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EXECUTIVE SUMMARYEXECUTIVE SUMMARYEXECUTIVE SUMMARYEXECUTIVE SUMMARY    

This report reveals that public shelters for stray dogs in Romania are in crisis, as local 

authorities are unable or unwilling to conform to the existing standards providing proper 

conditions for abandoned canines. 

It reveals neglect and abuse on a massive scale, exposing a culture of indifference towards 

stray animal care which results in canine injury, untreated sickness and the illegal 

depositing of animal cadavers. 

50 public shelters in Romania were visited - from around 81 currently registered with the 

Romanian vet authorities, across 33 counties, including Bucharest. 

43 shelters were fully assessed, so a clear picture of the majority of shelters has been 

formulated. Visits occurred between March and May 2014, during the hours when the 

shelter was open to the public and, in a few cases, access was allowed out of hours. 

In a startling revelation, it is shown that not one of these public shelters in Romania 

conformed to the law, respectively GEA 155/2001 as amended by Law 258/2013. 

 

Violations of the shelter law are common and their presence is rampant across Romania. 

In addition, violence between animals, untreated wounds and canine corpses inside 

shelters and in contact with living dogs were discovered. 

There were traces of blood in many cages, including in Ramnicu Valcea, Tulcea and Buzau - 

and blood on the bodies and faces of dogs in Slatina, Bacau, Drobeta Turnu-Severin, Satu 

Mare and Constanta. 
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Dead animals - including dogs, horses and goats - were present in the vicinity of 16 per 

cent of shelters. 

Meanwhile dead dogs were inside the grounds of seven per cent of the shelters. All of these 

corpses were in contact with live dogs. 

Due to these violations, not only is the health of animals and the staff at risk, but also that of 

the local community, especially as these are public locations with visiting hours for any 

interested person.  

 

Health risks are possible when the shelters register failures in drainage (59 per cent of 

those visited), overcrowding (50 per cent), residue able to leak between cages (63 per cent) 

and a mix of animals by health, age, aggressiveness and sex (53 per cent) as well as a 

mixture of food and waste, including urine and excrement, on the floor of the dog cages (74 

per cent).  

A disturbing violation was the statistic that almost one quarter of shelters visited (23 per 

cent) had no surgery on-site for animals. 

Video evidence is available for the bulk of these claims and detailed reports for individual 

shelters can be provided, as well as further annexes backing up the statistics. 
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KEY FINDINGSKEY FINDINGSKEY FINDINGSKEY FINDINGS    

No public dog shelter visited abides by all the conditions laid out in  GEA 155/2001 as 

amended by Law 258/2013.  

There is a massive disparity in the quality of shelters. With some registering only a few 

violations (three in Cluj and Craiova) to others which are not fit for purpose (29 violations in 

Pascani). 

A large problem is consistency, with part of the shelter conforming to some of the laws, and 

others violating them. 

 

Here is a list of the shelters and the number of violations: 

 

Alexandria 9 

Arad 9 

Bacau 28 

Barlad 22 

Baia Mare 12 

Bistrita 7 

Boldesti Scaieni 27 

Botosani 4 

Bragadiru 9 

Braila 10 
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Braila Lacul Sarat 8 

Bucov-Ploiesti 16 

Buzau 8 

Cluj 3 

Constanta 18 

Craiova 3 

(Cugir) 9 

Curtea de Arges 11 

Deva 10 

Drobeta Turnu-Severin 10 

Focsani 11 

Galati 12 

Gherla 6 

Giurgiu 8 

Hunedoara 11 

Iasi 9 

Mihaelesti 8 

Onesti 23 

Oradea 7 

Pascani 29 

Petrosani 9 

Ramnicu Sarat 15 
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Ramnicu Valcea 9 

Roman 15 

Rosiorii de Vede 11 

Satu Mare 12 

Simeria 7 

Slatina 23 

(Slobozia) 2 

Suceava 12 

Tandarei 17 

Targoviste 6 

Targu Jiu 10 

(Turda) 1 

Tulcea 23 

Uricani 5 

(Vulcan) 1 

(Zalau) 2 

 

NB: Those five shelters in brackets ( ) have not been fully assessed due to access problems at 

the time of visit. Lumina was also visited, where there were no dogs present and Tecuci, 

where there was no staff on duty.   
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LIST OF SELECTED VIOLATIONS BY SULIST OF SELECTED VIOLATIONS BY SULIST OF SELECTED VIOLATIONS BY SULIST OF SELECTED VIOLATIONS BY SUBJECT TYPEBJECT TYPEBJECT TYPEBJECT TYPE    

 

1. DOG DENSITY PER ENCLOSURE1. DOG DENSITY PER ENCLOSURE1. DOG DENSITY PER ENCLOSURE1. DOG DENSITY PER ENCLOSURE 

 

Overcrowding is a massive problem, especially with large groups of dogs living on a small 

area (Rosiorii de Vede, Arad, Deva, Braila Lacul Sarat) or puppies without adequate space 

(Bistrita, Ramnicu Valcea). Regarding this violation (GEA 155/2001 as amended by Law 

258/2013 B/p.1a - B/p.1d), in the vast majority of cases, dogs were kept in collective cages, 

not in individual cages. The main problem nationally were enclosures with more than four 

dogs over 6.5 square meters. Exposed wire in cages was also a major issue as dogs can cut 

themselves on this kind of installation (Hunedoara, Drobeta Turnu-Severin, Barlad). 20 from 

43 shelters had overcrowding problems - or 47 per cent of those visited. 
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2. RESIDUAL WAT2. RESIDUAL WAT2. RESIDUAL WAT2. RESIDUAL WATER LEAKAGE BETWEEN CAGESER LEAKAGE BETWEEN CAGESER LEAKAGE BETWEEN CAGESER LEAKAGE BETWEEN CAGES 

 

Residual water was able to flow between individual enclosures because there was no 

barrier between the cages other than a metal wire (violating GEA 155/2001 as amended by 

Law 258/2013 A/p.4). This was the case in Deva, Petrosani, Suceava and Targu Jiu, among 

others. Water or waste was able to communicate between cages in 27 of 43 shelters visited, 

or 63 per cent of cases.  
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3. HEIGHT OF CAGES NOT RESPECTED3. HEIGHT OF CAGES NOT RESPECTED3. HEIGHT OF CAGES NOT RESPECTED3. HEIGHT OF CAGES NOT RESPECTED 

 

In addition to the 185 cm minimum height of a cage under the law, a further 60 cm wire 

fence is required under GEA 155/2001 as amended by Law 258/2013 A/p.6. Height 

problems were especially acute in Giurgiu and Rosiorii de Vede. A major security issue is 

that dogs can move between cages through cracks in the wire or over the top of the cage. 

Video evidence is available of this happening in five shelters (Onesti, Galati, Simeria, 

Focsani, Baia Mare). Height violations were evident in 15 of 43 shelters - or 35 per cent of 

those visited. 
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4. OUTDOOR SHELTERS UNCOVERED4. OUTDOOR SHELTERS UNCOVERED4. OUTDOOR SHELTERS UNCOVERED4. OUTDOOR SHELTERS UNCOVERED 

 

There were many shelters which hosted outdoor cages without a roof, violating GEA 

155/2001 as amended by Law 258/2013 A/p.11. Dogs had to hide from the rain either in 

kennels (Cluj, Suceava) or under a plastic installation for dog training (Onesti). Roofs are 

destroyed or have holes in many shelters (Galati, Targu Jiu, Petrosani, Pascani). Violations 

happened in 18 out of 43 shelters visited - or 42 per cent of those visited. Many outdoor 

shelters were not covered, although the dogs could move inside to indoor shelters. These 

were not included as violations. 
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5. TILTED FLOORS5. TILTED FLOORS5. TILTED FLOORS5. TILTED FLOORS 

 

The law states that floors in cages must be tilted, enabling water to flow towards a sewer 

without accumulation on access areas, GEA 155/2001 as amended by Law 258/2013 A/p.3. 

However this was a major violation, as residue was able to collect in cages in 32 out of 43 

shelters - or 74 per cent of those visited. 
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6. FLOORS NOT EASY TO CLEAN6. FLOORS NOT EASY TO CLEAN6. FLOORS NOT EASY TO CLEAN6. FLOORS NOT EASY TO CLEAN 

 

The law states that floors are made from easily cleanable materials (GEA 155/2001 as 

amended by Law 258/2013 A/p.3). Violations included here were where it was clear the 

floors had not been cleaned or the materials could not facilitate such cleaning. Materials 

for flooring include pebbles in Suceava and soil in Bacau and Focsani. This violation 

happened in 19 out of 43 shelters visited - or 44 per cent.  
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7. DRAINAGE VIOLATIONS7. DRAINAGE VIOLATIONS7. DRAINAGE VIOLATIONS7. DRAINAGE VIOLATIONS 

 

The law states that the drainage of daily water and waste will be deposited using specific 

installations (GEA 155/2001 as amended by Law 258/2013 A/p.8). Secure drainage is a 

massive problem in shelters, where dog hair clogs the drains (Targu Jiu), it is filled with 

excrement (Bragadiru, Arad) or the drains are blocked (Petrosani, Arad), or there is no 

adequate outflow (Buzau, Rosiorii de Vede). This was not respected in 26 out of 44 shelters 

or 59 per cent of those visited. 
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8. DRINKING WATER8. DRINKING WATER8. DRINKING WATER8. DRINKING WATER 

 

A major problem was that vessels for drinking water were not clean, and the drinking water 

itself was clearly dirty (GEA 155/2001 as amended by Law 258/2013 B/p.2 a,b). Excrement 

(Ramnicu Valcea) was present in the drinking water. Dirty vessels were also common, 

including those made from used paint pots, some made from tires cut in half (Alexandria), 

with exposed wire hanging over the vessel (Petrosani) or laced with green residue (Simeria, 

Focsani) or yellow residue, possibly urine (Barlad). This law was violated in 17 out of 43 

shelters - or 40 per cent. 
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9. FOOD MIXED WITH WASTE9. FOOD MIXED WITH WASTE9. FOOD MIXED WITH WASTE9. FOOD MIXED WITH WASTE 

 

The food area for animals must be arranged so animals cannot produce natural waste on 

them and be easily cleaned and disinfected, under GEA 155/2001 as amended by Law 

258/2013 B/p.2c. This was a major violation, with dried food most commonly scattered on 

the floor of the cages, intermingling with excrement in a large number of cases (Unirea 

Braila, Pascani, Constanta, Giurgiu, Simeria) or excrement was in the food itself (Barlad). 

Noticeably ample quantities of excrement and/or urine were present in Craiova, Petrosani, 

Braila Unirea, Tandarei, Tulcea, Buzau, Alexandria and Bistrita. This was violated in 32 from 

43 shelters - or 74 per cent. 
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10. SEPARATION10. SEPARATION10. SEPARATION10. SEPARATION 

 

Dogs need to be grouped by health, sex and aggressiveness under GEA 155/2001 as 

amended by Law 258/2013 A/p.2. This rarely happened and although not every dog could 

be examined to see whether this condition was violated, this report’s conservative 

assessment reveals that at least the majority are offending the law. In a few cases 

aggressive dogs were not separated. Some were fighting between cages (Giurgiu) or inside 

cages (Rosiorii de Vede). In a large number of cases puppies were in the same cage as older 

dogs. Visibly sick dogs were not separated in Deva, Bacau, Drobeta Turnu-Severin, Barlad 

and Slatina. In Constanta dogs were having sex in the cages. This law was not respected in 

23 from 43 shelters - or 53 per cent of shelters. 
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11. MOTHERS WITH PUPPIES11. MOTHERS WITH PUPPIES11. MOTHERS WITH PUPPIES11. MOTHERS WITH PUPPIES 

 

 

Mothers should be together with their puppies and separated from other dogs, under 

GEA 155/2001 as amended by Law 258/2013 A/p.2. Puppies without mothers were kept 

with other dogs, while some puppies were kept in cages with larger and older dogs. Where 

there were no puppies present, these shelters were given the benefit of the doubt that they 

had not violated this stipulation. This condition was visibly not respected in 18 out of 43 

shelters visited - or 42 per cent of shelters - but in practice it is believed this is a 

conservative assessment. 
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12. CONDITIONS OF PUPPIES12. CONDITIONS OF PUPPIES12. CONDITIONS OF PUPPIES12. CONDITIONS OF PUPPIES 

 

The law states that resting areas for young dogs will have blankets, towels and cardboard 

that can be easily disinfected (GEA 155/2001 as amended by Law 258/2013 B/p.2e). 

Puppies were often kept with larger dogs (Alexandria, Simeria, Uricani, Bragadiru, Targu 

Jiu) and new born puppies in four cases were left on wooden pallets or wooden boxes with 

their mothers (Baia Mare, Focsani, Drobeta Turnu-Severin, Uricani). Conditions for puppies 

were not respected in 25 out of 43 shelters - or 58 per cent.  
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13. SURGERY ROOM PR13. SURGERY ROOM PR13. SURGERY ROOM PR13. SURGERY ROOM PRESENTESENTESENTESENT 

 

Under the law, a surgery room must be present in each shelter for euthanasia and 

neutering (GEA 155/2001 as amended by Law 258/2013 B/p.5,6). Some shelters have no 

medical facilities (Vulcan, Alexandria, Cugir) and in the case of Vulcan, there were no dogs 

in the shelter, which is a room inside a mining complex, although the authorities state this 

shelter is still in use. In other shelters the surgery was also operating as a food storage 

centre or a place where dead dogs were kept in a refrigerator. In 11 of 48 shelters - or 23 

per cent - there was no surgery at all.  
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14. TRANSPORTATION14. TRANSPORTATION14. TRANSPORTATION14. TRANSPORTATION 

 

There are a series of requirements for the transportation of dogs to shelters under  

GEA 155/2001 as amended by Law 258/2013  E/p.1. Such transportation has to exist. 

Vehicles must bear the name of the stray management service and phone contact number. 

The vehicles must have metal or fibreglass cages, ladder, catching net, catching gear and 

medical first aid. Cages must be for one animal only and be discrete for dead and ill 

animals. Such vehicles must provide protection from rain and ventilation. In some cases 

there was no such van (Curtea de Arges, Uricani). In total, 23 out of 43 shelters, or 53 per 

cent - failed to fulfil these requirements. In many shelters vehicles for collecting animals 

were not examined, so it is believed this figure is much higher.  
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15. ATTITUDE TOWARDS PEOPLE WANTING TO ADOPT15. ATTITUDE TOWARDS PEOPLE WANTING TO ADOPT15. ATTITUDE TOWARDS PEOPLE WANTING TO ADOPT15. ATTITUDE TOWARDS PEOPLE WANTING TO ADOPT 

  

In many cases there was no indication that a dog shelter was present from the outside 

(Alexandria, Cugir, Vulcan, Lumina (not assessed), Zalau, Pascani), which is a clear barrier to 

adoption. The attitude from staff towards wanting to adopt dogs was either hostile or 

suspicious in 17 out of 43 shelters - or 40 per cent of those visited. 
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16. DEAD BODIES OF ANIMALS AROUND THE SHELTER16. DEAD BODIES OF ANIMALS AROUND THE SHELTER16. DEAD BODIES OF ANIMALS AROUND THE SHELTER16. DEAD BODIES OF ANIMALS AROUND THE SHELTER 

 

Dead dogs on a rubbish dump outside a shelter in Curtea de Arges were encountered. The 

staff stated that other people dumped dogs there and denied it was from their shelter. But 

because strays interact between this dump and the exterior of the shelter, it could be a 

public health problem. There were dead dogs on the road outside the shelter in Unirea 

Braila and dead goats a hundred meters from the shelter in Suceava. In Galati, staff brought 

a dead horse to the outside of the shelter and placed the corpse near the cages. In total, 

the carcasses of large animals in public spaces within a 100 meters radius were 

encountered in seven shelters from 43 - or 16 per cent.  
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17. DOG BODIES IN GARBAGE17. DOG BODIES IN GARBAGE17. DOG BODIES IN GARBAGE17. DOG BODIES IN GARBAGE 

 

Dead dogs were inside the shelter and in contact with live dogs in Bacau, Onesti and 

Tandarei, where the carcass was the oldest dog in the shelter who had died of natural 

causes on the morning of the visit. The bodies of dead animals on the shelter ground were 

found in three cases - seven per cent of the total. In Onesti and Slatina (not included in 

these statistics) there were dead dogs kept inside empty dog food bags in a refrigerator.  
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18. NO STAFF PRESENT AT SHELTER18. NO STAFF PRESENT AT SHELTER18. NO STAFF PRESENT AT SHELTER18. NO STAFF PRESENT AT SHELTER 

 

There was no guard on duty in six from 50 shelters - or ten per cent of those visited (Cugir, 

Satu Mare (visit one), Turda, Tecuci (not assessed), Slobozia, Pascani). The dogs were alone, 

unsupervised and locked up. It is believed this is a conservative figure as it is likely more 

shelters are left unguarded in the evenings and at night. 
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19. DOGS RUNNING FREE IN SHELT19. DOGS RUNNING FREE IN SHELT19. DOGS RUNNING FREE IN SHELT19. DOGS RUNNING FREE IN SHELTERERERER 

 

A number of dogs were out of their cages and running free in the grounds of the shelters in 

29 cases of 48 examined - or 60 per cent. It was explained in some cases these were guard 

dogs, but these dogs were not chained up and the animals could communicate between 

the cages and, in some cases, move in and out of the enclosures and the shelter by 

themselves. The most severe violations of these were in Bacau, where hundreds of dogs are 

running free on mud and in Focsani, where the figure of loose canines could be between 50 

and 100. 
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20. EUTHANASIA20. EUTHANASIA20. EUTHANASIA20. EUTHANASIA 

 

From those shelters visited, 14 admitted that they kill dogs after 14 days under the law from 

2013 (30 per cent of shelters). Meanwhile, 26 shelters said they do not conduct euthanasia 

under the 14 day law (55 per cent). With seven shelters there is contradictory information - 

the managers of the shelters state they do not use the 14-day law, but other intelligence 

contradicts this statement - or they are willing to euthanize, but do not have the facilities 

(15 per cent). This is not a violation, but it was thought necessary to include this 

information. 

 

 

     



 

 

26 
 

DOG MANAGEMENT OBSERVATIONSDOG MANAGEMENT OBSERVATIONSDOG MANAGEMENT OBSERVATIONSDOG MANAGEMENT OBSERVATIONS    

A major problem is that animals are dying from bad management, rather than killing by a 

lethal injection. The de facto policy seems to be for staff to let the animals die either from a 

lack of water, malnutrition, sickness or from fighting with other dogs. In Onesti, Slatina and 

Bacau, animals die regularly from this kind of neglect.  

In Bacau, about 2,500 animals are living free in a former landfill near the road to Bucharest, 

on some 17 hectares. There are some cages spread from place to place, but most of them 

live permanently outdoors. Some of them dig holes in the landfill.  

They live in damaged cages, placed directly on the ground, in puddles of urine and 

excrement. Most of them look in a poor state, their fur is ripped off, some of them have 

wounds on their ears. 

It is not necessary to condemn individual members of staff. What was witnessed in some 

shelters are staff who genuinely love the animals, want to care for them and use all the 

available resources to give the animals the best possible life (Arad, Botosani, Petrosani, Cluj, 

Tandarei, Uricani, Bistrita, Curtea de Arges, Ramnicu Valcea, Simeria, Rosiorii de Vede, 

Gherla), but cannot fulfill the legal requirements due to under-financing or indifference 

from the local authorities.  

In a large number of outdoor shelters there was no form of heating, which will be especially 

problematic during the winter months. The dogs rarely had blankets or baskets and the 

only form of protection from the cold or heat were wooden pallets. 
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In Petrosani the staff stated they do not have enough money to feed young dogs, who die 

of malnutrition. In Hunedoara the staff receive donated food from a kindergarten and a 

restaurant, but the dogs do not eat this food. In Galati and Bacau, the staff ask local stores 

to provide meat. In Tandarei the staff feed the dogs from pig carcasses from an abattoir. In 

a large number of places, the shelters feed the animals by donations from charities, 

especially from Germany. In Galati, the staff bought drinking water vessels with their own 

money. 

In Arad, there was a highly-present culture of promoting adoption and encouraging 

respect towards animals, with the staff promoting dog adoption with great enthusiasm. 

Both in Arad and Giurgiu were Facebook pages with dog photos for adoption. 

Also encountered was a situation where staff have used their own ingenuity to try and 

conform to the law. In Braila Lacul Sarat they have cages made from used water-slides. In 

Tandarei, staff use a tractor to move around town, picking up stray dogs. Although not 

legal, this shows a level of imagination which does not contribute to a reduction in animal 

welfare. In Petrosani the staff have improvised a roof with the tops of rubbish bins and in 

Tandarei with a giant plastic billboard of ‘Mircea Geoana - Presedintele’. 
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OTHER MANAGEMENT ISSUESOTHER MANAGEMENT ISSUESOTHER MANAGEMENT ISSUESOTHER MANAGEMENT ISSUES    

- Dogs were also in contact with disinfectant in a number of shelters (Cluj, Drobeta Turnu 

Severin, Hunedoara). 

- There is also a lack of knowledge of how many dogs there are in most shelters. The staff 

could only guess at numbers, indicating there is no database. 

- In Focsani two dogs tied up were encountered, even though they were inside cages. 

- In Pascani there were the animal skulls of a carnivore outside the shelter, which was 

believed to be a dog.  

- In Targu Jiu, there was animal waste, including bones, around and inside the shelter. The 

shelter was inside a disused electric power station. Inside the station were naked concrete 

rooms with rooms full of excrement - although it was unclear whether this was human or 

canine refuse.  

- Outside the Targu Jiu shelter was a bonfire with used medical equipment, including 

syringes and empty bottles of rabies vaccine Biocan R. Strays wander around the shelter 

and the outside, interacting with this medical waste.  

- Adoption from a distance is common. In Deva, the dogs adopted at a distance were kept 

in a separate cage from the others - but one of them was sick and should have been kept 

isolated. In Craiova, filming dogs adopted at a distance was not allowed. 
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- In many cases there are new shelters either constructed or under construction (Uricani, 

Ramnicu Valcea, Gherla, Craiova, Satu Mare). But new shelters do not always conform to 

the law and there are further violations present in the older shelters.  

 

STAFF OBSTRUCTIVE OF CIVIL RIGHTSSTAFF OBSTRUCTIVE OF CIVIL RIGHTSSTAFF OBSTRUCTIVE OF CIVIL RIGHTSSTAFF OBSTRUCTIVE OF CIVIL RIGHTS    

In many shelters suspicion, a lack of transparency and obstruction to communicating about 

adoption needs and legally-allowed filming were encountered (Craiova, Targoviste, Iasi, 

Braila Lacul Sarat, Onesti, Constanta, Tulcea, Zalau, Suceava, Slatina, Roman, Ramnicu 

Sarat, Focsani). In Onesti, representatives of the town-hall stated filming could not occur 

without authorization because the town has “its own rules” and an assistant said the shelter 

is “not a history museum.” 
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CONCLUSIONCONCLUSIONCONCLUSIONCONCLUSION    

This report reveals systematic failure at a national level to provide stray dogs with humane 

and legal housing conditions. Not only is the legislation broken, but existing standards in 

terms of structure and management are not respected. 

It reveals neglect and abuse on a massive scale, exposing a culture of indifference towards 

stray animal care. 

While staff at these shelters may love animals and care for them, they are unable to give 

these animals a quality of life that is expected in a country of the European Union due to 

the meagre resources at their disposal. 

This report also warrants urgent action in shelters where animals are at high risk of dying 

from malnutrition, poor conditions, untreated sickness and injury or violence in the 

following shelters - Pascani, Bacau, Slatina, Onesti and Barlad.  

It also reveals that there is no correlation between better animal care and those shelters 

which have a policy of euthanasia under the 14-day law.  

Shelters which conform to this law (Barlad, Boldesti Scaieni, Ramnicu Sarat, Roman, Tulcea) 

are among the worst violators of the law on shelter care. 

Therefore if all shelters were to choose to abide by the 14-day termination law, it is unlikely 

to solve the abuses evident in these shelters. 
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A society can be judged by how well it treats its animals - either domestic, pastoral or those 

in husbandry.  

If only one or two shelters had presented legal errors, the local and national authorities 

could argue these were isolated cases, and deal with them accordingly. 

However because this report reveals legal violations in every shelter visited, it shows that 

serious violations are widespread. 

Therefore it can be argued there is a culture of neglect and abuse on a national scale. 

Although the GD 1059/2013 ( the methodology of GEA 155/2001 as amended by Law 

258/2013) is now temporary suspended until the court rules a decision of annulment, it is 

obvious that with these revelations, Romania further risks international condemnation for 

its treatment of animals for passing and/or not annulling a controversial law allowing the 

euthanasia of stray dogs after 14 days of their capture. 

 

                                                                          
 

Copyright: FOUR PAWS, 2014 

 


