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The delegation 

The Delegation which visited Romania was made up of seven official Members and four ex 
officio Members of the Committee on Petitions. 

Members
Ms. Erminia Mazzoni (EPP, IT), Leader of the delegation
Mr. Zoltán Bagó (EPP, HU)
Ms. Inés Ayala Sender (S&D, ES)
Mr. Csaba Sándor Tabajdi (S&D, HU) 
Mr. Roger Helmer (ECR, UK)
Mr. Gerald Häfner (Greens, DE)
Mr. Nikolaos Salavrakos (EFD, GR)

Ex-officio Members
Ms. Elena Băsescu (EPP, RO)
Mr. Cristian Dan Preda (EPP, RO)
Mr. Victor Boştinaru (S&D, RO)
Ms. Adina-Ioana Vălean (ALDE, RO)

Objective of the visit

The objective of the visit was to obtain a better insight into the concerns raised by several 
petitioners regarding: a large-scale gold mining project situated in Roșia Montană1, windmill 
park projects situated in the Dobrogea region2, animal welfare3, international adoptions4 and 
the detrimental impact of a shopping centre built in the vicinity of a historic cathedral5.

The delegation also sought to achieve an enhanced cooperation with the two Romanian 
Committees on Petitions and the Romanian Ombudsman, with a view to raising awareness 
about the sphere of competences of the Committee on Petitions in the European Parliament. 

Background of the main petitions

The Rosia Montana petitions were received in 2010, respectively 2011 and drew attention to 
                                               
1 Petitions 0622/2010 and 0628/2011.

2 Petitions 0111/2008 and 0262/2011

3 Petition 0587/2011.

4 Petitions 1120/2009 and 1109/2010

5 Petitions 0067/2007 and 0149/2007
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the alleged lack of compliance of a big open-cast gold mining project situated in Roșia 
Montană with a series of European directives, namely the Mining Waste Directive1, the Water 
Directives, the Seveso Directive2 and the Air Directive3. The petitioners also had the 
opportunity to present their arguments on the occasion of the meeting of the Committee on 
petitions on the 4th of October 2011. 

The Dobrogea windmills petitions presented serious allegations of potentially irreversible 
damage to the environment by a large number of windmills in Dobrogea. The petitions were 
also discussed during the 4th of October 2011 meeting, when the European Commission’s 
representative explained that infringement proceedings were ongoing for two sites (Macin-
Niculitel and Muntii Macinului) and preliminary investigations had been initiated for other 
sites (ROSPA 0031 Delta Dunarii and Complexul Raxim-Sinoie, ROSPA0091 Padurea 
Babadag, ROSPA0100 Stepa Casimcea and ROSCI 0201 Podisul Nord Dobrogean).

The two petitions concerning the construction of a 20-storey building near Saint Joseph's 
Cathedral were received in 2007. During a fact-finding visit in 2008, the delegation spent 
some time visiting the cathedral and the surrounding site. A subsequent letter was sent by the 
President of the European Parliament to the Romanian President and Prime-Minister, 
expressing the Committee's views that the construction of an immense shopping centre in 
such proximity to the cathedral clearly supported commercial and business interests and 
constituted a flagrant abuse of the authorities' powers, without due attention being paid to 
cultural heritage. In July 2011, the Suceava Court of Appeal ruled that the building permit 
granted to the ‘Cathedral Plaza’ shopping centre was illegal. 

The visit

First day (24 November 2011) 

 Meeting with Mr. Dragos Tanase, General Manager of Roșia Montană Gold 
Corporation (RMCG) and Mr. Eugen Furdui, Mayor of the Roșia Montană 
Commune 

The delegation leader, Ms. Erminia Mazzoni, started by introducing the members of the 
delegation and specified that the visit of the Committee aimed to seek further clarifications 
concerning the allegations included in two petitions on the Roșia Montană Project. 

Mr. Eugen Furdui explained that Roșia Montană was a mining community. All people in the 
area had worked in the mining industry over time and supported the project. The project was 

                                               
1 Directive 2006/21/EC on the management of waste from extractive industries

2 Directive 96/82/EC on the control of major-accident hazards involving dangerous substances

3 Directive 2008/50/EC on ambient air quality
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the only opportunity to deal with historic pollution in the area (caused by the state exploitation 
mines up to 2006) and could also solve the social problems. He presented a brochure with 25 
mayors and NGO's in the area that supported the project. 

Asked about the decision of the Court of Appeal to annul the project approval by the Roșia 
Montană Local Council and the presumed conflict of interests of two councillors, the Mayor 
specified that the decision of the Appeal Court did not concern the mining project, but the 
Zonal Urban Plan (Plan Urbanistic Zonal, PUZ) of the Roșia Montană commune. The two 
local councillors worked for the company and should not have taken the vote. Subsequently, 
the plan was again put to the vote and the two councillors did not take part in the vote. 

Mr. Dragos Tanase used a Powerpoint presentation to illustrate the state of degradation of the 
commune (abandoned pits, pollution levels above maximum allowed levels, acid waters at the 
Abrudel stream and Aries river confluence). According to the General Manager, there was an 
80% unemployment rate in the area and the commune had no perspectives. 

He specified that the RM Minining Project developed by RMGC would use best available 
technologies for all components, as defined by the EU standards and BREF document. 
Moreover, on 4 of the chapters, the project would be considered as a new benchmark and the 
BAT would need to be updated based on the RM Mining Project.

He pointed out that the EIA Study consisted of 20 main chapters (5,000 pages). There had 
been extensive consultations and 6,000 questions had received an answer. The estimated level 
of cyanide in the tailings management facility would be very low (5 mg/l for the RM Project 
compared to the level of 10 mg/l provided for by the EU Directives and 400 mg/l in the Baia 
Mare accident in 2000).

Mr. Tanase went on to present the advantages of the Project. From the economic point of 
view, it would create jobs (2,300 direct jobs during construction and 3,000 indirect jobs for 
the project's lifetime), opportunities for local businesses and would bring a 1% contribution to 
Romania's GDP. From the environmental point of view, the Project would solve historic 
pollution1. Pits would either be closed and vegetal soil would be planted or would be 
transformed into lakes. Concerning patrimony, most historical houses would be renovated. As 
for social life, the Project would restore Community life and traditions. The Project also 
envisaged sustainable development strategies (professional reconversions, business plans for 
post mining activities). 

Mr. Tanase explained that the company had built new houses, with all facilities, in a nearby 
locality, where local people would be voluntarily resettled. He stated that the company had 
already purchased most of the private properties required for the project from local land 
owners. 

Asked about the potential risks involved, Mr. Tanase made reference to certain studies carried 
out by Norwegian experts and assured the delegation that the risks would be very low and the 
Project would be “much safer than nuclear plants”. The dam would be 1,000 times safer than 
                                               
1 Acid waters would be cleaned from Day 1 of the operation
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any other dam in the world. 

Asked repeatedly about the guarantees and the value of environmental insurance, Mr. Tanase 
replied that an amount of USD 127 million would be set aside for the site rehabilitation. The 
company would also take out insurance, in case a disaster occurred. The comfortable level of 
the insurance was to be set at a later stage, once the environment permit was granted. Mr. 
Tanase insisted that the company was ready to accept any insurance amount that would be 
required by the insurance company. 

To the question why the Project had so many opponents, Mr. Tanase replied that those people 
who opposed the project took the easy information out and expressed his wish that they 
should better inform themselves.

 Meeting with Mr. Marin Anton and Mr. Cristian Apostol, Secretaries of State in 
the Ministry of Environment

The second meeting took place in the Ministry of Environment, in the presence of two 
Secretaries of State and various directors of different departments. 

After a short introduction made by the Head of the delegation, Ms. Erminia Mazzoni, Mr. 
Marin Anton replied to certain concerns raised in the Roşia Montană petitions: 

He explained that the Roşia Montană mining project was currently undergoing an 
environmental impact assessment (EIA) procedure, in view of obtaining the environmental 
permit. Central and local public authorities which had specific powers and duties in terms of 
environmental protection had been involved. To this end, a Technical Analysis Committee 
(TAC) was created at central level in 20101. Following requests from the TAC, in order to 
ensure that the project complied with the relevant legislation, the project holder had 
supplemented and amended the documentation several times.

Concerning compliance with the provisions of Directive 2006/21/EC on the management of 
waste from extractive industries, he stated that the concentration of cyanide would be between 
5-7 ppm at the entrance and would be diminished at the point of discharge, whereas the 
Directive allowed for a concentration of weak acid dissociable cyanide at the point of 
discharge of the tailings from the processing plant into the pond of 10 ppm. The cyanide 
circuit would be a closed one. It would be monitored by the National Environmental Guard, 
together with the title holder. He explained that, at the end of the process, the cyanide would 
decompose and the water would be transformed into drinking water. 

To the question about the recommendations contained in the European Parliament's 
Resolution on the ban of cyanide2 and the alternatives to cyanide mining, the Secretary of 

                                               
1 The members of the CAT are: eight ministries, the Romanian Academy, the National Agency for Mineral 
Resources, the Romanian Geological Institute, the National Environmental Guard and the ‘Apele Române’ 
National Authority. 
2 European Parliament resolution of 5 May 2010 on a general ban on the use of cyanide mining technologies in 
the European Union (P7_TA(2010)0145))
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State confirmed that the Ministry was aware of the provisions of the Resolution, but stressed 
nevertheless its non-binding character. He stressed that cyanide was used worldwide, being 
the only efficient solution for extracting gold.

Concerning the transboundary consultations, in accordance with the Espoo Convention1, the 
following states were notified: Hungary, Serbia and Montenegro, Bulgaria, Moldova, Ukraine 
and Slovakia. Hungary objected to the project as a whole in August 2011. 

Regarding compliance with the provisions of the Groundwater Directives (Directive 
80/68/EEC and 2006/118/EC) and the Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC), Mr. Anton 
explained that the project holder had been asked for information and clarifications, to ensure 
compliance with the provisions of the directives regarding non-deterioration of the condition 
of bodies of water and preservation of the biological features characterising the ecological 
condition of surface water. 

Mr. Anton was further asked how the bottom of the discharge pond would be made 
impermeable. He explained that there were two options: the bottom could be made 
impermeable by using geomembranes (geosynthetic material made up of impermeable
membranes) or by a natural layer of clay (5-14 m thick). The clay solution was considered as 
a more viable and efficient option, as the geomembranes ran the risk of breaking up. 

The project holder had also been asked to take all the necessary measures to protect flora and 
fauna in the area during both the mining and post-closure phases.

Regarding compliance with the provisions of the Air Directive, Mr. Anton stated that the 
assessments presented in the documentation submitted by the holder had taken account of 
both the short-term impact (30 mins, 1 hr, 24 hrs) and the long-term impact (1 year). 
According to the estimates, on the whole the level of the concentrations arising solely from 
the emission sources relating to the project would be low, below the limits prescribed for 
populated areas.

With regard to the publication of the information presented by the holder, in accordance with 
the provisions of the Seveso Directive, he specified that all information submitted by the title 
holder to the environmental authority (including the safety report) was published on the 
website of the Ministry of the Environment and Forests.

Concerning the financial guarantee, according to the documentation sent by the title holder, 
the costs for closure and environment rehabilitation of the Roșia Montană Mining Project 
amounted to approximately 127.6 million USD. 

He explained that another guarantee was provided for by the Environmental Liability 
Directive (2004/35/EC)2. According to that directive, the authorities for environment 
protection may set up a mortgage over the operators' assets and an attachment of debts, 
                                               
1 Convention on Environmental Impact Assessment in a Transboundary Context (Espoo, 1991)

2 Directive 2004/35/CE concerning environment liability
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whereby the costs related to possible works for removing the damage to the environment 
would be recovered, in case the title holder refused to bear the costs. The title holder had 
specified that he intended to take out an insurance that would eliminate the uncertainties 
concerning insolvency in case of an accident, but the value of this insurance had not been 
established yet. The guarantees were to be set by the title holder and presented to the 
authorities, in view of obtaining the environment permit for the exploitation. 

Asked why the Romanian state had done nothing until then to settle the historic pollution
issue, Mr. Anton stated that there was an ecologic disaster in Roșia Montană, inherited from 
the exploitations that had taken place before 1989 and Romania had not been able to bear the 
costs to clean up the area. The RM Project could solve the historic pollution issue. He openly 
admitted being in favour of the project. 

Concerning the participation of NGO's, he stated that 14 public debates had taken place in 
Romania and two in Hungary. 

Asked about the economic benefits for the Romanian State, compared to the revenues of the 
company, the Secretary of State said that the Ministry of Environment was not entitled to go 
into details about these aspects, which fell within the field of competence of the Ministry of 
Economy. He recalled that there were eight ministries involved in the process of granting the 
permit.

The members of the delegation stressed that the objective of the visit was not to take a 
decision on the project, but rather to assess the situation from the perspective of the 
allegations included in the petitions. 

Mr. Anton concluded by saying that the process of assessing the environmental impact of the 
Roşia Montană project was under way (the current environment agreement stage would be 
followed by the environment permit stage), and would culminate in the taking of a decision to 
grant environmental consent or to reject the project. 

After all questions on the Roșia Montană topic were answered, Mr. Cristian Apostol took the 
floor to discuss the petitions on the Dobrogea windmills. 

He assured the delegation that all legal steps had been followed and that the projects complied 
with the Romanian and European legislation. All specialist authorities had been consulted and 
the necessary public consultations had been carried out. In his opinion, the projects would 
represent a viable option for the reduction of CO2 emissions and for meeting Europe’s targets 
for renewable energy. He specified that there were only 400 turbines that were 
operational/under construction. 

Asked whether the authorities were aware of a recent visit by DG Environment in Romania 
and of recent infringement proceedings launched by the European Commission, Mr. Apostol 
replied that the authorities were not aware of the visit by DG Environment. Concerning the 
infringement procedure, he stated that the authorities had sent the requested documentation to 
the European Commission and were awaiting the results of its assessment. 
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The Secretary of State asserted that the authorities had also examined the possible cumulative 
effect of the projects and that every permit was granted after taking into account the previous 
permits. 

Concerning the petition on wild horses, the authorities made the remark that, in fact, these 
were not wild horses, but domestic horses let loose by farmers. A few horses were taken out 
of the Letea Forest, in view of being sent to the slaughter house. The horses had owners and 
transportation documents. Following the intervention of mass-media and NGO's, the transport 
was stopped and redirected towards a farm, where they were taken care of. They became the 
property of Vier Photen Foundation. Currently they were being taken care of by the 
Foundation and the local people. 

MEP Roger Helmer asked about the issue of street dogs, mentioning the high number of 
letters he received on the topic. Mr. Apostol, drawing an analogy with the Bruno bear which 
made the headlines in 2006, specified that people's health and safety were important and had 
to be taken care of. Following the adoption of a recent law, this issue was transferred to the 
local level: the local authorities, following the consultation of the population by opinion polls 
or referendums, had the power to decide if certain dogs needed to be euthanized.

 Meeting with petitioners (Roșia Montană petitions)

The third meeting took place in the Bucharest Information Office, in the presence of the 
petitioners: Ms. Roxana Bojariu and Ms. Mihaela Albu, representatives of AD Astra 
Association, and Mr. Sorin Jurca, founding member of "Fundația Culturală Roșia Montană". 

The representatives of AD Astra Association used a Powerpoint presentation, drawing a 
comparison between Roșia Montană and Summitville1. They specified that the Roșia Montană 
tailings pond would be ten times bigger than the one in Summitville or the one in Baia Mare. 

Mr. Sorin Jurca expressed fears that his home village would be totally destroyed by the 
mining operations and considered that the state authorities were giving in to a foreign 
company’s desires. 

The petitioners criticized the absence of contingency plans and proper technical assessments 
that could adequately present the risks. Dissatisfied with the quality of information in the 
reports presented by the developer, they asked that independent assessments should be carried 
out, considering that the project should await those reviews. 

The petitioners argued that the amount of the guarantee was too small for such a large-scale 
project, compared to the risks involved. The guarantee should have been examined in the 
framework of a detailed technical report. They stressed that the company had contributed to 
the poverty of the region by resettling the local inhabitants to another area and by pressuring 
local authorities into a freeze on all development and investment activities in the area. 

                                               
1 The Summitville mine is famous for the environmental damage caused in the 1980s by the accidental leakage 
of mining by-products into local waterways.
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The petitioners also stressed that the existing Roman galleries would be threatened. Moreover, 
they argued that there existed rare species of birds in the vicinity of Roșia Montană and the 
company had failed to explain how they would be protected. The RM Project would thus be in 
contravention of the Wild Birds Directive1. The risks of the cyanide-based mining were not 
justified by any supposed benefits, either in the short term or the long term. In the petitioners’ 
opinion, the project not only failed to benefit the Romanian state, but rather posed a serious 
threat to the local communities and the Romanian society in general. They considered that the 
state should not sacrifice the environment for the sake of the creation of jobs, especially since 
the number of jobs put forward by the company had varied over time. 
Some scientists, who were not foreseen in the programme, were present in the room and asked 
for the floor in order to speak about the risks that mining in the Rosia Montana would pose. 
They expressed serious doubts about the safety of the Tailings Management Facility (TMF) 
dam located across the Corna Valley. The Chair, due to time constraints, asked them to send 
their comments in writing, stating that their position would be duly examined2. 

 Afternoon: meetings with members of the Romanian Committees on petitions in 
the Senate and Chamber of Deputies, with the Romanian Ombudsman, Mr. 
Gheorghe Iancu and with the State Secretary responsible for adoptions, Mr. 
Bogdan Panait

The chairs of the two Romanian Committees on petitions presented the modus operandi of 
their committees. They explained that the committees had received almost 2,400 petitions 
during the previous 3 years (i.e. approximately 800 petitions per year), mainly related to the 
judicial system (21%), property rights (16%), social affairs (15%) and public and local 
administration (10%). A solution was found to approximately 18% of the petitions.

The idea of a reinforced cooperation between the Committee on Petitions in the European 
Parliament and the two Romanian Committees on petitions was put forward by both parties. 
The Romanian interlocutors suggested that cases that do not fall within the sphere of activities 
of the European Union should be forwarded to the Romanian committees. 

Mr. Gheorghe Iancu, Romanian Ombudsman, presented his competences and the way in 
which he dealt with the cases since the beginning of his mandate. He specified that apart from 
settling citizens’ petitions/complaints, his activity included constitutional and administrative 
contentious proceedings and the promotion of the appeal in the interest of the law3 in front of 
the High Court of Cassation and Justice, regarding legal issues that were solved differently by 

                                               
1 Directive 2009/147/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 November 2009 on the 
conservation of wild birds

2 A succinct summary of the most relevant contributions subsequently submitted by the scientists may be found 
in Annex I. The full texts may be accessed by the members of the Committee on Petitions on the internal 
database, e-petition.   

3 In order to assure the unitary interpretation and application of the law by all the courts of law, the Romanian 
Ombudsman may ask the High Court of Cassation and Justice to pronounce itself on the matter of law that has 
been differently settled down by the courts of law.
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the courts, by irrevocable court decisions.

The State Secretary responsible for adoptions, Mr. Bogdan Panait, presented the legal 
framework governing national and international adoptions and the efforts of the Romanian 
Office for Adoptions to find appropriate families for institutionalized children. He specified 
that a new law would allow Romanian citizens residing abroad to adopt children in Romania, 
even if they were married with citizens of another country. The provisions concerning foreign 
citizens would remain exactly the same. The new law introduced the DNA test, which would 
hamper illegal adoptions and allowed for shorter time frames for carrying out adoptions. 
He added that there approximately 67,000 children in the protection system and around 1,700 
families that wanted to adopt children. 

 Evening: visit of the Saint Joseph's Cathedral site and meeting with the 
petitioners 

In the evening, the delegation visited Saint Joseph's Cathedral and met one of the petitioners, 
Archbishop Ioan Robu, and some legal advisers in the Archbishop's office. The advisers went 
through the history of the judicial proceedings between the Cathedral, on the one hand, and 
the developer and the Bucharest District City Hall, on the other hand. They explained that, in 
spite of the judgement of the Appeal Court in Suceava following which the Cathedral Plaza 
was declared illegal, the developer not only took no action to tear down the building, but 
rather secretly continued works on the building. The skyscraper was situated only eight 
metres from the cathedral, inside the protection area laid down for historic monuments under 
the Romanian law. The petitioners complained about the negative visual impact of the 
building and the risks it posed to the cathedral, such as pieces falling down on the cathedral in 
the event of an earthquake. 

Archbishop Ioan Robu asked if the delegation could allow another five minutes for the 
introduction of a topic by Mr. Nicușor Dan, president of the Association "Save Bucharest". 
Mr. Dan expressed his concerns about a project initiated by the Bucharest City Hall which 
brought about demolitions of historic buildings or of buildings situated in protected historic 
and cultural areas. 

Second day (25 November)

Morning

 Visit of the Baia site and meeting with petitioners (Dobrogea windmills petitions)

Three official Members (Ms. Erminia Mazzoni, Ms. Inés Ayala Sender and Mr. Nikolaos 
Salavrakos) and one ex officio Member (Mr. Victor Boştinaru) took part in the second-day 
visit to Dobrogea. The delegation left Bucharest by bus at 7.30 a.m. Due to weather 
conditions and traffic congestion, the delegation had to give up visiting the first site, Babadag, 
and went directly to the second proposed site, Baia. The petitioners led the delegation to the 
platform of a windmill situated on a hill wherefrom several other windmills could be seen in 
the distance. 
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According to the petitioners approximately 4,000 turbines1 were proposed/in environmental 
assessment procedures/ under construction/ constructed in Dobrogea, out of which around 
1,500 were situated within or near Natura 2000 sites. 
They stated that the requirements laid out in Articles 6(2)-(4) of the Habitats Directive were 
not properly implemented throughout the planning process. They stressed that the wind farm 
projects were being developed chaotically and there was no clear Strategic Development Plan 
or Strategic Environmental Assessment. 

They complained about the unsatisfactory level of the scientific studies commissioned by the 
Romanian authorities. Although almost all of the approved projects had been subject to an 
EIA/SEA and Appropriate Assessment procedure, the EIA/AA were unprofessional2, lacked 
relevant information and had an inadequate assessment of the impact on sensitive 
species/habitats/birds/migration routes. In some cases, EIA studies were carried out after the 
projects had obtained the development consent. The petitioners asserted that the construction 
works for both Babadag and Baia had started illegally, without any authorisation. The 
authorisation was granted one year after the beginning of the construction works.

The petitioners regretted that the assessment of cumulative impacts was missing from almost 
all SEA/EIA/AA studies, a situation which would create a serious fragmentation of the 
habitats and would make up a barrier effect on the migration routes of bird and bat species. 
There was a lack of scientific data concerning birds' migration, habitat mapping, bat studies 
etc. 

The petitioners said they had addressed themselves several times to the Government, asking 
how the environmental impact assessment studies would be carried out, the criteria that would 
be used, the technical means for counting and monitoring birds, but they did not receive any 
adequate answer.

The petitioners considered that a Strategic Environmental Assessment, including an 
Appropriate Assessment, should be carried out for the entire Dobrogea region. They insisted 
that they did not oppose alternative energy, but they objected against the inadequate location 
of windmills in protected areas. 

Afternoon

 Meeting with the authorities in Constanța

In the afternoon, the delegation travelled to Constanța and held talks with Mr. Claudiu Iorga-
Palaz, Prefect of the municipality of Constanța, Mr. Gabriel Abos, President of the National 
Agency for Environment and the executive directors of the Agencies for Environment from 
three counties: Tulcea, Galați and Constanța.
                                               
1 This contrasted sharply with the figures put forward by the Ministry officials the previous day.

2 During the 4th of October 2011 meeting, the European Commission representative explained that the 
Commission also had doubts about the quality of some EIA studies and consequently employed an external 
contractor to make an objective assessment of the situation on the ground. 
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Mr. Palaz informed the Members that it was the Government's policy to do all it can to attract 
private funding, renovate infrastructure and invest in renewable energy. He insisted on the 
importance of investments and a good cooperation with investors, especially during difficult 
financial times. He recalled the extensive coordination and the long debates with the 
investors, in which the Ministry of Environment had also been involved. He detailed the 
criteria used for choosing the location of windmills, particularly wind power and closeness to 
roads. He added that the building permits were issued by the county councils, after adequate 
assessments by the environmental authorities. 

Mr. Abos argued that the plans for the wind farms had undergone strategic environmental 
assessment (SEA) and that the cumulative effect of the plans had also been analysed. He 
explained that the public was consulted at all stages, through public announcements in the 
mass media, postings on the Internet and public debates. None of the petitioners had asked to 
look into the documents, although they had been informed of the consultation process1. In 
cases where the legal requirements were not met, the authorities rejected the plans for setting 
up the wind turbines or asked for their relocation. 

He stated that, during SEA/EIA procedures, project holders were asked to carry out 
biodiversity studies, in compliance with the recommendations of a study drawn up by a 
research institute in 20072. Biodiversity studies were carried out over a whole year. 

He further added that, although it was the investor who paid for the Environmental Impact 
Assessment study, the studies were examined by experts accredited by the ministry. The 
experts’ background had been checked. A public list of accredited specialists, divided by 
fields, could be consulted any time on the website of the Ministry of Environment. 

The authorities also pledged to send the Committee further information to substantiate their 
position. 

Conclusions: 

The visit gave the delegation the opportunity to better understand and gain further elements 
on the situations described in the petitions, by listening to all stakeholders involved. 

1. Concerning the Roșia Montană Project (RMP), Members could witness the complexity of 
the project. The visit gave them the opportunity to find out more about and weigh up the pros 
and cons of the issue. 

                                               
1 By letter dated 23.01.2012, the Executive Director of the Romanian Ornithological Society challenged this 
statement, insisting that the Ministry of Environment and Forestry and the local and regional Environment 
Agencies had been regularly informed by SOR/the NGO Coalition concerning the issues that would arise from 
inappropriate development of wind energy in Dobrogea Region. 

2 The study identified the factors that must be taken into account when assessing the environmental impact, 
including Dobrogea as a case study. 
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The main arguments in favour of the Project, presented by the authorities and the Company, 
were that the Project would help clean up the historic pollution in the area, would create jobs 
and raise the standard of living of a disadvantaged local population, while respecting the 
national and European legislation in the field.

The arguments against the Project, presented by the petitioners, were mainly related to the 
severe risks posed by the use of cyanide technologies, concerns about potential future 
accidents and about the loss of cultural heritage and the lack of impartial, objective studies.

Certain aspects were not entirely clarified during the visit and some inconsistencies emerged, 
for instance with respect to the amount of the closure and environmental rehabilitation 
guarantees. Following further contacts with the authorities and the company after the visit, 
most aspects were elucidated and some additional questions were answered1.

The delegation noted the clear statement of Mr. Marin Anton, Secretary of State, of being in 
favour of the project, while the project was still under examination. 

2. Concerning the Dobrogea windmills, the visit – although useful - was not entirely 
conclusive at this stage, due to the fact that the bird migration season was over and due to 
logistical problems, which prevented the Members from spending a greater amount of time on 
the two sites initially foreseen. The authorities gave assurances that there were no real reasons 
of concern, while the petitioners insisted that the development of the projects needed to be put 
to a hold immediately, in order not to affect human health and the environment. The Members 
will continue to closely monitor the situation. 

3. Concerning the Saint Joseph's Cathedral, the Members of the delegation renewed the 
Committee's support for the protection and preservation of cultural heritage. 

Recommendations: 

1. Encourages the Romanian authorities to enter into a more active dialogue with the 
petitioners and citizens in general, to continue to inform them and involve them in the 
decision-making process; 

2. Invites the Romanian concerned authorities to ensure that all precautionary measures are 
taken for the protection of the environment before taking their final decision as regards the 
granting of the environmental permit to the Roșia Montană project; urges the Romanian 
authorities not to grant their consent before ensuring that all possible inconsistencies are 
eliminated and all remaining aspects are clarified in a satisfactory and provable way; further, 
invites the authorities to set clear benchmarks and timelines that need to be observed; invites 
the Company to properly observe the provisions of Directive 2006/21/EC on the management 

                                               
1 Annex II includes a synthesis of the replies given the company to two technical questions, concerning the 
quantity of cyanide and the quantity of explosives that would be used. 
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of waste from extractive industries with respect to the use of best available techniques;1

Calls on the authorities to give proper consideration to the recommendations contained in the 
European Parliament resolution on a general ban on the use of cyanide mining technologies 
in the European Union (P7_TA(2010)0145); calls on the authorities to provide justifications 
in support of the transition from the old technology of gold extraction through floatation to the 
cyanide-based technologies;
Invites the authorities to provide the Members of the Delegation with a detailed technical 
report including the elements taken into consideration for the calculation of the financial 
guarantees foreseen;

Calls on the authorities to continue to give proper consideration to the social and cultural 
dimensions of the project and to ensure the proper implementation of the Environmental 
Impact Assessment (EIA) Directive; 

Requests to be kept informed of the compliance of the Project with the provisions of Directive 
2006/21/EC on the management of waste from extractive industries, in particular as regards 
the safety of the Tailings Management Facility (TMF) dam, the cyanide concentration and the 
guarantees;

3. Takes note of the Romanian authorities' efforts to reach the renewable energy targets by 
making extensive use of wind power; calls, nevertheless, on the local authorities to ensure that 
the expansion of the wind farm installations is sustainable and the developments are 
appropriately sited, well designed and do not cause damage to Natura 2000 sites giving due 
consideration to the assessment of the cumulative impact on the whole area where windmills 
will be installed;

4. In light of the cultural and architectural value of the Saint Joseph's Cathedral, calls on the 
Romanian authorities to ensure that the monument is duly protected; expresses its concern 
with regard to the lack of enforcement of the final sentence handed down by the Suceava 
Court of Appeal; considers that further clarifications need to be sought with respect to the 
application of the Convention for the Protection of the Architectural Heritage of Europe 
(Granada Convention) in this particular instance;

5. Welcomes the constructive exchange of views with the Romanian Committees on Petitions 
and the Romanian Ombudsman and hopes that it will lay the foundation for a fruitful 
cooperation in the future; recommends that a similar, proactive dialogue be initiated or 
consolidated with other Committees on Petitions in various Member States.

                                               
1 In the „Adevărul” newspaper edition of 11 March 2012, László Borbély, Minister of Environment at that time 
acknowledged the need of using best available techniques, including a closed circuit for cyanide.
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Annex I - Synthesis of evidence submitted by some scientists after the Fact-finding visit 
to Romania

Engineer Justin Andrei, former scientific director of the Geological Institute of Romania 
states that the presence of shallow depth huge abruptions constitutes a great risk for the heavy 
equipment that will be used and that the fast pace of the exploitations planned by Roșia 
Montană Gold Corporation (RMGC) can generate disasters. 

Mr. Andrei states that there are other deposits close to Roșia Montană (Roșia Poieni, Bucium 
Șasa, Bucium Rodu and Bucium Tarnița) that could be exploited and which would boost 
mining in the area, without using natrium cyanide. 

He considers that the old technology applied until 2006 for gold extraction is better. This 
technology involved the separation of gold sulphides or weak gold sulphides through 
flotation, with a yield of 80%.

He contests the solution of compacted clay bed on the bottom and slopes of the tailings, as the 
entire Corna valley basin is strongly affected by a general faults system, NW-SE oriented. 
Also, on the east side of Corna valley, there are no compact clays present, but a shaly-
sabulous flysch, which would lead to a strong penetration in deep aquifers of the harmful 
solutions from the tailings dam. He thus considers that the implementation of the tailings dam 
on the proposed site of Corna valley is unacceptable. 

The Group for saving Roșia Montană within the Academy of Economic Studies points out that 
the Government infringed the Mining Law and released a single exploitation license (no. 
47/1999) for exploitation of the old mine to Minvest, as titleholder and for exploration for its 
project, to RMGC as affiliated company. In 2000, the state transferred the licence from 
Minvest to RMGC. Consequently, RMGC became the titleholder of the exploitation licence 
and RMGC remained as affiliated company. The Group considers thus that RMGC illegally 
made explorations at Roșia Montană for 14 years and RMGC does not have a proper 
exploitation licence for its project. Also by infringing the Mining Law, the state modified the 
perimeter of the licence. The Group states that about 150,000 tones of explosive will be 
detonated and draws attention to the fact that the closure and post-closure monitoring costs 
stop in year 27 from the beginning of the exploitation, although the control of infiltrations 
through the body of the tailings dam should be assured for 50-100 years and the management 
of acid waters should be assured on an indefinite term. 

The Alburnus Maior Association highlights that the emissions of hydrocyanic acid during the 
mine life will pose a serious health risk to the population and this issue has been left 
unanswered by the project owner. 
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Annex II - Synthesis of the submission sent by Dragos Tanase, RMGC General Manager 
on 28 March 2012

Further to the written enquiry of Ms. Erminia Mazzoni requesting precise answers to 
questions regarding the total amount of cyanide and the total amount of explosives that would 
be used, the RMGC General Manager submitted a document including detailed answers and 
additional explanations:

In a closed circuit, RMP will use 0.8 kilograms/ tonne of processed ore. Only the quantities 
necessary for daily operation will be present in the industrial area and only used in a closed 
circuit. The annual quantity of cyanide used in the processing circuit varies between 11,000 
and 13,000 tonnes.

The quantities of cyanide do not accumulate over time, being either passed through a closed 
cyanide destruction circuit or recycled.

Destruction of cyanide from the process tailings, before going out of the plant, is done using 
the internationally recognised INCO procedure. This closed circuit procedure is similarly used 
in other mining operations in other EU countries such as Sweden and Finland.

The clay layer membrane, which is BAT compliant, will be used to avoid any infiltration from 
the TMF in the Corna Valley into the groundwater system. Recent drilling surveys in the 
Corna Valley have not identified any geological faults.

With regards to explosives quantities, RMGC will use between 0.15 and 0.23 kilograms of 
explosives per ore tonne, which will make a daily usage of 10 tonnes per day (EIA, Chapter 2, 
page 67, paragraph 2). At any given time, only the quantities of explosives necessary for 
short-term operation will be present in the industrial area or quarry site, not the quantities 
necessary for an entire year of for all years of project operation. The annual quantity of 
explosives used in the RMP is between 4,500 and 7,000 tonnes of explosives per year.


