseunder
Annex NE_Cap 7_03.

3. Updates of Chapter no. 7 — “Safety Report”

The Safety Report has been prepared in accordaititc¢hs legal requirements under Governmental D&tiso.
804 0of 25" of July 2007 on the control of major accident hdganvolving hazardous substances, amended by
Governmental Decision no. 79/2009, stipulated uatier2 and art. 10 and materialized in Annex thefabove
mentioned decision — Annex NE_Cap 7_03.

4., Updates of Chapter no.7 — “ANNEXES PREPARED AFTER RIBLIC INFORMATION
AND DISCLOSURE MEETINGS - Volume 55 — Emergency Prparedness and Spill Contingency
Plan”

The Emergency Preparedness and Spill ContingerayRls been updated in accordance with the upddies
presented at the end of chapterarndx NE_Cap 7_02.
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