Robert M. Gibbens, D.V.M.. Director,
Animal Welfare Operations. USDA-APHIS-Animal Care.
Via e-mail: robert.m.gibbens@usda.gov
animalcare@usda.gov

5/26/20

Dr. Gibbens,
I am writing to you today to file an Official Complaint against Purdue University (32-R-0007) for
clear violations of the Animal Welfare Act that allowed multiple animals to suffer/die.
Purdue University correspondence dated 3/26/20 states:
"On 2/12/20 a dog was anesthetized as planned, per protocol 1802001694, for blood pressure
monitoring while receiving escalating drug doses under anesthesia. To maintain body temperature
while under anesthesia, he was placed on 2 - 3 blankets which were covering an electric heating
board ("sow board"). . . . after extubation Rectal temp was 102.5 (high end of normal). . . . . It was
noted that his abdomen and testicles appeared red which was when study personnel became
concerned of overheating and possible burn from the hearting board. . . . On 2/24/20, it was noted
that ____ had a wound on the front of his left hindlimb. The PCL staff and LAP veterinary staff
sedated him and cleaned, examined, sutured, and bandaged the wound. A small section on the
medial aspect of the wound appeared to be necrotic tissue, which was removed by _____ before
suturing. The skin of the left inguinal area/flank also had a couple inches of dark, possibly
necrotic skin. TAO was placed on both injuries, which based on their location, is assumed are
latent effects of a burn caused by prolonged, indirect contact with the heating board. . . . Due to ___
frequently slipping his bandage and tearing his sutures, this dosing regimen has been restarted
whenever his wound had had to be sutured closed again. During bandaging, it has also been noted
that a small 'hotspot' has developed on the dorsal aspect of the bandaged foot due to the several
times he has chewed off the bandage and exposed that part of his leg."
This incident is a clear violation of Sec. 2.38 Misc (f)(1) ANIMAL HANDLING - Handling of all
animals shall be done as expeditiously and carefully as possible in a manner that does not cause
trauma, overheating, excessive cooling, behavioral stress, physical harm, or unnecessary
discomfort.
Clearly this animal was not handled in such a way as to avoid physical harm, overheating, or
unnecessary discomfort. This also likely violates Sec. 2.32 PERSONNEL QUALIFICATIONS
because truly qualified staff would not have allowed an animal to be so severely burned that necrotic
tissue needed to be excised.
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The same letter also states:
"Study personnel synthesize their own drugs because they are not commercially available.
2/25/20 - Study personnel started with 200ug/kg of the new batch of drug. Doses were administered
between 5:55 pm and 5:58 pm on three dogs. . . .
2/27/20 - Two dogs, ______ are reported to be depressed and ______ vomited. It was reported that
they had a 'toxic line' and blood work was performed. Blood work indicated that there was damage
to the kidneys. The animals were admitted to the ICU.
2/28/20 - Study personnel met with PACUC and LAP veterinary staff about the health of the dogs.
The consensus was that the dogs were not doing well but that they could be monitored over the
weekend to see if the kidney injury was acute and they would quickly recover or whether it would be
a long-term problem. . . .
Study personnel re-analyzed the new drug's purity. . . . It was found that there was only 2.9% of the
study personnel drug in the sample and the remaining sample was unknown and not detected
readily by LCMS. . . . This leads to the conclusion that it was the impurities in the compound that
resulted in kidney toxicity.
2/29/20 - Three dogs remained in the ICU at the Purdue Small Animal Hospital.
3/01/20 - Three dogs remained in the ICU at the Purdue Small Animal Hospital.
3/03/20 - Study personnel had another meeting to discuss the project with PACUC and LAP
veterinary staff and were informed that the dogs would not be available for any further research
while alive. As such, the dogs were scheduled to be euthanized."
These dogs were severely injured (kidney damage) because study personnel seriously bungled drug
synthesis, nor did they test the purity of the drug before administering it. If they had tested for purity,
they would have realized that the drug was 97.1% impurities. These impurities comprised the
contamination that caused the kidney damage, leading to euthanasia. This incident, with it fatal
consequences, is a clear violation of Sec. 2.32 Personnel Qualifications.
As a result of the ineptitude and bungling of Purdue University staff one dog was burned and three
dogs died.
Therefore, I hereby file an Official Complaint against Purdue University (32-R-0007) for the deaths of
3 dogs and an injury to the fourth. I insist that your office launch a full investigation of Purdue
University (32-R-0007), and at the end of your investigation of Purdue University (32-R-0007) they
must be penalized to the fullest extent of the law, a fine of $10,000 per infraction/per animal. I look
forward to hearing from you in the near future about the fate of this facility.
Sincerely,
Michael A. Budkie, A.H.T.,
Executive Director, SAEN
Attachments: 1 Purdue University report

