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Project brief 

Raw Materials Group (RMG) was requested by Gabriel Resources Ltd (Gabriel) to deliver an 
independent and objective report comparing the mining royalty and state ownership levels of 
the Romanian State in the Rosia Montana Gold & Silver Mine in the context of European 
countries (+Turkey) in particular, and other non-European countries that are highly regarded for 
their current and potential environment for mining investments.  

This report compares and contrasts the type and level of royalties applied by various gold 
producing countries as well as the level of state ownership within individual mining operations 
and projects. The countries included in the report include gold producers in Europe (+Turkey) as 
well as countries internationally recognized as providing the best current and potential 
environment for mining investments.  

For 30 years, Intierra and Raw Materials Group have been the mining industry’s preferred 
sources of data, analysis, consulting, reports and mineral information maps. We have provided 
resource sector intelligence for suppliers, financiers, governments, exploration and mining 
companies. In late 2011 the two companies merged and formed IntierraRMG. The group has 
ninety two staff members, with offices in Perth, Stockholm, London, Manila, Calgary, Toronto 
and Vancouver. 

With its headquarters in Stockholm, Raw Materials Group (RMG) is the independent consulting 
division of IntierraRMG. Over the years RMG has built a reputation globally of a reputable and 
independent supplier of data and advice on the world’s mining industry. 

RMG was founded almost 30 years ago, and is a pioneer in mining data compilation and 
analysis. We are experienced mineral economists and policy analysts. We use both our 
databases (Raw Materials Data and IntierraLive) and our global network of contacts to provide 
our clients with in-depth mining research and analysis. Our clients include governments, 
international organizations, major mining companies, junior exploration companies and 
investment banks. Some projects are done on a joint venture basis with leading research 
institutes, mining information services, geological surveys and other government agencies.  

RMG has worked with the governments of Papa New Guinea, Zambia, Greenland, South Africa, 
Finland, Sweden and most recently for the joint AU/UN ECA in its International Study Group 
(ISG) to review African mining regimes with mineral legislation and regulations, as well as policy 
studies and with mineral investment promotion. For the private sector, we conduct market and 
industry surveys, prepare global exploration and project reports, monitor and analyze 
production, ownership and mergers and acquisitions, and prepare customized database 
extracts. On behalf of mining equipment manufacturers, we monitor and analyze investment 
trends.  

This Report has been researched and written by Prof. Magnus Ericsson, Dr. Masuma Farooki, 
Anton Löf and  Alexander Elving from RMG. Their biographies are attached in Appendix B 
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Executive Summary 

Mining is a long term business - it can take at least 10 years from a green field discovery until a 
new mine becomes operational. Investment decisions have to be made at an early stage of a 
project with considerable risks associated; including geological, technical and financial risks and 
metal price uncertainties. Stability concerning tax levels and regulations and legislative 
conditions is hence of utmost importance for any investor. 

Mining is a global business - many mining and exploration companies, both large and small, are 
active in several parts of the world and are continuously comparing projects in completely 
different settings, geographically, politically, and climate-wise as to their viability and 
profitability and redirecting their investments accordingly. 

Mining is a competitive business – a large number of countries offer geologically promising 
grounds for exploration and mining around the world. Investment flows are however not only 
directed by geological potential and the likelihood of finding a new deposit but more 
importantly of the risks associated with the political context of the project. This includes not 
only national taxes and legislation but also local community attitudes and levels of corruption 
etc. 

Mining can be a profitable business with the potential for huge upside for host countries and 
mining companies alike – providing an optimal balance can be found between the interest of 
the country and the operating company. In recent years the old negative image of the mining 
industry as an activity which leaves only “a hole in the ground” and environmental problems 
has been gradually changing and there is an understanding in Europe and in emerging 
economies in Africa and other parts of the world that correctly managed the mining industry 
can become a vehicle to kick start economic and social development in a sustainable manner. 
Countries at different economic development stages such as Chile, Sweden, Finland, Canada, 
Botswana, Brazil and Australia testify to this possibility. In the present situation with a favorable 
long term outlook for metal demand (and hence metal prices) and the focus in the European 
Union to increase its self sufficiency of important metals it is clear that the timing to start new 
mine developments in Europe is excellent. It is obvious that currently there is a significant 
economic window of opportunity.  

From a country perspective - there has to be a balance between the income, direct and 
indirect, for the nation, the region and local communities in total and the value of the metals / 
minerals extracted. In the long run the goals of the company and country coincide: In the 
extreme, if there is no tax income from mining, there will in the end (for example) be no 
education or health system in place to provide for the mine workers and local communities, nor 
new infra-structure which is necessary for the operation of the mine. On the other hand, if the 
tax levels are too high and other commitments put onto the company or the project are too 
onerous, there will be lower profitability and possibly no investment at all. 

From a company perspective - a balance has to be struck between the reward potential of a 
specific country in terms of its geological conditions and all the risks throughout a project’s 
lifecycle from exploration through to production. A higher political risk can be off-set by a 
greater potential to find world class deposits and a country with a long history of stable mining 
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conditions is a more attractive target for foreign direct investment (FDI) than a country with a 
limited (or poor) track record.  

Against this background it is obvious that mining FDI into a country can be affected by the 
political climate and this is indeed the case globally. Inflows into relatively stable countries such 
as Canada and the US are at present much higher than what is to be expected given for 
example the size of the present mine production of these countries. On a larger scale, Latin 
America is much more attractive for exploration and mining companies than Africa, in spite of 
the fact that the probability to find a new deposit is higher in Africa. This is simply because 
much less exploration has been made in Africa and the perceived risks for international 
investors are higher. Certainly also other factors are at play in the African region, such as levels 
of corruption and the availability of relevant infrastructure, but the stability and levels of taxes 
and royalties, free carried ownership and other demands from government on potential 
projects are not competitive compared to many Latin American countries. 

Overall, of a sample of over 300 mining projects (from a conceptual to a closed level) RMG 
found that less than 7% of the projects had some level of state ownership.  

Apart from Europe, major mining regions (both historical and emerging) in Canada, Australia 
and in African countries tend to have low royalty rates as well as low levels of state ownership. 

 

ROMANIA 

The competition facing Romania when seeking to attract FDI into the mining sector is tough and 
many countries offer similar or better general conditions for investors. The factual conditions 
offered in Romania are more demanding for an investor than in most other countries, definitely 
in Europe but also around the world. The level of royalty, which is a tax irrespective of profits 
of the company, is among the highest in Europe and also high in a global comparison. None of 
Europe’s leading mining countries demands a free carried state participation in new mining 
ventures. On the contrary the governments in some countries, such as Finland and Sweden, 
support new mining projects with infrastructure investments and in other direct and indirect 
ways. The free carried share of the Romanian state [in the Rosia Montana Project] is at a level 
higher than in most other countries around the world competing for global mining FDI. 

The detailed conditions for the Rosia Montana Project, as far as royalty and state free carried 
participation are concerned, whilst appearing to be favorable for the Romanian government in 
a European or global context, are in our view at best only marginally acceptable for investment 
decisions. They are currently set at a level where the Romanian government will take as large a 
share of the value created by the Rosia Montana Project as potentially acceptable for FDI. The 
share of the Romanian State is significantly ahead of similar government attributed value in 
most other countries in the world, yet this high level of participation in ownership is not 
underpinned by fiscal or license stability agreements typically seen for large scale mining 
development. There is no doubt that seeking higher levels of royalties and/or free carried 
interest would require a given deposit to be of an exceptional quality (and therefore 
exceptional economic value) with risk mitigated by stability accords, and this is not the case for 
the Rosia Montana Project. The investment climate in Romania, given the present limited 
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level of activity in the national mining sector and the legacy both in terms of environmental 
burden and the low level of local confidence in the sector, is risky compared to many of the 
countries competing for global exploration and mining FDI. This creates additional hurdles for 
investors, which must be taken into consideration when the overall economic rents from a 
potential project are set by government. In our view, the decision about these economic 
conditions for the Rosia Montana Project could also affect the perspective of other future 
potential investors. There is a risk that Romania will find it difficult to attract future mining 
FDI, if the conditions for such investment were to become more stringent than they are 
today,  relative to other countries in the region and other gold producers globally.   

The determination of what is an ‘equitable’ share of a project’s long-term value for host 
governments is based on a number of complex, inter-dependent factors and not a 
straightforward assessment of mining royalty rates. The first concern for a host government has 
to be to maximize its revenues and benefits from the resource sector, whether such returns are 
a result of direct or indirect revenue collection. Higher royalty rates can actually decrease the 
returns to the state by leading to a fall in revenues in the long run (from discouraging further 
investments (say to extend the life of a mine) and even decreased output at the mine).  

Finally the government needs to consider its long term ambitions, the role it expects the mining 
sector to play in its larger socio-economic sphere. If mining is to be seen as a growing value 
added sector in the long term, short term gains from increasing royalty rates may damage the 
country’s long term reputation for stability and its ability to attract FDI. The question most 
relevant to host governments on fiscal matters in the mining sector is:  

How can states ensure fiscal flexibility, allowing the country to benefit when prices rise and bear 
a reasonable share when they fall, while providing the predictability and profitability that 

investors seek? 

(Fifth Columbia International Investment Conference, 2010) 

The Romanian government may wish to consider the following issues in determining its rate of 
royalty, not only for the Rosia Montana Project, but also larger concerns of state ownership of 
natural resources and mining royalty rates in general:  

1. How can the state generate the maximum revenue from its natural resource sector in 

the long run? 

2. What is the optimum balance that can be achieved between direct and indirect 

revenues it receives for its natural resources? 

3. How can Romania remain competitive within the European region and with emerging 

global gold producers, based on the fiscal instruments in the mining sector? 

  



9 

 

Introduction 

All things being equal (including tax), a country should attract exploration investment 

proportional to its international geological attractiveness rating. If investment is less, it implies 

other faults in the investment climate, such as excessive tax. However, if investment is greater 

than geological potential, investment conditions may be overly generous. 

(Advancing the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative in the Mining Sector, 2009) 

In recent years, largely due to the increase in global metal prices, the mining sector has 
received renewed interest as a possible means to achieve economic growth for resource rich 
countries. With the increase in mining investments and higher prices, governments are closely 
examining their arrangements with mining companies, to find ways to optimize the revenues 
they receive from their natural resources.  

This Report focuses on one such case, that of the Rosia Montana Project, owned jointly by the 
State of Romania (19.3%) and Rosia Montana Gold Corporation (RMGC, 80.7%), a subsidiary of 
Gabriel Resources Ltd. With an estimated production capacity of 17 tonnes of gold per year (for 
the first 5 years), if mine production were to commence, Romania would become Europe’s top 
gold producer. RMG understands that as of January 2013, final approval for the key 
environmental permit is pending with the state of Romania.  

While there are a number of issues (related to environmental concerns, archeological heritage, 
local employment etc.) that have been negotiated between the local community, RMGC and 
the Romanian State, the focus of this Report is on two specific issues; mining royalty rates and 
the level of state ownership within the mining sector. This study compares the conditions, as far 
as royalties and free carried government interest are concerned, for the Rosia Montana Project 
with the conditions in other mining projects in European countries and a number of selected 
gold producing countries outside of Europe. The non-European countries are selected on the 
basis of their international recognition as having positive current and future mining investment 
potential.  

We start with an overview of global trends in mining royalties and state ownership, 
contextualizing the levels in Romania with respect to other major gold producers (inside and 
outside Europe). Non-European countries have been selected on the basis of being 
internationally recognized for their current mining environment and investment potential and 
include Burkina Faso, Ghana, Mexico, New Zealand, Nevada (United States), Quebec (Canada) 
and Western Australia (Australia). 

In the second half of the report we look at the importance of maximizing revenues and benefits 
from natural resources for the government and how this can be achieved. For a detailed 
country by country description of mining production, taxation and ownership in gold producing 
mines in Europe and other select cases please see Appendix A. The country’s selected for 
comparison  
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Romanian Mining Royalties and State Ownership in Context 

In 2012, the Romania GDP was estimated at USD 171.40 billion and per capita income at USD 
8,076 (IMF). The agricultural sector accounts for just over 7% of the value added in GDP, with 
the manufacturing sector value added at 22% of GDP. Trade as a percent of GDP is valued at 
53%, with ores and metal concentrate exports accounting for just under 5% of Romanian 
exports to the world in 2011. Romania is classified as an upper middle income country by the 
World Bank, and is credited with achieving considerable progress in reform and modernization 
since joining the European Union in 2007. The poverty rates in the country have declined 
dramatically from 36% in 2000 to 4.4% in 2009 (although they remain the highest among EU 
countries).  

In 2010, mining and utilities accounted for less that 4% of Romanian GDP, a share that has been 
declining over the years. With its membership of the European Union in 2007, Romanian mining 
facilities were forced to either modernize to meet EU standards or face closure. Between 2004 
and 2012, with the assistance of the World Bank, Romania implemented the Mine Closure, 
Environment and Socio-Economic Regeneration Project (with a project cost of USD 149.50 
million) which helped the closure of mines in an environmentally and technically sound 
manner, as well as rehabilitation of land previously under mining use. While mine closure and 
reclamation has been an important step in modernizing the Romanian mining sector, to benefit 
from Romania’s access to European markets, investment and trade opportunities, Romania 
must also look towards growing its mining sector again. However these new mining facilities 
must be competitive in the global economy, not only in meeting industry best practice 
standards, but also in attracting FDI from international mining firms and financial investors. The 
level of mining royalty and state ownership are two major factors that determine international 
competitiveness. In this section we compare the levels in Romania with other competitive gold 
producing regions in Europe and select countries outside of Europe.  

1. Global Trends in Mining Taxation  

In recent years a general trend towards increasing the taxation burden on the minerals and 
mining sectors has been obvious. The reason behind this is mainly a wish from mineral rich 
countries to benefit from the relatively high metal and mineral prices that currently prevail in 
order to grow their economies and kick-start regional development and employment, and also 
to use increased taxation income as a means to mitigate environmental and social costs of the 
sector. This has led to three different trends emerging in mining taxation in recent years: 

 Regions with an already large mining market share, moving towards increased resource 
taxation. Australia is a prime example of the first trend.  

 Stable regions, which do not have a large market share in mining, but are still moving 
towards marginal increase in resource taxation, as governments (faced with grim 
austerity measures) aim to generate revenue from the commodity price boom. South 
Africa is an example of such a change in trend.  

 Mainly developing countries, looking to expand their market shares, but unable to offer 
as stable a business environment as the developed countries. These countries, in an 
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effort to attract FDI are offering lower resource taxation incentives in a bid to attract 
global mining companies. Kazakhstan is such an example.  

Comparison of Mining Royalties with Romania 

The Romanian royalties on gold (as well as platinum and silver) production in 2009 were 
established at 4% of the value of mining production. We note that in late December 2011, a 
spokesperson for the Romanian government stated publically that the government had issued 
an emergency ordinance to double the royalty for gold, platinum and silver from 4% to 8% - as 
of the date of this Report we understand that this has not been passed into law. Among 
European countries with any material level of gold production, such as Finland and Sweden, 
there is no royalty payable for gold production. Turkey, one of the largest gold producers in the 
region levies a 4% royalty rate on gold. Compared to other non-European countries, the 
Romanian rate is higher than that for Mexico, Western Australia (Australia), and Nevada (US). 
Burkina Faso, which is an emerging gold producer, has a minimum royalty rate of 3%, while 
New Zealand and Quebec (Canada) apply royalty rates to profits rather than to production.  

For a number of European countries (Austria, Finland, Germany, Greenland, Norway, Sweden 
and United Kingdom) there are no federal or provincial mining royalties. While fees can be 
charged for obtaining permits and licenses for exploration and operations, these are not 
material costs of investment. Mining royalty fees are not levied on production or profits. 
Instead mining companies, like other businesses operating in these countries, are subject to 
corporate income tax, personal income tax, Value Added Tax, property tax, social contributions 
and other similar fiscal instruments. The mining sector in these European countries is not 
subject to specific taxation schemes. Of these countries, Finland and Sweden account for nearly 
half of European (excluding Russia) gold mine production in 2011, and neither country levies a 
royalty.  

Other countries in Europe tend to have a different range of mining royalties on production, 
charged depending on the minerals in question. For example Albania charges a 10% royalty rate 
for gold, while 6% for copper. Poland charges PLN 3.10/tonne of ore for copper, PLN 
1.12/tonne for lead and zinc. Portugal uses a number of different rates, depending upon 
mineral and upon ore production levels.  

Other countries have chosen to levy royalties on profits or the market value of the metal at the 
time of invoice. For example, Macedonia levies a royalty rate of 2% of the market value of the 
metal contained (as opposed to the ore). Azerbaijan applies a rate of 3% of the whole sale price 
for all metals while Spain applies a 2% rate on the net smelter return. Some countries have a 
varying royalty rate, dependent on the international price level, often referred to as sliding rate. 
For example, for new projects Bulgaria is focusing on a rate from 2 to 8% for profitability ratios 
between 10 and 60%. Ireland, on the other hand negotiates royalty rates on a mine to mine 
basis.  

Quebec (Canada) imposes a provincial level royalty on mining operations as opposed to federal 
taxation. Quebec does not charge a royalty rate on production and applies a mining tax on the 
profits of the mining operation. The rate of 16% of profits is charged in addition to corporate 
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tax rates, and is determined on a mine to mine basis. A tax on profits allows the state and the 
mining firm to share the risks associated with mining activity. The effective rate paid by the 
mining firm will differ from year to year, dependent on the operations of the mine and is 
considered by many as fairer relative to a flat royalty rate on production alone.  The Quebec 
mining royalty scheme was revised in 2010 and was in response to the demand that the state 
gain a larger share of the gains from its natural resources. Canada is of course a stable 
environment for FDI in the mining sector with a long history of successful mining projects. 

In Western Australia, a combined system of using a specific rate (100 Australian cents per 
tonne) with an Ad Valorem rate (5% of the royalty value for concentrate material, 2.5% of the 
royalty value in case of metals) is used. In effect the royalty rate for gold is 2.5%. The rates were 
set in 2010 and will be reviewed in 2015. The Australian Mineral Resource Rent Tax, also known 
as the super profits tax, is levied on iron and coal only.  

In the US state of Nevada the royalty rates are based on profits, and can vary from 2 to 5% for 
gold (and other metals). The calculation of the royalty rate is a function of the ratio of profits 
over revenues and was last set in 1989. The tax is based on the net proceeds from the sales of 
all minerals mined and produced in Nevada.  

In Ghana, the state revised the Minerals and Mining Act in 2010 and set a flat royalty rate of 
5%. Burkina Faso has indexed its royalty rate to the price of gold; the minimum royalty rate is 
3%, increasing to 4% for gold prices between USD 1,000 - 1,300/oz., and to 5% for prices above 
USD 1,300/oz.  

Mexico does not apply mining royalties, although there are indications the government is 
considering their introduction.  

New Zealand has recently introduced royalties on minerals owned by the state, and for gold 
and silver this is either 1% of sales revenues less than NZD 1.5 million or 2% of Asset Valuation 
Reserves (AVR) for sales revenues less than NZD 1.5 million (depending on which amount is 
higher). The government is reviewing proposals to increase these royalty rates to whichever is 
higher of 2% AVR or 10% APR (applied to accounting profits over NZD 2 million). 

From an international perspective European taxes for the mining industry are generally on an 
average level and no specific mining sector increases have been introduced so far except in 
Poland. There has been some discussion in Finland about introducing royalties, but this 
immediately gave rise to widespread protests and the plans have not been brought forward. 

2. Global Trends in State Ownership in the Mining Sector  

State ownership of metal mining has been steadily decreasing since the mid-1980s. However 
since the early 2000s, the growth of the Chinese mining industry has been driven by state 
control. Outside of China and a few countries, there has been limited interest in increasing the 
state ownership in this sector.  

There are a few exceptions, such as the nationalisation of gold mines in Venezuela under 
President Chavez and also nationalisations in Bolivia and the stormy negotiations in Mongolia 
for a larger share in the development of the giant copper deposits of that country. West Africa 
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is another region where demands for free carried interests in new mining ventures have been 
most vocal recently.  

In some industrialised countries, such as Finland, the government has supported the sector 
with risk capital (and the concomitant minority ownership shares). This is however only a way 
for the government to create jobs and not to gain control over the industry. In addition to 
China, countries such as Indonesia, Cuba and a few others, have a situation where all or part of 
the mining industry has been state controlled for a long period of time. 

For the future we foresee two additional changes, which will have a major impact on mining: 

 Continued calls for increased national or government ownership shares in mining, 
mainly in emerging economies. 

 A gradual transfer of ideas and thinking around taxation and legislation between the 
petroleum sector and the mining industry.  

These trends are however not likely to have any immediate impact and will only become 
important in the next 5-10 years. 

There is important state ownership in the mining industry in Sweden, Finland, Serbia and 
Poland but these are all results of historical processes (more than 50 years ago) where 
government invested in and created mining companies, which have later, in both Finland and 
Poland, been partially privatized. For example, in late 2012, Poland disposed of all the state’s 
share in ZGH Boleslaw, completely withdrawing its ownership in the company. In some 
countries in Eastern Europe there are still some state controlled entities remaining from the 
time when all mines were owned by government. These operations are however at best 
marginal and in all cases small. There is also an on-going privatization process in these 
countries.  

Comparison of State Ownership in the Mining Sector with Romania 

The Romanian government ownership in the Rosia Montana mine is 19.31%. In an 
overwhelming majority of European countries (apart from Romania and one in Finland) there 
are no provisions for free carried interests in new mining ventures. The current level in 
Romania is also high compared to countries outside of Europe. Only in countries where 
nationalizations have recently been made is the level of state ownership higher than in 
Romania.  

In other major gold mining regions, there is no state ownership in Quebec (Canada), Western 
Australia (Australia), Nevada (US), Mexico and New Zealand. In other emerging countries, such 
as Ghana and Burkina Faso, the state has a share in some of the operating gold mines, but its 
ownership levels are below 10%.  

In surveying 23 European countries (+ Turkey) we found little incidence of state ownership in 
general, and where it was present, the control over production was hardly ever with the state. 
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Concentrating on mines1 in operation, less than 8% had any level of state ownership. If the 
Swedish state owned LKAB was to be removed, this percentage falls further to 3%. For mines 
under construction we could not identify any presence of state ownership, while in the 
feasibility and pre-feasibility category, only 4% of mines showed state ownership, mostly in 
Romania and Armenia. For mines at the conceptual stage, 7% of the sample showed some level 
of state ownership, again linked to mines in Romania, Armenia, Ukraine and Finland. The 
Finnish state is sometimes involved in the initial stages of the mining process for regional 
development purposes and gradually dissolves its share in the operation as the mine develops.  

Overall, of a sample of over 300 mine projects (from a conceptual to a closed level) we found 
less than 7% of the mines had some level of state ownership.  

Apart from Europe, major mining regions (both historical and emerging) in Canada, Australia 
and in African countries tend to have low royalty rates as well as low levels of state ownership. 
In Quebec2, Canada there is no state ownership in the gold or other hard mineral mines. 
Similarly in Western Australia3 there is no state ownership. In Latin America, Mexico4 is a major 
producer of gold as well as mining silver, copper and zinc, has no state ownership in the mining 
sector. The US state of Nevada5, again a major producer of gold, has no state ownership in the 
mining sector.  

In other gold producing developing regions which are attracting FDI in their mining sector, there 
is some level of state ownership to be found in the mining sector. In Ghana, which is one of the 
traditional gold producers in Africa, the state has a share in 12 of the 18 operating gold mines 
for which information is available, but the share of the state is limited to 10% in 7 of these 
cases, and less than 2% in the other five. In Burkina Faso6, another African country attracting 
FDI in the gold mining sector, of the 7 known gold operating mines, 4 have state ownership, but 
as in Ghana, this ownership is limited to just 10%. 

3. Balancing Royalty Rates and State Ownership with Attracting Investment 

Mining is a long term business - in general it can take at least 10 years from a green field 
discovery until a new mine becomes operational. Investment decisions have to be made at an 
early stage of a project with considerable risks associated including: geological, technical and 
financial risks and metal price uncertainties. Stability concerning tax levels and regulations and 
legislative conditions is hence of utmost importance for an investor. 

Mining is a global business, many mining and exploration companies, both large and small, are 
active in several parts of the world and are continuously comparing projects in completely 

                                                      
1
 Gold, silver, copper, lead, iron ore and zinc 

2
 ranked in the top 5 regions for mining potential by the Fraser Institute (an international recognized ranking 

system for the global mining sector) in 2011/2012 
3
 ranked in the top 15 for mining potential by the Fraser Institute in 2011/2012 

4
 ranked 35 for mining potential by the Fraser Institute in 2011/2012 

5
 ranked 8 in the Fraser Institute for Mining Potential in 2011/2012 

6
 ranked 38 in the Fraser Institute for Mining Potential in 2011/2012 
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different settings, geographically, politically, and climate-wise as to their viability and 
profitability and redirecting their investments accordingly. 

There is competition between various, potentially geologically interesting countries around the 
world. Investments flows are not only directed by geological potential and the likelihood of 
finding a new deposit but more importantly of the risks associated with the political context of 
the project. This includes not only national taxes and legislation but also local community 
attitudes and levels of corruption etc. Given the long term nature of a mining project and the 
importance of the up-front investment necessary (and which cannot later be moved) the 
stability of the mineral regime is of utmost importance. Taxes and other conditions affecting 
the profitability of the project must remain reasonably stable.  

From a company perspective a balance has to be struck between the reward potential of a 
specific country in terms of its geological conditions and all the risks throughout a project’s 
lifecycle from exploration through to production. A higher political risk can be off-set by a 
greater potential to find world class deposits and a country with a long history of stable mining 
conditions is a more attractive target for foreign direct investments than a country with a 
limited (or poor) track record.  

From a country perspective there has to be a balance between the income, direct and indirect, 
for the nation, the region and local communities in total and the value of the metals / minerals 
extracted. In the long run the goals of the company and country coincide: In the extreme, if 
there is no tax income from mining, there will in the end (for example) be no education or 
health system in place to provide the mine workers and local communities, nor new infra-
structure which is necessary for the operation of the mine. On the other hand, if the tax levels 
are too high and other commitments put onto the company or the project are too onerous 
there will be lower profitability and possibly no investment in the first place.  

Against this background it is obvious that mining FDI into a country can be affected by the 
political climate and this is indeed the case globally. Inflows into relatively stable countries such 
as Canada and the US are at present much higher than what is to be expected given for 
example the size of the present mine production of these countries. On a larger scale Latin 
America is much more attractive for exploration and mining companies than Africa in spite of 
the fact that the probability to find a new deposit is higher in Africa. This is simply because 
much less exploration has been made in Africa and the perceived risks for international 
investors are higher. Certainly also other factors are at play in the African region, such as levels 
of corruption and the availability of relevant infrastructure, but the stability and levels of taxes 
and royalties, free carried ownership and other demands from government on potential 
projects are not competitive compared to many Latin American countries. 

The royalty and state free carried interest participation conditions as set out above for the 
Rosia Montana Project, are in our view, at best marginally acceptable for investors (both 
current and future). The current royalty rate (4%) is at a level which will give Romania among 
the highest royalties levied in Europe. These levels are high also in an international comparison. 
The free carried share is at a uniquely high level compared to other European countries and 
also higher than other jurisdictions around the world. Given the limited level of activity in the 
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mining sector in Romania at present and the legacy both in terms of environmental burden and 
the low level of local confidence in the sector, in our view  Romania will find it challenging to 
attract future investments to the country, were more stringent conditions to be introduced.  

Gold Mining and Investment Trends 

In 2011, the largest producers of gold were China, Australia, the US, Russia and South Africa. In 
spite of gold prices having more than doubled in the past years, from USD 445/oz in 2005 to 
USD 1,652/oz by the end of 2012, gold mined production has increased by just 4% from 2,470 
tonnes in 2005 to 2,570 tonnes in 2011 (2012 data not available as of the date of this Report).  

There is an increasing need to find investable mine projects for gold, with new advanced 
properties largely located in Canada (30%), Latin America (19%), Turkey (7%), Chile (6%) and 
Australia (5%).  

Figure 1 indicates there are ample reserves for gold that could be developed into gold mines 
making the competition to attract FDI in the gold mining sector more intensive.  

Figure 1 Gold Contained in Ore Reserves* 

 

  
*Size of circle indicates resource size 

Source: Raw Materials Data. Copyright: IntierraRMG, Stockholm, 2013 

However the determination of what is an ‘equitable’ share of a project’s long-term value for 
host governments is based on a number of complex, inter-dependent factors and not a 
straightforward assessment of mining royalty rates. The first concern for a host government has 
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to be to maximize its revenues and benefits from the resource sector, whether such returns are 
a result of direct or indirect revenue collection. Higher royalty rates can actually decrease the 
returns to the state by leading to a fall in revenues in the long run (from discouraging further 
investments (say to extend the life of a mine) and even decreased output at the mine).  

In an increasingly competitive mining world, the government has to balance its ability to attract 
investment in the region with generating revenue for itself. While it is true that the potential to 
find ore bodies is the first and foremost condition a mining company is likely to look at while 
determining its global investment decisions, there are a number of other factors, including 
taxation and fiscal policies, which may deter companies from investing in a particular country, 
no matter how attractive the metal / mineral potential.  

Finally the government needs to consider its long term ambitions, the role it expects the mining 
sector to play in its larger socio-economic sphere. If mining is to be seen as a growing value 
added sector in the long term, short term gains from increasing royalty rates may damage the 
country’s long term reputation for stability and its ability to attract FDI. The question most 
relevant to host governments on fiscal matters in the mining sector is:  

How can states ensure fiscal flexibility, allowing the country to benefit when prices rise and bear 
a reasonable share when they fall, while providing the predictability and profitability that 

investors seek? 

(Fifth Columbia International Investment Conference, 2010) 

The Romanian government may wish to consider the following issues in determining its rate of 
royalty, not only for the Rosia Montana Project, but also larger concerns of state ownership of 
natural resources and mining royalty rates in general:  

1. How can the state generate the maximum revenue from its natural resource sector in the 

long run? 

2. What is the optimum balance that can be achieved between direct and indirect revenues it 

receives for its natural resources? 

3. How can the Romania remain competitive within the European region and with emerging 

global gold producers, based on the fiscal instruments in the mining sector? 

In addressing these questions we briefly discuss some the principles of mining taxation that 

should be taken into consideration, before looking at the major source of revenue contributions 

from the mining sector at the global level.  

4. Generating Maximum Revenue from the Mining Sector 

There are two broad categories of taxation regimes within the mining sector; the first is based 
on income and the second on production. Income based taxes are calculated on profits or cash-
flows and are based on revenues net of qualifying costs. These can include royalties based on 
profits/income, corporate income tax, profit taxes on dividends, withholding taxes on offshore 
repayments of debt and equity. The second set of taxes, based on production, include unit-
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based royalties and those on inputs and services, import duties and licensing or registration 
fees. A mix of both types of regimes is commonly used, although differences in mix exist across 
regions. 

The major difference between the two categories is in the timing of revenues to the state. 
Profit or income based taxes will only be generated once mine production starts, and even in 
that case may be delayed as mining companies will prefer to recuperate costs/losses that they 
incurred at the exploration and development stage of the mining cycle. Taxation on profits 
encourage risk sharing between the company and the state, and take into account the 
fluctuations in global prices, changes in the geological and technical determinants of the mining 
operations as well as financial and political factors over the mining cycle. Effective taxation of 
profits is dependent on the capacity of the state to recognize and enforce this risk sharing and 
the associated rules, criteria often not met in developing countries.  

Taxes on production, without taking into consideration profitability, can lead to economic 
disincentives, as with low profit margins they will discourage the exploitation of low grade ores 
and induce shorter life spans for mines. While production based taxes ensure a minimum flow 
of revenues to the state, they do not take into account the profit/loss risk faced by the mining 
companies and foreign investors. States that overly rely on production taxes also find they do 
not gain as much from the associated value benefit when there is a spike in commodity prices.  

Although a number of tax systems and tools exist, those most commonly applied include 
income tax and withholding tax on dividends, loan interest and services. Royalties and land use 
fees as well as administrative fees are commonly used. Excess profit taxes have been rarely 
used in the past, but with the Australians Mineral Resource Tax coming into force in 2012 (also 
referred to as Resource Super Profits Tax) we may see more use of this tool. Most mining 
companies are exempted from import and excise duties for their capital goods and receive VAT 
refunds.  

In order to induce FDI mining companies are offered a number of fiscal incentives, mostly 
commonly allowance for accelerated depreciation of capital and consent to carry forward 
losses. Environmental and closure costs are tax deductible as well as contributions to 
community and public infrastructure. There is less use of tax holidays and depletion costs, or 
tax stabilization regimes, which have been historically prevalent in, for example, Latin America.  

 

Figure 2 represents the average division of taxes faced by 22 mining firms across different 
countries in different mineral sectors in 2008 (regional disparities will exist). Corporate income 
tax, followed by people tax (such as personal income tax) was the largest contributions to state 
revenues, followed by royalties and production taxes.  

This combination changes across regions, for example mining tax and royalties etc. account for 
24% of the taxes paid by mining companies in OECD economies, 21% in Latin America and 31% 
in Africa. However corporate tax accounts for 22% of payments in OECD economies, 50% in 
Latin America and 44% in Africa.  
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Figure 2 Average taxes and contributions of mining companies 

 

Source: PriceWaterhouseCoopers (2010) 

There are a number of direct and indirect methods through which the state can generate 
revenue from the resource sector. Currently, corporate income tax rates appear to be the main 
avenue for state revenue generation from the resource sector, followed by employment taxes 
and then by royalties and license fees. While deciding between the direct and indirect ways of 
generating revenues, a government needs to calculate which sources will generate the optimal 
results.  

5. Remaining Competitive; Mining Taxation and Royalty Rates in Europe and 
Other High Mining Potential Countries 

In order to asses Romania’s competitiveness based on major fiscal instruments, Table 1 shows 
the corporate tax rates, VAT, mining royalties and gold production for European countries and 
for non-European high potential gold producers. The data reflect the ‘headline’ figure for 
corporate tax rates, VAT and government royalties on gold. These tax regimes have a number 
of clauses and sub-clauses that affect the effective tax rate; however we will not deal with 
these at this time.  

Of the top 5 gold producers in the European region (+ Turkey), two countries (Sweden and 
Finland) do not levy mining royalties at all, while Turkey levies a 4% royalty on gold and silver, 
while Bulgaria uses a sliding scale based on profit to revenue ratio. The major gold producers 
use corporate tax rates (and other indirect resource rent taxation methods such as personal 
income tax etc.) to generate revenues from the mining sector.  

In the other non-European countries, Western Australia has a combined rate (specific +ad 
valorem) of 6.5%, with the US state of Nevada using a sliding scale of 2 to 5% (based on profits 
to revenue ratio). Ghana uses a 5% flat royalty rate, while Burkina Faso uses a 3% minimum 

production taxes, 
11% 

property taxes, 2% 

mining taxes, 5% 

royalties, license 
fees and resource 

rents, 16% 

other contributions, 
6% 

corporate income 
tax, 40% 

people tax, 20% 
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royalty rate, sliding to a higher share if gold prices were to increase. New Zealand basis its 
royalty rates on sales revenues or on Asset Valuation Reserves. Mexico does not charge a 
royalty rate.  

Table 1 Mining Tax Comparison  

No. Country 
Corporate 

tax rate 
(%) 

VAT 
(%) 

Government mining 
royalties 

Gold 
Production 

(t) 
2011 

Share of Value 
of global mining 

market a (%) 
2011 

1 Turkey 20 18 4% 23.5 0.47 

2 Finland 24.50 23 no 6.4 0.15 

3 Sweden 26.3 25 no 5.9 0.82 

4 Bulgaria 10 20 2 to 8% on profits 4.6 0.15 

5 Georgia 15 18 Info not available 3 0.03 

6 Armenia 20 20 
4% of turn over + 
12.5% of revenue  

2 0.07 

7 Azerbaijan 20 18 3% 1.8 0.01 

8 Poland 19 23 
yes - varies by 
mineral 

0.7 0.62 

9 Romania 16 24 4% 0.5 0.01 

10 UK 24 20 no 0.2 0.00 

11 Greenland 30 0 no 0.1 0.00 

12 Albania 10 20 
range from 5 to 10% 
by mineral 

--- 0.00 

13 Austria 25 20 no --- 0.05 

14 Cyprus 10 17 n.a --- 0.00 

15 
Czech 
Republic 

19 17.50 yes --- 0.00 

16 Greece 20 23 2.5% for gold --- 0.06 

17 Hungary 10 to 19 27 12% (e) --- 0.00 

18 Ireland 12.50 23 Yes- negotiated --- 0.09 

19 Italy 27.50 23 no  --- 0.00 

20 Macedonia 10 18 2% --- 0.05 

21 Norway 28 25 no  --- 0.08 

22 Portugal 25 23 
yes - varies by 
mineral 

--- 0.07 

23 Spain 30 18 2% of NSR --- 0.06 

Non-European Gold Producers 

1 
Western 
Australia, 
Australia 

29 101 6.50% 179 15.701 
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No. Country 
Corporate 

tax rate 
(%) 

VAT 
(%) 

Government mining 
royalties 

Gold 
Production 

(t) 
2011 

Share of Value 
of global mining 

market a (%) 
2011 

2 Nevada, US 35 102 
 2 to 5%  174.9 4.862 

3 Ghana 22 to 25 25 
5% + higher CIT for 
mining companies 

87.6 0.64 

4 Mexico 30 16 0% 86.6 2.34 

5 
Burkina 
Faso 

27.50 
 n.a 

 3 to 6% - indexed to 
gold price 

31.77 0.23 

6 
Quebec, 
Canada 

26.90 53 
16% on profits 26.14 3.003 

7 
New 
Zealand  

28 15 

1% of sales revenues 
less than NZ$1.5 
million or 2% of AVR 
for sales revenues 
less than NZ$1.5 
million 

12.60 0.15 

(a) indicates share of value for metallic minerals 
(e) estimated 
(---) no production reported 
(n.a) information not available  
1 for Australia 
2 for United States 
3 for Canada 

Romanian royalty rates are based on production and not on profits, and are at the higher end in 
the European (+ Turkey) region. In comparison to the more developed mining regions of 
Western Australia, Quebec (Canada) and Nevada (US) these rates are extremely high. The latter 
two regions do not impose royalties on production, but on profits. In most regions the 
corporate tax rate is used as the main instrument for generating revenues from the resource 
sector, and in this regard Romania’s rate is below the EU average of 20%.  

6. Global Response to Increased Metal Prices and Mining Taxation 

Between the start of 2009 and November 2012, the prices of metals have increased by an 
average of 66%, with some metals, such as copper and lead seeing greater increases (136% and 
90% respectively) compared to other metals such as iron ore (66%) and nickel (41%). 

On the one hand commodity prices are expected to be sustained at higher levels compared to 
their lows in the 1980s and 1990s, and price fluctuations are expected in the rest of the year as 
investors and physical traders react to changes in the global economy. On the other hand, a 
number of governments are becoming increasingly concerned with their share (or lack thereof) 
in the profits accruing to mining companies in the light of recent spikes in commodity prices. 
With the aim of increasing the share of wealth due to the state, a number of countries are 
looking to increase their take in resource rents. There are also trends in changes in taxation 
mixtures, increasing production based taxes in relation to profit based taxes, as well as 
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increasing attempts to make current tax regimes more effective in tax collection. Since 2010, 
more than 25 countries have changed mining taxation regimes, including increased use of the 
‘use it or lose it’ clause. In this section we briefly highlight the different trends emerging within 
mining taxation.  

While the demand for minerals and metals has increased substantially over the past decade, it 
has been increasingly met by lags in supply. With low global investments in mining operations 
in the 1980s and 1990s, mining companies have found it difficult to meet the growing demand, 
mainly from emerging economies, since 2000. The search for mineable deposits and recent 
increases in exploration budgets have not resulted in substantial finds. Ramping up of current 
operations and projects in the pipeline has been further frustrated by delays in supply of mining 
equipment and lack of experienced mining personal. All these factors have contributed to the 
mining companies seeking resources in newer, un-tested, regions, including high-risk countries 
in Africa. 

Within the mineral producing regions, developed countries with stable political environments 
and supportive infrastructure, such as Australia and Canada, have seen an expansion in mineral 
production and attracted large amounts of FDI by global mining firms. However, an increase in 
production from these regions has not been enough to meet demand. Emerging economies, 
particularly those in Central Asia and Africa are keen to attract FDI for their mining sectors. 
These countries offer a riskier operating environment in terms of their political and financial 
sectors, as well as less developed infrastructure and port facilities thereby increasing 
production costs for mining firms. In order to compete with the more developed regions, and 
within themselves, developing regions are keen to offer fiscal incentives making them more 
competitive.  

Major developments in global mining taxation include the following:  

 The Australian government has been successful in passing its Mineral Resource Rent 
Tax, despite heavy opposition from mining firms, the tax coming into effect from July 
2012. Iron ore and coal miners will now be taxed at 30% on profits exceeding AUSD 75 
million. The major driver of the resource rent tax was the super profits being 
experienced by the mining sector, when growth in the rest of the economy was 
restricted. To ensure that gains in the mining sector are spread across the economy, 
particularly to support other struggling industries, the state felt it was justified in 
increasing its share in the profits of the mining industry.  

 The move by Australia has encouraged other major market share holders to make 
changes in their tax regimes as well. Brazil is expected to follow suit by increasing its 
royalty rate from 2 to 4 percent as well as considering the introduction of a ‘Special 
Participation Tax’ which will be applicable for large mining operations. Peru increased its 
royalty tax rate in 2011, applying it to operating profits rather than net sales. Chile is 
considering raising royalties from 2018 onwards (most current contracts end in 2017); to 
meet domestic pressure to increase the mining sectors contribution to the domestic 
economy.  
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 Within Africa, a number of countries, including Ghana, Gabon, Guinea and Uganda are 
looking to increase taxation in the mining sector, although formal directives in this 
regard have not been announced yet. South Africa has reintroduced a mining royalty 
tax, which had been on hold during the recession. Tanzania and Namibia are specifically 
looking at introducing excess profit taxes for mining companies 

 India, in an effort to use mining revenues for development and infrastructure projects is 
also widely expected to increase mining taxation.  

 While some countries are looking towards increased mining taxation to increase the 
sectors contribution to the economy, others are looking at increased taxation as a 
means of mitigating the environmental and social costs of the sector. China imposed 
resource taxation on the mining and oil sectors in November 2011, to counter 
environmental degradation.  

 Other countries, such as Indonesia have imposed taxation on un-refined ore exports in 
efforts to encourage processing and value addition within the country rather than in 
other countries. In May 2012, Indonesia announced the imposition of a 20 percent 
export tax on unprocessed metals, including nickel, tin and gold. To further encourage 
domestic value addition, the government has decreed a ban on exporting materials (to 
be enforced by 2014) from companies that do not have plans to build processing 
facilities in the country.  

 While the major trend seems to be geared towards increased taxation of the mining 
sector, there are other countries looking to use the opportunity to offer relatively lower 
tax regimes to encourage investment and increase their market shares. This includes 
countries like Kazakhstan, Russia and Canada. 

7. Conclusion 

Mining is a long term business and hence the stability concerning tax levels and regulations and 
legislative conditions is of the utmost importance for an investor. Mining is also a global 
business and mining and exploration companies are continuously comparing projects in 
completely different settings, geographically, politically, and climate-wise as to their viability 
and profitability and redirecting their investments accordingly. With the increase in mineral and 
metal prices, and investment levels in mining and the focus in the European Union to increase 
its self sufficiency of important metals it is clear that the timing to start new mine 
developments in Europe is excellent.  

Investments flows are however not only directed by geological potential and the likelihood of 
finding a new deposit but more importantly of the risks associated with the political context of 
the project. In Romania the level of royalty, which is a tax irrespective of profits of the 
company, is amongst the highest in Europe and also high in a global comparison. Similarly, the 
level of state ownership in Romania, for projects such as Rosia Montana, is also high.  

Whilst the state has the responsibility to maximize its revenues from its natural resources, it 
must balance its taxation and ownership needs with creating an enabling environment for 
mining investment to occur in the first place. ‘Fairness’ is a concept that must be applicable 
both ways; to the state of Romania as well as to the firms that invest in its boundaries.  
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Appendix A Operating Gold Mines and Level of State Ownership by 
Country 

This appendix gives an overview of the major mining operations in the gold producing countries 
in Europe, Turkey and select non-European producers. Production is shown for 2011, as is 
status of the operating mine an type. Controlling company refers to the control over 
production. The share of the state in ownership is shown in a separate column.  

The unit value for production is indicated by metal. Individual production levels for metals are 
provided, even if they are mined at the same mine. UG indicates Under Ground mine, while OP 
indicates Open Pit mining. General taxation and mining specific royalty regimes are also given.  

1. Armenia 

Major operating mines in Armenia are shown in Table 2. There is no state ownership in these 
operating mines.  

Table 2 Major Mine Production by Status and Controlling Company in Armenia 

Metal/ 
mineral 

Full name Status Type Prod  
 

2011  

Controlling 
company  

 

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 

Copper (kt) 

Agarak 
Copper/Molybdenum 
Mine 

Operating, 
exp/plans OP  ..   

GeoPro 
Mining  0 

Copper (kt) 

Kajaran 
Copper/Molybdenum 
Mine 

Operating, 
exp/plans OP 20.0 Cronimet  0 

Copper (kt) Kapan Copper Mine 
Operating, 
exp/plans UG 1.4 

Dundee 
Precious  0 

Copper (kt) = total, identified by producer in country 21.4     
Copper (kt) = total national production 31.0     

Gold (t) Kapan Copper Mine 
Operating, 
exp/plans UG 0.836 

Dundee 
Precious  0  

Gold (t) Zod Gold Mine 
Operating, 
exp/plans OP 1.289 

GeoPro 
Mining  0 

Gold (t) = total, identified by producer in country 2.125     
Gold (t) = total national production 2.000     

Silver (t) Kapan Copper Mine 
Operating, 
exp/plans UG 16.15 

Dundee 
Precious  0 

Silver (t) = total, identified by producer in country 16.15     
Silver (t) = total national production  16.00     

Zinc (kt) Kapan Copper Mine 
Operating, 
exp/plans UG 8.9 

Dundee 
Precious  0 

Zinc (kt) = total, identified by producer in country 8.9     
Zinc (kt) = total national production 8.1     

Source: Raw Materials Data. Copyright: IntierraRMG, Stockholm, 2013 
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The corporate income tax rate is 20%, as is the capital gains tax rate. VAT is applied at a rate of 
20%. Net operating losses can be carried forward for 5 years.  

Mining Royalties are applied at a rate of 4% of turnover, plus 12.5% of EBIT/Revenue. The 
corporate income tax is in addition to this and is levied on profits after interest and royalties. 

2. Azerbaijan 

Major operating mines in Azerbaijan are shown in Table 3. There is no state ownership in these 
operating mines.  

Table 3 Major Mine Production by Status and Controlling Company in Azerbaijan 

Metal/ 
mineral 

Full name Status Type Prod  
 

2011  

Controlling 
company  

 

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 

Gold (t) Gedabek Gold/Copper Mine Operating OP 1.775 
Anglo 
Asian 0 

Gold (t) = total, identified by producer in country 1.775     
Gold (t) = total national production 1.775     
Silver (t) = total national production 1.22     

Source: Raw Materials Data. Copyright: IntierraRMG, Stockholm, 2013 

Azerbaijan has a corporate profits tax rate of 20%, a capital gains tax of 20%, VAT at 18% and 
net operating losses can be carried forward 5 years.  

Mining royalties are charged on minerals extracted from the subsurface as well as the Azeri 
portion of the Caspian Sea. For all mineral metals, a rate of 3% of the whole sale price is levied.  

3. Bulgaria  

Major operating mines in Bulgaria are shown in Table 4. One operating mine for lead (Gorubso 

Zinc) has 100% ownership by the state. There is no state ownership in the major gold mine.  

Table 4 Major Mine Production by Status and Controlling Company in Bulgaria 

Metal/ 
mineral 

Full name Status Type Prod  
 

2011  

Controlling 
company  

 

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 

Copper (kt) 
Asarel Copper 
Mines Operating OP 50.0 Voestalpine 0 

Copper (kt) 
Chelopech 
Gold/Copper Mine 

Operating, 
exp/constr UG 16.7 

Dundee 
Precious 0 

Copper (kt) 
Ellatzite Copper 
Mine Operating OP 45.0 Geotechmin 0 

Copper (kt) = total, identified by producer in country 111.7     
Copper (kt) = total national production 112.6     

Gold (t) 
Chelopech 
Gold/Copper Mine 

Operating, 
exp/constr UG 2.920 

Dundee 
Precious 0 

Gold (t) 
Ellatzite Copper 
Mine Operating OP 1.200 Geotechmin 0 
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Metal/ 
mineral 

Full name Status Type Prod  
 

2011  

Controlling 
company  

 

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 

Gold (t) = total, identified by producer in country 4.120     
Gold (t) = total national production 4.639     

Lead (kt) Gorubso Zinc Co Active   12.0 
State of 
Bulgaria 100 

Lead (kt) = total, identified by producer in country 12.0     
Lead (kt) = total national production 12.0     

Silver (t) 
Chelopech 
Gold/Copper Mine 

Operating, 
exp/constr UG 4.72 

Dundee 
Precious 0 

Silver (t) = total, identified by producer in country 4.72     
Silver (t) = total national production 50.00     
Zinc (kt) = total national production 14.0     

Source: Raw Materials Data. Copyright: IntierraRMG, Stockholm, 2013 

Bulgaria has a corporate income tax rate of 10% and a capital gains tax of 10%. Net operating 
losses can be carried forward 5 years. VAT is applied at a rate of 20%. 

Mining royalties are calculated at a sliding rate, from 2 to 8% at a profitability ratio from 10% to 
60%. 

4. Finland 

Major operating mines in Finland are shown in Table 5. The state has 3.96% ownership in the 
Talvivaara Nickel/Copper/Cobalt Mine, which is a producer of nickel and zinc. There is no state 
ownership in the major gold mines.  

Table 5 Major Mine Production by Status and Controlling Company in Finland 

Metal/ 
mineral 

Full name Status Type Prod  
 

2011  

Controlling 
company 

 

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 
Copper (kt) Pyhäsalmi Zinc Mine Operating UG 14.0 Inmet 0 
Copper (kt) = total, identified by producer in country 14.0     
Copper (kt) = total national production  14.0     

Gold (t) Kittilä Gold Mine Operating OP,UG 4.465 
Agnico-
Eagle 0 

Gold (t) Pahtavaara Gold Mine Operating OP,UG 0.640 
Lappland 
Goldmine 0 

Gold (t) Pampalo Gold Mine 
Operating, 
exp/plans UG 0.615 

Endomines 
AB 0 

Gold (t) Pyhäsalmi Zinc Mine Operating UG 0.200 Inmet 0 

Gold (t) 
Vammala Area Gold 
Mines Operating UG 0.709 

Dragon 
Mining 0 

Gold (t) = total, identified by producer in country 6.629     
Gold (t) = total national production 6.400     
Nickel (kt) Hitura Nickel Mine Operating, OP,UG 2.0 Belvedere 0 
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Metal/ 
mineral 

Full name Status Type Prod  
 

2011  

Controlling 
company 

 

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 
exp/constr 

Nickel (kt) 

Talvivaara 
Nickel/Copper/Cobalt 
Mine 

Operating, 
exp/plans OP 16.1 

Talvivaara 
Min 3.96 

Nickel (kt) = total, identified by producer in country 18.1     
Nickel (kt) = total national production 19.0     
Silver (t) Pyhäsalmi Zinc Mine Operating UG 20.00 Inmet 0 
Silver (t) = total, identified by producer in country 20.00     
Silver (t) = total national production 70.00     
Zinc (kt) Pyhäsalmi Zinc Mine Operating UG 32.3 Inmet 0 

Zinc (kt) 

Talvivaara 
Nickel/Copper/Cobalt 
Mine 

Operating, 
exp/plans OP 31.8 

Talvivaara 
Min 3.96 

Zinc (kt) = total, identified by producer in country 64.1     
Zinc (kt) = total national production 64.1     

Source: Raw Materials Data. Copyright: IntierraRMG, Stockholm, 2013 

The corporate income tax rate is 24.5% and the capital gains tax rate is 24.5% as well. Net 
operating losses can be carried forward for 10 years (subject to limitations). VAT is levied at 
23%. 

Finland does not charge mining royalties or licence taxes, although a small application fee and 
compensation to land owners is required at the time of gaining permits and licenses for 
exploration and production.  

5. Georgia 

Major operating mines in Georgia are shown in Table 6. There is no state ownership reported 
for these mines.  

Table 6 Major Mine Production by Status and Controlling Company in Georgia 

Metal/ 
mineral 

Full name Status Type Prod  
 

2011  

Controlling 
company 

 

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 
Copper (kt) = total national production 10.0     

Gold (t) 
Madneuli Gold Tailings 
Mine Operating Tail 2.000 GeoPro Mining 0 

Gold (t) = total, identified by producer in country 2.000     
Gold (t) = total national production 3.000     

Source: Raw Materials Data. Copyright: IntierraRMG, Stockholm, 2013 

The corporate income tax rate is 15%, with a capital gains tax of 15%. Net operating losses can 
be carried forward for 5 to 10 years subject to conditionality’s. VAT is applied at 18%. 

Information for royalty rates in Georgia could not be found at this time.  
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6. Greenland 

Major operating mines in Greenland are shown in Table 7. There is no state ownership of the 
gold mine.  

Table 7 Major Mine Production by Status and Controlling Company in Greenland 

Metal/ 
mineral 

Full name Status Type Prod  
 

2011  

Controlling 
company 

 

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 

Gold (t) Nalunaq Gold Mine Operating UG 0.103 Angel Mining 0 

Gold (t) 
= total, identified by producer in 
country   0.103     

Gold (t) = total national production   0.103     

Source: Raw Materials Data. Copyright: IntierraRMG, Stockholm, 2013 

Greenland has a corporate tax rate of 30%, and losses can be carried forward for an unlimited 
time. There is a special annual relief of up to 10% on direct investments for adding value to 
mineral products, and no mining taxation or royalty payments.  

7. Poland 

Major operating mines in Poland are shown in Table 8. KGHM has state ownership of 31.8%.  

Table 8 Major Mine Production by Status and Controlling Company in Poland 

Metal/ 
mineral 

Full name Status Type Prod  
 

2011  

Controlling 
company  

 

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 
Copper (kt) Lubin Copper Mine Operating UG 50.0 KGHM 31.8 

Copper (kt) 
Polkowice-Sieroszowice 
Copper Mine Operating UG 200.0 KGHM 31.8 

Copper (kt) Rudna Copper Mine Operating UG 180.0 KGHM 31.8 
Copper (kt) = total, identified by producer in country 430.0     
Copper (kt) = total national production 427.0     
Gold (t) Lubin Copper Mine Operating UG 0.100 KGHM 31.8 

Gold (t) 
Polkowice-Sieroszowice 
Copper Mine Operating UG 0.200 KGHM 31.8 

Gold (t) Rudna Copper Mine Operating UG 0.100 KGHM 31.8 
Gold (t) = total, identified by producer in country 0.400     
Gold (t) = total national production 0.700     

Lead (kt) Boleslaw Lead/Zinc Mines Operating UG 15.0 
ZGH 
Boleslaw 0 

Lead (kt) Lubin Copper Mine Operating UG 5.0 KGHM 31.8 

Lead (kt) 
Polkowice-Sieroszowice 
Copper Mine Operating UG 5.0 KGHM 31.8 

Lead (kt) Rudna Copper Mine Operating UG 10.0 KGHM 31.8 
Lead (kt) = total, identified by producer in country 40.0     
Lead (kt) = total national production 40.0     
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Metal/ 
mineral 

Full name Status Type Prod  
 

2011  

Controlling 
company  

 

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 
Silver (t) Lubin Copper Mine Operating UG 400.00 KGHM 31.8 

Silver (t) 
Polkowice-Sieroszowice 
Copper Mine Operating UG 300.00 KGHM 

31.8 

Silver (t) Rudna Copper Mine Operating UG 500.00 KGHM 31.8 
Silver (t) = total, identified by producer in country 1200.00     
Silver (t) = total national production 1250.00     

Zinc (kt) Boleslaw Lead/Zinc Mines Operating UG 50.0 
ZGH 
Boleslaw 0 

Zinc (kt) = total, identified by producer in country 70.0     
Zinc (kt) = total national production 70.0     

Source: Raw Materials Data. Copyright: IntierraRMG, Stockholm, 2013 

The corporate tax rate is 19% as is the capital gains tax. Net operating losses can be carried 
forward for 5 years (subject to conditions). VAT is applied at 23%. 

Mining royalties are officially known as “exploitation fee” and are set in the Geological and 
Mining Law 2011. A royalty payment is due on an extraction and is dependent on the royalty 
rate for that particular mineral and the amount of mineral extracted.  

The Council of Ministers specifies the rates of for particular types of minerals, keeping in mind 
the lower and higher limits established for each mineral through the Act. These rates are 
subject to revision each year, linked to inflation rates in Poland.  

Royalties for the major metals in 2012 were as follows: 

 Copper: PLN 3.10/t of ore 

 Lead and -Zinc: PLN 1.12/t of ore 

 Gold: PLN 0.39 per 1gm of gold contained in the ore; 

 Uranium: PLN 8.35 per kg of uranium contained in the ore; 

 Silver: In case of KGHM it is treated as an “accompanying commodity” (by-product) and as 
such charged at 50% of the royalty for the main commodity (copper in this case). 

 Other metals are charged at PLN 3.57 per tonne of ore.  

The new “Copper and Silver Tax” officially known as “Tax on Certain Commodities”, applicable 
to copper and silver.  

 Linked to the price of copper and silver, and NOT to profits; 

 Steeply progressive 

 Paid on Copper and silver contained in the concentrate produced by the mine; 

Its payment cannot be offset against the normal corporation tax (based on profits). 
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8. Sweden 

Major operating mines in Sweden are shown in Table 9. Apart from LKAB in iron ore, there is no 
state ownership for other mines. The Swedish government has invested in the operations and 
fully paid for its entrance into LKAB beginning 1905. 

Table 9 Major Mine Production by Status and Controlling Company in Sweden 

Metal/ 
mineral 

Full name Status Type Prod  
 

2011  

Controlling 
company 

 

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 

Copper 
(kt) Aitik Copper Mine Operating OP 66.9 Boliden AB 0 
Copper 
(kt) 

Boliden/Kristineberg 
Polymetallic Mines 

Operating, 
exp/plans OP,UG 13.9 Boliden AB 0 

Copper 
(kt) 

Garpenberg Lead/Zinc 
Mines 

Operating, 
exp/plans UG 0.4 Boliden AB 0 

Copper 
(kt) 

Zinkgruvan Zinc/Lead 
Mine Operating UG 1.8 

Kopparberg 
Mining  0 

Copper 
(kt) = total, identified by producer in country 83.0     
Copper 
(kt) = total national production  83.0     
Gold (t) Aitik Copper Mine Operating OP 2.447 Boliden AB 0 

Gold (t) Björkdal Gold Mine 
Operating, 
exp/plans OP,UG 1.255 

Gold-Ore 
Res 0 

Gold (t) 
Boliden/Kristineberg 
Polymetallic Mines 

Operating, 
exp/plans OP,UG 0.989 Boliden AB 0 

Gold (t) 
Garpenberg Lead/Zinc 
Mines 

Operating, 
exp/plans UG 0.246 Boliden AB 0 

Gold (t) Svartliden Gold Mine 
Operating, 
exp/plans OP,UG 0.987 

Dragon 
Mining 0 

Gold (t) = total, identified by producer in country  5.924     
Gold (t) = total national production  5.924     
Iron ore 
(Mt) Kiruna Iron Ore Mine 

Operating, 
exp/constr UG 17.40 LKAB 100 

Iron ore 
(Mt) 

Malmberget Iron Ore 
Mine 

Operating, 
exp/plans UG 8.70 LKAB 100 

Iron ore 
(Mt) = total, identified by producer in country 26.10     
Iron ore 
(Mt) = total national production 26.10     

Lead (kt) 
Boliden/Kristineberg 
Polymetallic Mines 

Operating, 
exp/plans OP,UG 1.4 Boliden AB 0 

Lead (kt) 
Garpenberg Lead/Zinc 
Mines 

Operating, 
exp/plans UG 28.3 Boliden AB 0 

Lead (kt) Zinkgruvan Zinc/Lead Operating UG 32.3 Kopparberg 0 
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Metal/ 
mineral 

Full name Status Type Prod  
 

2011  

Controlling 
company 

 

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 

Mine Mining  
Lead (kt) = total, identified by producer in country 62.0     
Lead (kt) = total national production 62.0     
Silver (t) Aitik Copper Mine Operating OP 45.04 Boliden AB 0 

Silver (t) 
Boliden/Kristineberg 
Polymetallic Mines 

Operating, 
exp/plans OP,UG 45.32 Boliden AB 0 

Silver (t) 
Garpenberg Lead/Zinc 
Mines 

Operating, 
exp/plans UG 140.12 Boliden AB 0 

Silver (t) 
Zinkgruvan Zinc/Lead 
Mine Operating UG 52.39 

Kopparberg 
Mining  0 

Silver (t) = total, identified by producer in country 282.87     
Silver (t) = total national production 283.00     

Zinc (kt) 
Boliden/Kristineberg 
Polymetallic Mines 

Operating, 
exp/plans OP,UG 38.2 Boliden AB 0 

Zinc (kt) 
Garpenberg Lead/Zinc 
Mines 

Operating, 
exp/plans UG 81.1 Boliden AB 0 

Zinc (kt) 
Zinkgruvan Zinc/Lead 
Mine Operating UG 75.1 

Kopparberg 
Mining  0 

Zinc (kt) = total, identified by producer in country 194.4     
Zinc (kt) = total national production 194.4     

Source: Raw Materials Data. Copyright: IntierraRMG, Stockholm, 2013 

The corporate tax rate is 26.3% as is the capital gains tax. The corporate tax rate was reduced to 
22% in January 2013. Net operating losses can be carried forward for an unlimited time. VAT is 
applicable at a rate of 25%. 

Sweden does not impose a mining royalty or tax.  

9. Turkey 

Major operating mines in Turkey are shown in Table 10. One mine (Turkiye Demir ve Celik Islet 
Meleri) operating in iron ore is reported to be wholly owned by the Turkish State. None of the 
other mines have indicated state ownership, including the gold mines.  

Table 10 Major Mine Production by Status and Controlling Company in Turkey 

Metal/ 
mineral 

Full name Status Type Prod  
 

2011  

Controlling 
company  

 

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 

Copper (kt) 
Cayeli Polymetallic 
Mine Operating UG 28.7 Inmet 0 

Copper (kt) = total, identified by producer in country 28.7     
Copper (kt) = total national production 92.0     

Gold (t) 
Cöpler (Cukurdere) 
Gold Mine 

Operating, 
exp/feasib OP 5.767 Alacer Gold 0 
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Metal/ 
mineral 

Full name Status Type Prod  
 

2011  

Controlling 
company  

 

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 

Gold (t) 
Efemcukuru Gold 
Mine Operating UG 0.015 Eldorado 0 

Gold (t) Kisladag Gold Mine 
Operating, 
exp/plans OP 8.854 Eldorado 0 

Gold (t) Mastra Gold Mine Operating OP,UG 5.152 Koza Altin 0 
Gold (t) Ovacik Gold Mine Operating UG 3.460 Koza Altin 0 
Gold (t) = total, identified by producer in country 23.248     
Gold (t) = total national production 23.500     

Iron ore (Mt) 
Elkondu Iron Ore 
Mine Operating   0.05 

Demir 
Export 0 

Iron ore (Mt) 
Otlukilise Iron Ore 
Mine Operating OP 0.20 

Demir 
Export 0 

Iron ore (Mt) 
Purunsur Iron Ore 
Mine Operating   0.10 

Demir 
Export 0 

Iron ore (Mt) Samli Iron Ore Mine Operating   0.10 
Demir 
Export 0 

Iron ore (Mt) 
Turkiye Demir ve 
Celik Islet Meleri Active   4.50 

State of 
Turkey 100 

Iron ore (Mt) Uzunpinar Iron Mine Operating   0.10 
Demir 
Export 0 

Iron ore (Mt) 
Çetinkaya Iron Ore 
Mine Operating   0.15 

Demir 
Export 0 

Iron ore (Mt) = total, identified by producer in country 5.20     
Iron ore (Mt) = total national production 5.20     
Lead (kt) = total national production 30.0     

Silver (t) 
Gümüsköy Silver 
Mine Operating   360.00 Eti Gümüs 0 

Silver (t) = total, identified by producer in country 360.00     
Silver (t) = total national production 400.00     

Zinc (kt) 
Cayeli Polymetallic 
Mine Operating UG 48.1 Inmet 0 

Zinc (kt) = total, identified by producer in country 48.1     
Zinc (kt) = total national production 110.0     

Source: Raw Materials Data. Copyright: IntierraRMG, Stockholm, 2013 

Turkey has a corporate income tax rate of 20% and a capital gains tax of 20%. Net operating 
losses can be carried forward for a period of 5 years. VAT is applied at the rate of 18%.  

Turkish mining law provides for different royalty percentages for different groups of mines. The 
royalty for gold, silver and platinum is 4% and is calculated for annual total sales. The royalty for 
dimensioned and natural stones, which are processed into a final product in the facilities of the 
license holder, has been reduced to 1%. A payment of 50% of the royalty is not required in the 
event of: (i) production done by using the underground operation method and (ii) processing 
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the metallic minerals (excluding gold, silver and platinum) into metals in Turkey. The previous 
incentive of not being required to pay 50% of the royalty if the extracted ores (excluding sand 
and gravel) are processed in Turkey, to provide an additional value to the Turkish economy, is 
still in effect. Accordingly, gold, silver and platinum mines qualifying for the previous incentive 
still benefit from this incentive. The Mining Law provides that the royalty will be levied with an 
additional fee of 30% for mining activities conducted on State-owned lands. 

10. United Kingdom 

Major operating mines in the United Kingdom are shown in Table 11. There is no state 
ownership of these mines.  

Table 11 Major Mine Production by Status and Controlling Company in United Kingdom 

Metal/ 
mineral 

Full name Status Type Prod  
 

2011  

Controlling 
company  

 

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 

Gold (t) Omagh Gold Mine Operating OP 0.180 Galantas 0 
Gold (t) = total, identified by producer in country 0.180     
Gold (t) = total national production 0.180     
Lead (kt) Omagh Gold Mine Operating OP 0.3 Galantas 0 
Lead (kt) = total, identified by producer in country 0.3     
Silver (t) Omagh Gold Mine Operating OP 0.48 Galantas 0 
Silver (t) = total, identified by producer in country 0.48     

Source: Raw Materials Data. Copyright: IntierraRMG, Stockholm, 2013 

The corporate income tax rate is 24%, while the capital gains tax is 26%. Net operating losses 
can be carried forward for an unlimited time. VAT is levied at 20%.  

There are no mining royalties or taxes on mining.  

11. Burkina Faso 

Major operating mines in Burkina Faso are shown in Table 12. There is a 10% state ownership in 
all of the operating gold mines.  

Table 12 Major Mine Production by Status and Controlling Company in Burkina Faso 

Metal/ 
mineral 

Full name Status Type Prod  
 

2011  

Controlling 
company  

 

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 

Gold (t) Essakane Gold Mine 
Operating, 
exp/feasib OP 11.645 Iamgold 10 

Gold (t) Inata Gold Mine Operating OP 5.186 Avocet 10 

Gold (t) Kalsaka Gold Mine Operating OP 2.224 
Amara 
Mining Plc 10 

Gold (t) Mana Gold Mine 
Operating, 
exp/feasib OP 5.700 Semafo 10 

Gold (t) Taparko Gold Mine Operating OP 4.137 Severstal 10 
Gold (t) Youga Gold Mine Operating OP 2.720 Endeavour 10 
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Metal/ 
mineral 

Full name Status Type Prod  
 

2011  

Controlling 
company  

 

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 

Gold (t) = total, identified by producer in country 31.612     
Gold (t) = total national production 31.766     

Source: Raw Materials Data. Copyright: IntierraRMG, Stockholm, 2013 

Burkina Faso has a corporate tax rate of 27.50%. 

In 2010, Burkina Faso indexed its royalty rates such that the effective rate varies positively with 
commodity (gold) prices. Specifically, the minimum royalty rate is 3%, which increases to 4% for 
gold prices between USD 1,000/oz per ounce and USD 1,300/oz and to 5% for prices above 
USD1,300/oz. 

12. Ghana  

Major operating mines in Ghana are shown in Table 13. There are varying levels of state 
ownership reported for these gold mines, ranging from 1.36% to 10%. In none of these cases 
does the state exert control over production.  

Table 13 Major Mine Production by Status and Controlling Company in Ghana 

Metal/ 
mineral 

Full name Status Type Prod  
 

2011  

Controlling 
company  

 

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 

Gold (t) Ahafo Gold Mine Operating OP 17.600 
Newmont 
Mining 0 

Gold (t) 
Bogoso/Prestea Gold 
Mine Operating OP 4.368 

Golden Star 
Res 10 

Gold (t) Chirano Gold Mine 
Operating, 
exp/feasib OP,UG 8.144 Kinross Gold 10 

Gold (t) Damang Gold Mine Operating OP 6.771 Gold Fields 10 

Gold (t) Edikan Gold Mine Operating OP 1.114 
Perseus 
Mining - 

Gold (t) Iduapriem Gold Mine Operating OP 6.190 Anglogold 1.36 
Gold (t) Nzema Gold Mine Operating OP 2.800 Endeavour 0 

Gold (t) 
Obuasi (Tailings) Gold 
Mine Operating Tail 0.193 Anglogold 1.70 

Gold (t) 

Obuasi 
(Underground) Gold 
Mine Operating UG 9.530 Anglogold 1.70 

Gold (t) Tarkwa Gold Mines 
Operating, 
exp/feasib OP 22.310 Gold Fields 10 

Gold (t) Wassa Gold Mine Operating OP 4.996 
Golden Star 
Resources 10 

Gold (t) = total, identified by producer in country 84.016     
Gold (t) = total national production 87.600     

Source: Raw Materials Data. Copyright: IntierraRMG, Stockholm, 2013 
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 The country has a corporate income tax rate of 22 to 25%, with a capital gains tax rate of 15%. 
Net operating losses can be carried forward for 5 years (subject to limitations). VAT is levied at 
25%. The 2012 budget contains a proposal to raise the CIT for mining companies to 35%. 
Royalties are applied at turnover at the rate of 5% for both copper and gold.  

Ghana previously had an ad-valorem royalty rate that ranges from 3% to 6% for gold in its 2006 
Minerals and Mining Act. However, every single mining company in the country paid only the 
minimum rate of 3% by taking advantage of loopholes that allowed for significant deduction of 
expenses. An amendment to the Mineral and Mining Act in 2010 set a flat royalty rate of 5%. 

13.  Australia 

Given the large number of mines, we focus on the national production values for Australia, 

which are shown in Table 14. There is no state ownership in any of the mines in Western 

Australia.  

Table 14 National Production and Share of State Ownership in Australia 

Metal/ mineral Full name Prod  
2011  

Share of State in 
Ownership 

(%) 
Copper (kt) = total national production 957.0 0 
Gold (t) = total national production 258.000 0 
Iron ore (Mt) = total national production 487.90 0 
Lead (kt) = total national production 540.0 0 
Nickel (kt) = total national production 210.0 0 
Silver (t) = total national production 1750.00 0 
Zinc (kt) = total national production 1510.0 0 

Source: Raw Materials Data. Copyright: IntierraRMG, Stockholm, 2013 

A corporate tax rate of 30% is applied by the federal state, while the Minerals Resource Rent 
Tax is applied on iron ore and coal.  

In Western Australia there are two systems of mineral royalty collection used; The Specific rate 
- flat rate per tonne and the Ad Valorem - percentage of value.  

A specific rate or quantity-based royalty is calculated on tonnes produced, and the rates 
applicable between 1 July 2010 and 30 June 2015 are 100 cents per tonne (used for its 
metallurgical content). These rates will be reviewed in 2015.  

An ad valorem or value-based royalty is calculated as a proportion of the ‘royalty value’ of the 
mineral. The royalty value is defined as: "in relation to a mineral other than gold, means the 
gross invoice value of the mineral less any allowable deductions for the mineral". The rate of 
royalty which applies is 5.0% of royalty value for concentrate material, and 2.5% of royalty 
value for metal.  

The effective rate of mining royalties for gold works out to be 2.5%.  
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14.  Canada 

Given the large number of mines, we focus on the national production values for Canada, which 
are shown in Table 15. There is no state ownership of mining operations in Quebec.  

Table 15 National Production and Share of State Ownership in Canada 

Metal/ mineral Full name Prod  
2011  

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 
Copper (kt) = total national production 566.1 0 
Gold (t) = total national production 104.600 0 
Iron ore (Mt) = total national production 37.10 0 
Lead (kt) = total national production 59.4 0 
Nickel (kt) = total national production 219.6 0 
Silver (t) = total national production 571.98 0 
Zinc (kt) = total national production 611.6 0 

Source: Raw Materials Data. Copyright: IntierraRMG, Stockholm, 2013 

The federal corporate income tax rate in Canada is 15%, while federal capital gains tax rate is 
7.5% (subject to limitations). The net operating losses can be carried forward for 20 years, and 
VAT is applicable at 5%. Mining taxes are levied by the provinces and not the federal state and 
these can range from 10 to 16% in different regions. Taxes are levied on adjusted PBT and are 
similar for copper and gold (differences may appear because of region rather than mineral).  

In Quebec the current mining royalty scheme, which was introduced in 2010, is based 
exclusively on profits, at a rate of 16%. The applicable profit is determined on a mine per mine 
basis. Royalty rates determined on profits are different from production royalty rates as they 
take into consideration both positive and negative prices for gold and allowing the firm and the 
state to both share the risks in mining operations. 

15. Mexico 

Given the large number of mines, we focus on the national production values for Mexico, which 
are shown in Table 16 

Table 16 National Production and Share of State Ownership in Mexico 

Metal/ mineral Full name Prod  
2011  

Share of State in 
Ownership 

(%) 
Copper (kt) = total national production 440.0 0 
Gold (t) = total national production 86.600 0 
Iron ore (Mt) = total national production 14.50 0 
Lead (kt) = total national production 220.0 0 
Silver (t) = total national production 4700.00 0 
Zinc (kt) = total national production 650.0 0 

Source: Raw Materials Data. Copyright: IntierraRMG, Stockholm, 2013 

The corporate tax rate in Mexico is 30% and a VAT rate of 16%. 
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Mexico does not levy mining royalties.  

16. New Zealand 

Major operating mines in New Zealand are shown in Table 17. There is no state ownership in 
any of the mines in New Zealand.  

Table 17 Major Mine Production by Status and Controlling Company in New Zealand 

Metal/ 
mineral 

Full name Status Type Prod  
2011  

Controlling 
company  

 

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 
Gold (t) Macraes Gold Mine Operating OP,UG 5.438 OceanaGold 0 

Gold (t) 
Martha Hill (Waihi) 
Gold Mine 

Operating, 
exp/plans OP,UG 3.017 

Newmont 
Mining 0 

Gold (t) 
Reefton Gold 
Mines Operating OP 2.415 OceanaGold 0 

Gold (t) = total, identified by producer in country 10.870     
Gold (t) = total national production 12.600     

Iron ore (Mt) 
Taharoa Iron Ore 
Mine Operating OP 0.80 BlueScope 0 

Iron ore (Mt) 

Waikato North 
Head Iron Ore 
Mine Operating OP 1.50 BlueScope 0 

Iron ore (Mt) = total, identified by producer in country 2.30     
Iron ore (Mt) = total national production 2.29     

Silver (t) 
Martha Hill (Waihi) 
Gold Mine 

Operating, 
exp/plans OP,UG 25.00 

Newmont 
Mining 0 

Silver (t) = total, identified by producer in country 25.00     
Silver (t) = total national production 16.00     

Source: Raw Materials Data. Copyright: IntierraRMG, Stockholm, 2013 

The corporate tax rate in New Zealand is 28% and a VAT of 15% is applicable.  

New Zealand has recently introduced royalties on minerals owned by the state; the mining code 
differentiates between minerals owned by the state (such as petroleum, gold, silver and 
uranium, and all minerals on or under state land) as opposed to private land. In some cases the 
state also has rights to certain minerals in some private land) For gold and silver this is either 
1% of sales revenues less than NZD 1.5 million or 2% of Asset Valuation Reserves (AVR) for sales 
revenues less than NZD 1.5 million (depending on which amount is higher). The government is 
reviewing proposals to increase these royalty rates to whichever is higher of 2% AVR or 10% 
APR (applied to accounting profits over NZD 2 million). 

17.  Nevada, United State 

Given the large number of mines, we focus on the national production values for the United 
States, which are shown in Table 18. 
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Table 18 National Production and Share of State Ownership in the United States 

Metal/ mineral Full name Prod  
 

2011  

Share of State 
in Ownership 

(%) 
Copper (kt) = total national production 1138.0 0 
Gold (t) = total national production 239.000 0 
Iron ore (Mt) = total national production 54.00 0 
Lead (kt) = total national production 340.0 0 
Silver (t) = total national production 1160.00 0 
Zinc (kt) = total national production 770.0 0 

Source: Raw Materials Data. Copyright: IntierraRMG, Stockholm, 2013 

The combined corporate tax rate faced by mining companies in Nevada is 35%.  

In the US state of Nevada the royalty rates are based on profits, and can vary from 2 – 5% for 
gold (and other metals). The calculation of the royalty rate is a function of the ratio of profits 
over revenues and was last set in 1989. The tax is based on the net proceeds from the sales of 
all minerals mined and produced in Nevada.  
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Appendix B Report Writing Team Biographies 

Prof. Magnus Ericsson  

Prof. Ericsson is the founder of RMG and his key qualifications lies within the areas of Mineral 
economics; Mineral policy/strategy; Mineral legislation and taxation; Institutional organisation; 
Investment promotion, and Stock exchange regulations for mining companies. He has extensive 
experience in the field of mineral policy including taxation and legislative issues and investment 
promotion strategies and their implementation; has performed several analyses of mineral 
industries and their competitiveness, including the status and future of African mining in 
general, he is a member of the African Union’s and UN ECA’s joint International Study Group to 
Review Africa’s Mining Regimes (ISG 2007-2009); has in-depth knowledge in analysis of metal 
prices and price trends and prepares regular reports for commercial clients.  

Membership in Professional Societies: Royal Academy of Engineering Sciences (Sweden); World 
Mining Congress International Organising Committee (Krakow, Poland); Association of Mining 
Analysts (London); Minerals Economic Management Society (Houghton, MI, USA); CIM, Mineral 
Economics Society (Montreal, Québec, Canada); SME, Society of Mining Engineers (Denver, CO, 
USA); PDAC (Toronto, Ontario, Canada); Berghandteringens Vänner (Stockholm, Sweden).   

Dr. Masuma Farooki 

Dr. Farooki is a Resources Policy Analyst at the Raw Materials Group (RMG). She is a 
Development Economist, working on commodity related issues for developing countries, 
particularly on the link between increased investments in the mining sector and economic 
growth and development in resource rich developing countries. Her work involves analysis of 
global value chains, shifts in markets to emerging economies and mining policy. Masuma has 
been involved in writing reports for international financial institutions and academic journals, 
as well as presentations at major universities in the UK and international forums. She is 
currently focuses on the socio-economic impact of the mining industry.  

Masuma has a PhD in Development Policy from the Open University (UK), an MPhil in 
Development Studies from the Institute of Development Studies in Sussex (UK) and an MPhil in 
Economics from the GC University Lahore (Pakistan). 

Anton Löf  

Mr. Löf is a senior iron ore analyst as well as the head of the consulting department at RMG. He 
has experience in consulting for clients both in the private sector and international 
organisations such as UNCTAD and World Bank. Anton has worked with organizing conferences 
and courses as well as given presentations on the iron ore industry for audiences around the 
world. Anton is also involved in research together with the Luleå University of Technology.  

Anton has been working since 2004 with Raw Materials Data which is a proprietary database of 
RMG focusing ownership and control over mine and metal production on a mine-by-mine basis 
in all countries of the world and also covering all metals. He is currently responsible for the 
development and contents of RMG’s iron ore database Raw Materials Data Iron ore and 
manages the consultancy part of Raw Materials Group.  
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Alexander Elving  

Mr. Elving is a Research Analyst at IntierraRMG and primarily covers M&A, ownership and coal; 
evaluation of mining data and update of database, customer relations and consultancy work. 
He joined the company in July 2010 after graduating from Stockholm University with an M.Sc in 
Business Administration and Economics.  
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Appendix C Disclaimer 

RMG is engaged in mining research and analysis. On behalf of its clients, RMG conducts market and 
industry surveys, prepares regional exploration and project reports, monitors and analyses 
production, ownership and mergers and acquisitions and conceptual and prefeasibility studies. 
RMG assists governments with exploration and mining investment promotions, as well as policy 
studies, and specializes in detailed monitoring and forecasting market development for mining 
equipment manufacturers and service providers. 

This Report is based on (i) information and data provided to RMG, (ii) information and data 
provided to RMG by third parties and RMG’s proprietary data. In performing its analyses and 
preparing this Report, RMG has relied upon the accuracy, completeness and fair presentation of all 
information, data, advice, opinions and representations obtained from public sources or provided 
to it from private sources, RMG has not independently verified such information and has assumed 
that information supplied and representations are substantially accurate. No representation or 
warranty, expressed or implied, is made by RMG as to the accuracy, completeness or fairness of 
such information and nothing contained herein is, or shall be relied upon as, a promise or 
representation, whether as to the past or the future. Neither RMG nor any of its affiliates takes any 
responsibility for the accuracy or completeness of any of the accompanying material. 

To the extent that any of the assumptions or any of the facts on which this Report is based prove to 
be untrue in any material respect, this Report cannot and should not be relied upon. Furthermore, 
in RMG’s analysis and in connection with the preparation of this Report, RMG has made numerous 
assumptions with respect to industry performance, general business, market and economic 
conditions and other matters, many of which are beyond the control of any party involved. 

RMG has prepared this Report effective as of the date hereof. This Report is necessarily based upon 
market, economic, financial and other conditions as they exist and can be evaluated as of the date 
hereof, and RMG disclaims any undertaking or obligation to advise any person of any change in any 
fact or matter affecting this Report which may come or be brought to the attention of RMG after 
the date hereof.  

This Report may be used by Gabriel Resources for circulation amongst Romanian Government 
officials and other relevant persons, with proper written qualifications and only in its entirety. RMG 
gives consent for all or any part of the contents of this Report to be disseminated to the public 
through advertising, public relations, news, sales, or other media. 

The analyses, opinions, and conclusions presented in this Report apply to this engagement only and 
may not be used out of the context presented herein. This Report is valid only for the effective 
date(s) specified herein and only for the purpose(s) specified herein. This Report is furnished solely 
for the use and benefit of Gabriel Resources and is not intended to, and does not, confer any rights 
or remedies upon any other person, and is not intended to be used, and may not be used, by any 
other person or for any other purpose, without RMG’s express consent.  

 


