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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE STATE OF OREGON
FOR THE COUNTY OF MULTNOMAH
	HAZEL’S HOUSE ANIMAL RESCUE, an Oregon domestic nonprofit corporation,

Plaintiff,
	v.
REVIVAL ANIMAL HEALTH, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, 

Defendant.
	Case No. 
COMPLAINT
(Products Liability; Negligence; Unlawful Trade Practices)
Prayer for Relief: $150,000.00
Filing Fee: $594.00 (ORS 26.160(1)(c))
NOT SUBJECT TO MANDATORY ARBITRATION
Jury Trial Requested



	Plaintiff Hazel’s House Animal Rescue (“Plaintiff” or “Hazel’s House”), by and through its undersigned counsel, brings this action against Defendant Revival Animal Health LLC (“Defendant” or “Revival”) and alleges as follows:
PARTIES, JURISDICTION, AND VENUE
1. 
Plaintiff Hazel’s House Animal Rescue is an Oregon domestic nonprofit corporation engaged in the rescue, rehabilitation, and re-homing of animals, with operations in Multnomah County, Oregon. The Puppies described in this Complaint were found in Multnomah County, Oregon. 
2. 
Defendant Revival Animal Health, LLC is a Delaware limited liability company that, in the regular course of its business, manufactures, distributes, advertises, and sells animal nutrition products, including puppy milk replacement formula, throughout the United States, including in the State of Oregon.
3. 
This Court has jurisdiction because the puppy formula at issue was advertised and sold in Oregon and its defective condition caused injuries to animals in the care of plaintiff, an Oregon nonprofit. Jurisdiction and venue are proper in this Court. 
4.  
Defendant advertised and sold Breeder’s Edge Foster Care Puppy Formula (the “Formula”) to Oregon consumers and entities including plaintiff in the course of its business under ORS 646.608(1). The Formula was a “good” under ORS 646.605(6)(a) obtained by plaintiff primarily for the purpose of feeding abandoned and orphaned puppies in Plaintiff's care and under Plaintiff’s ownership. On the date of filing, Plaintiff has mailed or will mail a copy of this complaint to the Oregon Attorney General pursuant to ORS 646.638(2).
FACTUAL BACKGROUND
5. 
On or about January 13, 2026 a Good Samaritan discovered a litter of nine (9) newborn puppies (the “Puppies”) abandoned and discarded near a dumpster, many with portions of their umbilical cords still attached. 

6. 
On January 14, 2026, at approximately 3:00 p.m., the Puppies entered the possession, control, and ownership of Hazel’s House. Under Hazel’s House’s care, the Puppies were immediately evaluated at Guardian Veterinary Care. The Puppies were approximately two (2) days old at intake and had not been fed during the period between discovery and intake. 
7. 
Upon intake, Hazel’s House immediately began feeding the Puppies the Formula. All product canisters bore an expiration date of May 1, 2027, indicating the Formula was well within its stated shelf life at the time of use. The nine Puppies were exclusively fed Revival’s Formula during the relevant period. 
8. 
Nutritional standards for pet foods, including the standards required to label a pet food as “complete and balanced” are established by the Association of American Feed Control Officials (“AAFCO”). Defendant represented that the Formula met applicable nutritional standards and was “complete, balanced nutrition for puppies.” Defendant further advertised and represented that the Formula was safe, nutritionally adequate, and was fit for its intended purpose of providing complete and adequate nutrition to puppies.
9. 
Defendant omitted from its advertising and product labeling material information: that the Formula contained dangerous deficiencies in essential nutrients critical to bone development; that the Formula’s calcium and phosphorus levels were well below AAFCO minimum requirements for growth; that the Formula’s guaranteed analysis may itself fall below AAFCO minimums, suggesting a systemic design defect rather than an isolated manufacturing anomaly; and that use of the Formula as the exclusive nutrition source for neonatal puppies posed a serious and material risk of metabolic bone disease, rickets, fractures, and permanent injury.
10. 
Beginning February 9, 2026, when the Puppies were approximately four (4) weeks of age, multiple Puppies began limping and struggling to walk. Shortly thereafter, several of the Puppies began presenting with fractures consistent with severe compromised bone mineralization. 
11. 
By February 14, 2026, four of the Puppies had confirmed collapsing or broken bones, and one additional puppy (Greg) was unable to bear weight on his hind limbs. Radiographs were reviewed by a radiologist, whose findings were consistent with metabolic bone disease of nutritional origin.
12. 
On February 15, 2026, Hazel’s House took immediate action: it filed formal complaints with both Revival and the United States Food and Drug Administration (“FDA”); it immediately discontinued all use of the Formula; and it initiated genetic testing via Wisdom Panel to rule out hereditary causes. Genetic testing confirmed the complete absence of hereditary rickets, eliminating any genetic explanation for the puppies’ injuries and further isolating Revival's Formula as the causative agent.
13. 
On February 16, 2026, Dr. Roth of Hazel’s House met with Dr. Stuart Pierce of Revival at a veterinary conference, providing Revival with in-person notice of the emerging clinical crisis. Between approximately February 16 and February 19, 2026, bloodwork and specialized diagnostic testing were submitted to Michigan State University. Results revealed low Vitamin D and elevated Calcitriol, findings consistent with nutritional secondary hyperparathyroidism (rickets). An endocrinology consultation supported a nutritional etiology. 
14. 
Follow-up testing on March 20, 2026 demonstrated continued abnormal values, though showing improvement following the dietary change - a finding that directly tracks the removal of Revival’s Formula from the Puppies’ diet. A clinically unaffected puppy from the same litter also exhibited subclinical abnormalities on testing, demonstrating that the harmful effects extended even to puppies who had not yet presented with overt clinical signs.
15. 
In early March 2026, the FDA provided Hazel’s House with a collection kit. A sample was submitted from an opened canister of the same product lot that had been fed to the puppies. On April 9, 2026, the FDA reported its findings. The FDA identified deficiencies in six nutrients: Calcium, Phosphorus, Copper, Iron, Magnesium, and Potassium. Of particular significance, Calcium and Phosphorus levels were measured at approximately 35% and 39% (respectively) of AAFCO minimum requirements for growth. Calcium and Phosphorus are the very nutrients most directly implicated in the development of metabolic bone disease and fractures.
16. 
A review of Revival’s own guaranteed analysis for the Formula reveals that certain listed nutrient levels appear to fall below AAFCO minimum requirements for growth, raising the serious concern that the product’s defect is not merely a manufacturing anomaly but a systemic design defect present in Revival’s own formulation.
17. 
On April 17, 2026 (more than two months after receiving formal notice of the Puppies’ injuries) Revival issued a voluntary recall of Breeder’s Edge Puppy Formula and Shelter’s Choice Formula, citing inconsistent Vitamin D levels and acknowledging two confirmed cases of rickets. Hazel’s House would not have purchased or used the Formula had Revival not omitted the material information described above.
18. 
As a direct and foreseeable result of the Puppies consuming the Formula and of Defendant’s unlawful actions described above, Plaintiff has suffered, or will imminently suffer, significant damages relating to, without limitation: diagnostic and veterinary care, surgical correction for five (5) of the affected Puppies, post-surgical rehabilitation therapy, extended foster care and housing, administrative and case management time, operational impact to Hazel’s House, product replacement costs, and other damages that continue to accrue.
CLAIMS FOR RELIEF
FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
(Products Liability - ORS 30.900 et seq.)
19. 
Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference the paragraphs above.
20. 
A product manufacturer and distributor are strictly liable when a product is placed into the stream of commerce in a defective condition unreasonably dangerous to the consumer or user.
21. 
Revival manufactured, distributed, and placed into the stream of commerce the Formula, representing it as safe and nutritionally adequate for puppy feeding. The Formula was defective in formulation (whether as a manufacturing defect or a design defect) in that it failed to contain adequate levels of Calcium, Phosphorus, Copper, Iron, Magnesium, Potassium, and Vitamin D, all of which are essential nutrients for healthy development in neonatal puppies.
22. 
The Formula was also defective in its failure to warn consumers of its material nutritional deficiencies. The FDA’s independent testing confirming these deficiencies is compelling evidence of the product's defective condition under Oregon’s strict liability framework.
23. 
The Formula’s defective condition was the direct and proximate cause of the injuries sustained by the Puppies, including metabolic bone disease (nutritional secondary hyperparathyroidism/rickets), multiple fractures, severe pain and suffering, and the damages to Hazel’s House described herein. 
24. 
As a direct and proximate cause of Defendant’s defective product, Plaintiff, as the owner of the Puppies, has suffered and continues to suffer direct and consequential damages as described in paragraph 18 of this Complaint, which such damages total approximately $150,000.00, or another amount to be proven at trial.
SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
(Negligence)
25. 
Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference the paragraphs above.
26. 
Defendant owed a duty of reasonable care to the foreseeable consumers and end users of its product, including the animals for whose benefit the product was marketed and the organizations and individuals caring for those animals, including Hazel’s House and the Puppies.
27. 
Defendant breached its duty of reasonable care by failing to, without limitation: (a) properly formulate, test, quality-control, and monitor its product; (b) ensure the Formula met applicable nutritional standards prior to and after placing it into the stream of commerce; and (c) identify and correct the nutritional deficiencies that rendered the Formula dangerous.
28. 
As a direct and proximate cause of Defendant’s negligence, Plaintiff has suffered and continues to suffer direct and consequential damages as described in paragraph 18 of this Complaint, which such damages total approximately $150,000.00, or another amount to be proven at trial.
THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
 (Unlawful Trade Practices - ORS 646.638)
29. 
Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference all paragraphs above.
30. 
Formula was a “good” under ORS 646.605(6)(a) obtained by Plaintiff primarily for the purpose of feeding abandoned and orphaned animals in its care, consistent with Plaintiff’s charitable and household-analogous use of the product.

31. 
In the regular course of its business, Defendant willfully used or employed a method, act, or practice that failed to comply with ORS 646.608 by, without limitation: (a) representing affirmatively that the Formula was safe, nutritionally adequate, and met AAFCO standards for “complete and balanced” when it did not, in violation of ORS 646.608(1)(e) and (g); (b) omitting from its advertising and labeling the material information that the Formula contained dangerous deficiencies in six essential nutrients such as its Calcium and Phosphorus levels; (c) omitting from its advertising that the product’s guaranteed analysis itself may fall below applicable standards; and (d) omitting from its advertising that exclusive feeding of the Formula to neonatal puppies posed a material risk of metabolic bone disease, fractures, and permanent injury.
32. 
Defendant’s failure to comply with ORS 646.608 was willful because Defendant knew or should have known, through adequate product formulation, testing, and quality control processes, that the Formula’s nutritional content was deficient and fell below applicable standards, yet continued to advertise and sell the Formula as safe and nutritionally adequate. As further evidence of willfulness, Defendant did not issue a voluntary recall until April 17, 2026, more than two months after receiving formal written notice from Plaintiff of the injuries caused by the Formula.
33. 
Plaintiff relied on Defendant’s affirmative representations and would not have purchased and used the Formula had defendant not omitted the material information described above. 

34. 
As a direct and proximate cause of Defendant’s unlawful conduct, Plaintiff has suffered and continues to suffer direct and consequential damages as described in paragraph 18 of this Complaint, which such damages total approximately $150,000.00, or another amount to be proven at trial.
PRAYER FOR RELIEF
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for judgment against Defendant as follows:
1.	That judgment be entered against Defendant and in favor of Plaintiff on its claims for relief in the amount of $150,000.00 or another amount to be proven at trial;
2.	That reasonable attorney fees and costs be awarded to Plaintiff pursuant to ORS 646.638, or as otherwise allowed by law;  
4.	That Plaintiff recovers its costs and disbursements, all bearing interest at 9% from the date of judgment until paid; 
7.	That Plaintiff recovers its prevailing party fees pursuant to ORS §20.190; and
8.	That this Court grant Plaintiff any other relief that it deems fair and proper. 
Plaintiff reserves the right to amend this complaint to adjust the claims and to request damages and to add claims and additional defendants, including claims for punitive damages. Some of the Complaint’s allegations are based in part on the memory of witnesses, which may later prove to be inaccurate in parts, and so this Complaint may later be amended before and during trial to conform the allegations to the evidence obtained throughout the case. This Complaint is made on personal knowledge as to Plaintiff’s actions and based on information and belief as to the actions of others.

DATED: June 1, 2026	JJH LAW, P.C.
/s/ Taylor G. Duty	
Taylor G. Duty, OSB #143124
taylor@jjh-law.com
JJH Law, P.C.
1640 NW Irving St.
Portland, OR 97209
Of Attorneys for Plaintiff
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