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Whistleblower Scope 
The Texas Attorney General's Office, under Attorney General Ken Paxton, has intervened in 
litigation to represent MD Anderson’s Dr. Padmanee Sharma in the case of Jamie Lin v. 
Padmanee Sharma, asserting sovereign immunity on the grounds that her actions occurred 
within the scope of her official duties as a UT System employee.  

The concerns of those submitting this report to The Board of Regents is that Attorney General 
Paxton has gone beyond his mandate in this defense, and that the position of his office will in 
fact act as a precedent to legalize crime in Texas.  

This is particularly distressful given separate, public & well documented abuses by Dr. Sharma 
and her colleagues that constitute criminal behavior by any standard, and that AG Paxton’s office 
has ignored. Some of these were widely reported in media ranging from Stat News, The 
Houston Chronicle, The Daily Mail, and bloggers such as former MD Anderson VP Len 
Zwelling. More were chronicled in a report sent to committees of the US Congress & Senate 
last fall, many of which this report has adopted and added information about.  

It is suspicious as to why both the Attorney General and the administration at MD Anderson 
have not only ignored these offenses, but pursued a vigorous defense for Dr. Sharma, and against 
her victims.  

 

(The appendices of this report contain extensive documentation—firsthand accounts, email 
correspondence, and internal communications—that substantiate these allegations and reveal 
numerous potential whistleblowers whose testimonies could further illuminate the depth of 
this crisis.) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Concerns Regarding Allegations of Misconduct at MD Anderson Cancer Center and 
Implications for Sovereign Immunity – A Matter for Urgent Review by the University of 
Texas System Board of Regents 

The University of Texas MD Anderson Cancer Center, a flagship institution of the UT System 
and a global leader in cancer research and patient care, faces serious allegations that strike at the 
core of academic integrity, workplace fairness, and the responsible stewardship of Texas 
taxpayer resources. At the center of these concerns is the ongoing litigation in Jamie Lin v. 
Padmanee Sharma, originally filed in Harris County District Court, involving claims of 
retaliation, harassment, defamation, threats, and improper attribution of intellectual contributions 
against Dr. Padmanee Sharma, Scientific Director of the Immunotherapy Platform. 

Dr. Jamie Lin, a junior faculty member and onco-nephrologist, alleges that Dr. Sharma derailed 
publication of Lin's kidney cancer research, pressured for unwarranted authorship and patent 
credit, and engaged in retaliatory conduct that jeopardized Lin's career. External reviews 
commissioned by MD Anderson, as reported in public sources, have offered conflicting 
assessments on authorship contributions, but have not fully addressed the broader claims of 
harassment and threats. 

These allegations extend beyond the specific claims in the Lin lawsuit. Public reports and 
whistleblower accounts describe a pattern of concerning behavior within certain research 
environments at MD Anderson, including workplace harassment, verbal abuse of administrative 
and junior staff, obstruction of scientific progress, and other ethical lapses that may constitute 
violations of institutional policies and Texas law. Such patterns represent more than interpersonal 
disputes, they implicate potential real harms to individuals, misuse of state-funded resources, and 
risks to the collaborative, merit-based culture essential to advancing cancer research for Texas 
patients. 

The AG's filings argue that the suit should proceed only against MD Anderson as an institution, 
not Dr. Sharma individually, and have pursued this position through trial court proceedings and 
subsequent appeals, including a 2025 memorandum opinion from the First Court of Appeals and 
related petitions to the Texas Supreme Court (as of early 2026) 

While sovereign immunity serves a vital role in protecting state entities and employees from 
certain suits, its application in this context raises profound questions for the UT System. If 
upheld broadly here, it could effectively shield alleged personal misconduct—particularly 
harassment, retaliation, or abuses not inherent to official duties—from individual accountability, 
potentially undermining mechanisms for addressing grievances and deterring future issues. 
These precedents risk eroding public trust in UT institutions, discouraging talented researchers 
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from joining or remaining at MD Anderson, and diverting focus from the institution's mission of 
excellence in science and care. 

The Board of Regents, as the governing body with ultimate oversight of MD Anderson and the 
UT System, must ensure that sovereign immunity is not invoked in a manner that appears to 
insulate serious allegations from scrutiny or remedy. Texas values accountability, merit, and the 
protection of those who dedicate their careers to public service and innovation. These matters 
demand thorough, independent review to safeguard institutional integrity, support affected 
individuals, and maintain MD Anderson's standing as a premier Texas asset. 

This report urges the Board to consider directing appropriate internal inquiries, engaging external 
expertise if needed, and coordinating with relevant legislative committees (including Senate 
Finance, House Appropriations, and Health-related panels) to address these issues transparently 
and decisively. The reputation and effectiveness of MD Anderson—and the broader UT 
System—depend on resolute leadership in upholding the highest standards of conduct and 
governance. 

This report was meticulously compiled by a coalition of concerned individuals deeply invested in 
the integrity of the University of Texas MD Anderson Cancer Center. 
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Dr. Padmanee Sharma  
At the heart of this crisis is a deeply broken institution where Dr. Padmanee Sharma, a professor 
of Genitourinary Medical Oncology and director of scientific programs at the James P. Allison 
Institute, and Scientific Director of the Immunotherapy Platform (IMT), has emerged as the 
primary driver of widespread misconduct, setting a tone of abuse and ethical lapses that has 
permeated MD Anderson. Under her leadership, a culture of harassment, research misconduct, 
and obstruction has flourished, involving a network of individuals who are not merely complicit 
but active participants in perpetuating these wrongs.  

While accomplished, Dr. Sharma derives most of her prestige and institutional power from her 
husband, Nobel laureate Dr. James Allison, who has helped facilitate her behavior through his 
influential role, leveraging his status to shield Sharma and amplify her power within MD 
Anderson. (See Appendix H: The Tweet That Wasn’t What It Seemed & Appendix I: The 
Viral Email to the Chancellor). 

Dr. Sharma’s network at MD Anderson includes figures such as Dr. Sumit K. Subudhi, who has 
engaged in aggressive bullying; administrative staff like Tatianna Robles, Ginger Araujo, and 
Tiffany Razzo, who have covered up dangerous behavior; and senior faculty like Dr. Paul Corn 
and Dr Nizar M. Tannir, who have failed to intervene.  

Critically, this pervasive misconduct has been allowed to fester due to the complete failure of 
oversight by the MD Anderson Board of Regents, the State of Texas, and the Federal 
Government, all of which have neglected their responsibilities to ensure ethical governance and 
accountability at an institution entrusted with public funds and the lives of cancer patients 
worldwide.  

MD Anderson’s mission to eradicate cancer has been gravely undermined by these factors, which 
have not only harmed employees but also delayed crucial advancements in cancer treatment.  
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DR. SHARMA'S PATTERN OF MISCONDUCT ENABLED BY POWER 

 

Overview of Allegations and Key Individuals 

Dr. Sharma, and husband, Dr. James Allison stand at the center of MD Anderson’s current crisis 
(see Appendix B: 2024 Daily Mail Article Exposed Dr. Sharma). 

 

Key individuals implicated include:  

● Leadership and Faculty Involved in Misconduct:  

● Dr. Sumit K. Subudhi: Sharma’s deputy, accused of aggressive bullying and 
verbal abuse. 

● Dr. Ala Abudayyeh: Associate Professor, accused of harassment and obstructing 
research access.  

● Dr. Adi Diab: Associate Professor, accused of harassment and obstructing 
publications. 

● Victims of Misconduct:  

● Shalini Yadav: Former Associate Director at IMT, reported marginalization by 
Sharma.  

● Luis Vence: Former IMT director, career allegedly sabotaged by Sharma.  

● Jasmine Gascar: Former Senior Administrative Assistant, experienced bullying by 
Sharma and Subudhi.  

● Kevin Lagman: A former nurse practitioner, experienced a panic attack following 
an incident with Subudhi 

● Dr. Jamie Lin: Junior researcher, reported harassment by Sharma (detailed later). 

● Complicit Administrators:  

● Tatianna Robles, Ginger Araujo, Tiffany Razzo: HR staff who covered up abuses.  

● Dr. Paul and Dr. Nizar M. Tannir: senior professors in the Department of 
Genitourinary Medical Oncology. 

● Max Weber, Giulio Draetta, Caren Hagberg, Anne Tsao, David Tweardy, Farhad 
Danesh: Other Senior leaders who failed to act. 

● Additional Relevant Figures:  
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● Larry Persaud and Ashura Khan: Dr. Sharma’s ex-husband and cousin, hired 
under questionable circumstances.  

● Chris Logothetis: Former Chair, resigned citing financial malfeasance in IMT.  

 

Criminal Acts: Workplace Harassment and Retaliation 

Dr. Sharma’s actions have crossed legal thresholds, constituting workplace harassment and 
retaliation in violation of federal labor laws. The appendices provide extensive evidence of a 
pervasive culture of intimidation at MD Anderson:  

● Verbal Abuse and Public Humiliation: In April 2019, Dr. Subudhi, under Sharma’s 
oversight, engaged in aggressive behavior, including desk banging and belittling 
comments toward administrative staff like Jasmine Gascar. By September 2019, Gascar 
faced verbal abuse from Sharma, with warnings from administrator Tatianna Robles 
confirming Sharma’s known hostility, as noted in the appendices. 

 In January 2020, Sharma publicly berated Gascar over a CV update, denying her breaks 
and causing an emergency room visit for stress-induced panic attacks mistaken for a heart 
attack, a fact supported by email evidence in the appendices (see Appendix C: 
Gascar-Robles email exchange, July 27-29, 2020). Gascar wrote, “Dr. Subudhi himself 
took me to the ER here at MD Anderson in March and he himself acknowledged that he 
and Dr. Sharma were causing me too much stress” (see Appendix C: Gascar-Robles 
email exchange, July 27-29, 2020). Sharma’s actions, including denying breaks, violate 
MD Anderson’s Employee Handbook (Section 4.2), which mandates compliance with 
OSHA standards for a safe work environment.  

● Retaliation Against Complainants: Following complaints to HR in June 2019 about 
Subudhi’s behavior, employees faced retaliation, including being forced to handle 
potentially contaminated lab coats during the early COVID-19 pandemic in 2020, as 
detailed in the appendices. Leadership, including Subudhi, publicly supported the status 
quo, with retaliatory measures like threats of termination against whistleblowers.  

Gascar’s emails reveal HR’s complicity, with Robles attempting to arrange an unofficial 
meeting between Gascar and Subudhi despite Gascar’s repeated refusals. On July 27, 
2020, Robles wrote, “Should you change your mind, please let me know,” after Gascar 
declined to meet Subudhi without HR present (see Appendix C - Gascar-Robles email 
exchange, July 27-29, 2020). Gascar responded on July 29, 2020, “I am wondering how 
many times I have to say no before you all will take me seriously? One time should be 
enough. Now this feels like harassment” (see Appendix C: Gascar-Robles email 
exchange, July 27-29, 2020). Robles’ actions violated MD Anderson’s HR policy, which 
requires formal mediation with HR presence for such conflicts.  
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● HR and Leadership Complicity in Cover-Up: Tatianna Robles, Ginger Araujo, and 
Tiffany Razzo, as HR and administrative staff, actively covered up Sharma and Subudhi’s 
behavior. According to internal HR records obtained anonymously, over 50 formal 
complaints of bullying and harassment were filed against Dr. Sharma and her team 
between 2019 and 2023, with no documented disciplinary action taken.  

Gascar’s email on July 29, 2020, states, “Ginger flat out told me to find another job 
because after discussing abuse from Drs. Sharma and Subudhi with you [Robles]… you 
told her that you didn’t care if I left and that you would be Dr. Sharma’s assistant again if 
necessary” (see Appendix C: Gascar-Robles email exchange, July 27-29, 2020). Other 
senior professors in the Department of Genitourinary Medical Onconlogy, including Dr. 
Paul Corn and Dr. Nizar M. Tannir, were repeatedly informed of Sharma’s actions but 
failed to act, enabling ongoing harassment, as evidenced by multiple complaints 
documented in the appendices (see Appendix D: Documented Harassment and 
February 2020 Security Incident). 

● Physical Altercations: Over a decade ago, Dr. Yong-Jun Liu, then Chair of 
Immunology, had to call security to remove Sharma from the department due to an 
altercation. Liu’s subsequent career moves to GSK and Innovent reflect the long-term 
impact of such conflicts. This pattern of volatile behavior requiring external intervention 
continued, as evidenced by the February 2020 security incident where MD Anderson 
police were called to intervene after Dr. Subudhi’s abusive behavior led to a panic attack 
with a nurse practitioner he worked with, Kevin Lagman (see Appendix D: 
Documented Harassment and February 2020 Security Incident). 

 

These acts violate the Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) by creating a hostile work 
environment and potentially the Civil Rights Act through discriminatory dismissals. The human 
toll is severe, with staff reporting mental health crises directly linked to Sharma’s abuse. 

 

Ethical Violations: Research Misconduct, Nepotism, and Obstruction of Scientific Progress 

Dr. Sharma’s ethical breaches have profoundly damaged MD Anderson’s integrity and mission, 
as evidenced by numerous accounts:  

● Research Misconduct and Obstruction: Shalini Yadav reported being marginalized by 
Sharma, who sidelined her contributions to IMT projects and denied her promotion, while 
Luis Vence’s career was allegedly sabotaged through Sharma’s interference in his 
professional opportunities. Sharma also redirected funding from promising projects to her 
own, as reported by The Cancer Letter in 2024, prioritizing her lab’s therapies over 
broader innovation. This gatekeeping delayed the dissemination of cutting-edge 
treatments. 
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● Nepotism and Conflicts of Interest: Sharma and Allison hired family members within 
IMT, including Larry Persaud (Sharma’s ex-husband) and Ashura Khan (her cousin), 
with vague job descriptions. This nepotism violates MD Anderson’s “Standards of 
Conduct,” which prohibit conflicts of interest. Chris Logothetis resigned as Chair of 
Genitourinary Oncology, citing “financial malfeasance” within IMT. The RAND 
Corporation has shown in multiple studies on governance in academic medicine 
published between 2012 and 2023 that nepotism and favoritism in research institutions 
erode trust and fairness, driving away talent and undermining institutional missions. 

● Obstruction of Research Access: Dr. Ala Abudayyeh, acting in concert with Sharma, 
blocked access to consented research samples for several researchers, as documented in 
the appendices. This obstruction directly impeded NIH-funded research, violating ethical 
standards of collaboration and delaying scientific progress. To sabotage Dr Lin’s career, 
Dr. Abudayyeh sent emails to Dr. Lin’s colleagues research collaborators undermining 
her integrity. 

 

Leveraging Influence Through James Allison and the Allison Institute 

 

● Fundraising and Prestige: Allison’s fundraising success, which brought millions to MD 
Anderson, has shielded Sharma from accountability. The Houston Chronicle noted in an 
article published in February 2024 their involvement in multiple patent filings, securing 
financial benefits while controlling immunotherapy research (see Appendix E: Houston 
Chronicle Articles on Sharma’s Attempt to Steal Credit for Researcher Work). This 
dynamic has created a power imbalance, allowing Sharma to operate without oversight.  

● Institutional Protection: Upper management’s dismissal of complaints against Sharma 
and Subudhi—attributing Subudhi’s abuse to a “brash style”—reflects a culture where 
Sharma is untouchable, as reported by The Daily Mail (see Appendix B: 2024 Daily 
Mail Article Exposed Dr. Sharma).  

MD Anderson may claim that complaints against Sharma were investigated, but the 
appendices reveal that these investigations were either superficial or biased, as seen in the 
case of Dr. Lin, where the review focused on the complainant rather than the accused. A 
letter to MD Anderson’s Board of Regents, co-authored by multiple staff and faculty who 
have worked with Sharma included in the appendices, attests to Sharma’s bullying across 
clinical, scientific, and administrative areas, yet no action was taken. (See Appendix I: 
The Viral Email to the Chancellor) 

HR staff like Robles, Araujo, and Razzo further enabled this protection, with Gascar 
noting, “You [Robles] have a history of covering up these kinds of disruptive behaviors 
from Faculty” (see Appendix C: Gascar-Robles email exchange, July 27-29, 2020). 
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This dynamic has created a power structure where ethical oversight is sacrificed to preserve the 
Allison-Sharma brand, to the detriment of MD Anderson’s mission. 

 

Dr. Jamie Lin’s Experience 

Dr. Jamie Lin, a junior researcher, provides a further example of Sharma’s misconduct, though 
her case is one of many illustrating the broader pattern of abuse at MD Anderson. In a March 13, 
2023, letter to the NIH, Lin detailed 18 months of harassment, threats, and bullying by Sharma, 
Dr. Ala Abudayyeh, and Dr. Adi Diab, beginning with an authorship dispute over a Cancer 
Immunology Research (CIR) manuscript in August 2021 (see Appendix F: Dr. Jamie Lin 
Letter to the NIH). Sharma demanded senior authorship despite negligible contributions, 
threatening Lin’s career if denied (see Appendix F: Dr. Jamie Lin Letter to the NIH).  

When Lin resisted, Sharma, Abudayyeh, and Diab falsely claimed Lin broke research ethics, 
obstructing three NIH-funded manuscripts, including placing a JCI Insight manuscript on hold 
by alleging plagiarism. These allegations were refuted by Dr. Alan Price, a globally recognized 
expert in scientific misconduct investigations who served from 1989 to 2006 as 
Scientist-Investigator, Branch Chief, Division Director, and Associate Director for Investigative 
Oversight at the Office of Research Integrity (ORI), U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services (HHS).  

In his January 5, 2023, review, Price concluded, “Therefore, I conclude there is no basis for 
apparent allegations of plagiarism of the data in the JCII manuscript from the CIR manuscript, 
both of which were written by Dr. Lin” (see Appendix G: International Scientific Misconduct 
Expert Support for Dr. Lin). This finding directly implicates Sharma’s malfeasance in making 
baseless claims to obstruct Lin’s work, further evidencing her pattern of unethical behavior. 

Lin also reported that MD Anderson’s internal review, led by Dr. Barbara Brierer and Mr. Mark 
Barnes, was biased against her, treating her as the culprit rather than addressing Sharma’s actions 
NIH (see Appendix F: Dr. Jamie Lin Letter to the NIH). Senior leadership, including Max 
Weber, Giulio Draetta, Caren Hagberg, Anne Tsao, David Tweardy, and Farhad Danesh, failed to 
act on Lin’s complaints, enabling ongoing harassment according to the letter. Lin’s experience 
underscores the systemic issues at MD Anderson, where junior researchers are particularly 
vulnerable to Sharma’s abuses of power. 
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IMPACTS ON MD ANDERSON CANCER RESEARCH 

 

MD Anderson: A Tarnished Legacy 

Dr. Sharma’s actions, enabled by complicit HR staff and leadership, have inflicted severe 
damage on MD Anderson:  

● Erosion of Morale and Talent: The toxic culture has led to constant faculty turnover 
since 2015, both among tenured and more junior staff, per data from the University of 
Texas System. According to internal HR records obtained anonymously, over 50 formal 
complaints of bullying and harassment were filed against Dr. Sharma and her team 
between 2019 and 2023, with no documented disciplinary action taken, further 
exacerbating staff exodus. Len Zwelling argued in a 2024 blog post that MD Anderson’s 
leadership has permitted a culture of intimidation to fester, driving away the talent 
essential to our fight against cancer (see Appendix A: Former Senior Executive Blog 
on MD Anderson Failures).  

● Financial Strain: The Houston Chronicle reported in in April 2025 a $43 million 
operating loss through March 2025, reflecting MD Anderson’s deepening financial woes, 
fueled by declining patient volumes and soaring expenses. The following table 
summarizes MD Anderson’s financial decline:  

Financial Losses at MD Anderson (2020-2025) 

Year 
Operating 
Loss 

Contributing Factors 

2020 $10 million 
Early COVID-19 disruptions reduced patient volumes during first 
half of 2020 

2023 $1.6 million Rising operational costs; moderate patient volume declines 

2024 $43 million 
Declining patient volume, escalating staffing and operational 
expenses; heavy investment in immunotherapy projects led by 
Sharma 

 

● Reputational Damage: MD Anderson’s aggressive legal tactics have drawn widespread 
condemnation and intensified concerns about its internal culture.  
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Cancer Research: Innovation Stifled 

Dr. Sharma’s misconduct has delayed critical advancements in cancer treatment:  

● Suppression of Collaboration: The appendices note a decline in collaboration, with 
researchers fearing retribution if they cross Sharma. A fallout with Dr. Raghu Kalluri, 
who was removed from Allison Institute promotional materials, exemplifies how 
Sharma’s influence stifles teamwork. This pattern aligns with the Journal of Healthcare 
and Patient Safety findings that cultures of intimidation in academic medicine hinders 
productivity, turnover and, consequently, also interdisciplinary collaboration, cornerstone 
of modern cancer research. 

● Delayed Treatments: By prioritizing her lab’s therapies and obstructing competing 
research, Sharma has slowed the integration of new discoveries into clinical practice. 
Every day lost to her agenda means fewer options for cancer patients, a concern echoed 
by the Hastings Center’s 2024 report on the ethical implications of on the ethical 
implications of bottlenecks in research processes. 
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APPENDIX A: FORMER SENIOR EXECUTIVE BLOG ON MD ANDERSON 
FAILURES  

 

It is also worth reading the blog of Dr. Leonard Zwelling, the former Vice President for 
Research Administration at M.D. Anderson, for all his inside information on MD Anderson, 
but his recent post on June 24, 2025 summarizes the decline of the institution. 
An Embarrassment And A Shame 
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APPENDIX B: 2024 DAILY MAIL ARTICLE EXPOSED DR. SHARMA 

 

This Daily Mail article from May 5, 2024 tipped the scales at MD Anderson, exposing 
some of the behavior of Dr. Padmanee Sharma and her minions. Other behavior was 
alluded to, and it was only the tip of the iceberg.  
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APPENDIX C: GASCAR-ROBLES EMAIL EXCHANGE, JULY 27-29, 2020 
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APPENDIX D: DOCUMENTED HARASSMENT AND FEBRUARY 2020 SECURITY 
INCIDENT 

 

Timeline of Harassment and Intimidation Against Jasmine Gascar and Kevin 
Lagman 

The timeline provides a chronological summary of key incidents and complaints at MD 
Anderson, as recounted by Jasmine Gascar herself, documenting her experiences with 
harassment and leadership failures. 

April 2019 - First month of employment:  
-First meeting with Dr. Sumit Subudhi: He was aggressive, banging on the desk, and abruptly cut 
me off when I tried to ask any questions, responding with “You obviously don’t know what you 
are doing if you are asking me those questions.” He also sent messages about how dumb his AA’s 
(Administrative Assistants) were to his nurse practitioner, Kevin Lagman, my first week which 
was very intimidating.  
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-First travel coordination handed off to me for Dr. Subudhi, initiated by his previous assistant: 
Hotel was not confirmed and he arrived to no hotel room and called me yelling and berating me. 
He followed up with a text: “Know that I am furious!!!” He also followed up with an email to 
another physician referencing my mistake and how pissed he was about it. I felt humiliated. 
Reported all of this to my supervisor and nothing was done.  
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June 2019 - HR/Legal Office called me into their office to investigate Dr. Subudhi for aggressive 
behaviors towards another employee (See screenshot below from HR/Legal office).  
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-After this interview, Dr. Subudhi started acting retaliatory towards me and his clinic team. I 
reported this to the HR/Legal office - nothing was done. (Below email to HR/Legal regarding 
concerns for retaliatory behavior. HR/Legal never responded.  
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-Simultaneously, his nurse practitioner, Kevin Lagman, sent this note to his supervisor (And later 
HR) indicating that he felt there was retaliatory behavior due to his cooperation with the 
HR/Legal Office investigation of Dr. Subudhi:  
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-Myself and the clinic team are called into a meeting by leadership with Dr. Subudhi so he could 
“apologize” for his behavior. Nothing changed, this was all for optics.  
-Kevin had to send this document to Kevin’s manager to try defend himself after the terrible 
email Dr. Subudhi sent to all of leadership trying to justify his behavior towards Kevin.  
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This is the retaliatory email Dr. Subudhi sent trying to ruin Kevin’s reputation AFTER we 
cooperated with the interviews.  
Conditions continued to deteriorate after this.  
September 2019 - I was assigned to Dr. Sharma.  
-Immediately I was warned about Dr. Sharma’s aggressive behavior by Tatianna Robles, 
Department Administrator, BEFORE even interacting with her. I was told she had sent a 
previous assistant to the ER and that I had their support if I needed to be aggressive back with 
her.  
-Verbal abuse and harassing behavior start from the get go.  
February 2020 – Kevin Langman Panic Attack 
-My supervisor, Tiffany Razzo, and Administrative Director, Ginger Araujo, say they will meet 
with the Chair, Dr, Tannir, to discuss Dr. Subudhi and Sharma’s abusive behavior. Tatianna finds 
out about the meeting and cancels the meeting shortly after. They then tell me to find another job 
because this behavior has been going on for years and will not be addressed.  
-Kevin has a panic attack, breakdown after Dr. Subudhi’s abusive behavior. MD Anderson police 
are called to intervene.  
March 2020 - Email complaints sent to HR and Ombuds.  
-Kevin is finally removed from Dr. Subudhi’s clinic and told he will never have to work with him 
again. Shortly after he told he will have to cover Dr. Subudhi’s clinic again due to another nurse 
practitioner being out.  
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April 2020 - Leadership begins sending emails of support for Dr. Subudhi.  
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-I witness a conversation with Dr. Sharma and dept leadership indicating leadership needs to do 
whatever is necessary to “protect Dr. Subudhi”.  
June 2020 - Formal email complaints start being sent by me and my colleagues to Department 
Leadership. Retaliatory behavior begins soon after.  
-Leadership begins requiring us to come into the office on a rotation to hand deliver the soiled 
lab coats of clinicians to the laundry room located in the basement. During this time the 
Institution was discouraging any non-essential personnel from being in the office unless 
absolutely necessary, however, GU was doing the opposite to us in retaliation for filing formal 
complaints. These soiled lab coats had been exposed to COVID positive patients-at the time no 
one knew how transmissible COVID was so we were very scared. We were being required to 
hand deliver the lab coats without any protective equipment which led me to file a formal safety 
complaint with the institution.  
-I’m assigned to work on Dr. Subudhi’s promotion.  
July 2020 - Tatianna tries to manipulate me into accepting another apology from Dr. Subudhi.  
I decline without HR present and she refuses to have HR present. I go into the office to do the lab 
coats and Dr. Subudhi approaches me and begins apologizing anyway. I send an email to 
Tatianna Robles, documenting and copy HR and dept leadership.  I also include Dr. Sharma’s 
abusive behavior. 
Email to Tatianna Robles documenting the abuse (see Appendix C: Gascar-Robles email 
exchange, July 27-29, 2020) 

-Leadership has a meeting with the physicians and tells them about our confidential complaints 
against them. Physicians ask for all of us to be fired. Conditions deteriorate for all of us who 
sent email complaints.  
-I begin asking to be removed from Dr. Subudhi and Sharma as I feel unsafe. I am ignored by my 
supervisor.  
Winter 2020-2021 - I inform my supervisor and Dr. Subudhi and Sharma that I am removing 
myself from their teams as I do not feel safe any longer.  
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January 2021 - Formal email complaints are sent to Division leadership. HR Gets involved 
and intimidates us into silence. 
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Collective email complaints detailing CV incident with Sharma 
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February 2021 - I finally had to put in my notice because my mental health was suffering. 
Mass exodus of the rest of my colleagues followed.  
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APPENDIX E: HOUSTON CHRONICLE ARTICLES ON SHARMA’S ATTEMPT TO 
STEAL CREDIT FOR RESEARCHER WORK 

 

Two Houston Chronicle Article published on February 9, 2024 and February 16, 2024 reported 
on Sharma’s attempt to take credit for Dr. Jamie Lin work and the subsequent lawsuit that 
ensued. See below the February 16, 2024, article. 
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APPENDIX F: DR. JAMIE LIN LETTER TO THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
HEALTH (NIH) 
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APPENDIX G: INTERNATIONAL SCIENTIFIC MISCONDUCT EXPERT SUPPORT 
FOR DR. LI 
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APPENDIX H: THE TWEET THAT WASN'T WHAT IT SEEMED 

 

 

 

At the center of an escalating controversy is a now-deleted post from the verified account of Dr. 
Jim Allison, Nobel Prize-winning cancer immunologist, towering figure in the oncology world, 
and husband to Dr. Padmanee Sharma, who is herself the subject of serious professional 
misconduct and retaliation allegations. On its surface, the tweet appeared to be exactly what such 
posts usually are: a senior scientist sharing a warm memory from the ASCO conference, praising 
colleagues, and celebrating his wife. Unexceptional. Forgettable. 

Except it wasn't. 

Here is the exact text of the tweet: 
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Observers quickly identified what appears to be a deliberate double acrostic embedded in the 
tweet's unusually capitalized phrasing — the first letters of key words spelling out "JAMIE" 
and "CASSIAN," the first names of Dr. Jamie Lin and Dr. Cassian Yee: the two physicians at 
the heart of the misconduct dispute against Dr. Sharma. When paired with the tweet's sign-off of 
"GFY," widely understood online as "Go F*** Yourself," the message reads less like a 
conference reminiscence and more like a public taunt, crafted to be deniable to outsiders while 
unmistakable to those who knew the context. 

The tweet was later deleted. 

What follows is a detailed analysis of the linguistic evidence, the statistical improbability of 
coincidence, and the assessments of multiple AI systems asked to evaluate the tweet's 
construction. Their conclusions are striking in both their consistency and their confidence: 

Perplexity 

Determined that the combination of precise acrostics, specific names, legal context, hostile slang, 
and subsequent deletion made the deliberate interpretation "much more plausible than pure 
coincidence," estimating the odds of accidental construction at somewhere between one in a 
billion and one in a trillion. 

ChatGPT 

Concluded that pure random chance made the pattern astronomically unlikely, putting the odds at 
roughly 1 in 8.9 trillion, while intentional construction would have made it "very easy to create," 
placing the weight of probability firmly on deliberate design. 

Grok 

Went furthest, applying a Bayesian analysis across every observable factor including the 
capitalization pattern, the GFY sign-off, the deletion, and the names' direct relevance to an active 
dispute, and arrived at a formal estimate of 92 to 97 percent probability that the acrostic was 
intentional. 

Claude 

Assessed the combined evidence of the acrostic, the deliberate capitalization, the engineered 
phrase structure, and the deletion as rendering pure coincidence "effectively impossible at any 
reasonable probability threshold," calculating the combined probability of accidental 
construction at roughly 1 in 1 to 8 trillion. 

Google AI Mode / Gemini 

Concludes Jim Allison's tweet about Dr Padmanee Sharma is a highly intentional coded message 
using acrostics for JAMIE and CASSIAN, not coincidence. It deems the probability of accidental 
formation "statistically near zero," citing the lawsuit context and deliberate phrasing. 
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In the end, the numbers speak for themselves. Five advanced AI systems, trained by entirely 
different teams with distinct architectures, converged on the same conclusion: the tweet was 
almost certainly intentional. 

That unanimity is rare and damning. What looked like a whimsical conference memory now 
reads as a calculated act of public mockery, encrypted in plain sight.  

71 
 



MD ANDERSON REPORT FOR CONGRESS — MARCH 17, 2026 

APPENDIX I: THE VIRAL EMAIL TO THE CHANCELLOR  

The Whistleblower Email 
An email sent to Former Chancellor James B. Milliken, Julie Goonewardene (Senior Advisor to 
the Chancellor), and Katherine Iannessa (Assistant to the Chancellor) 

The following communication, forwarded to senior UT System leadership via anonymous email, 
represents one of several whistleblower accounts that form the evidentiary foundation of this 
report.  

Authored by a coalition of MD Anderson Cancer Center colleagues, the letter raises urgent 
concerns regarding Dr. Padmanee Sharma, Professor of Genitourinary Medical Oncology and 
Scientific Director of the Immunotherapy Platform, alleging a sustained and systematic pattern 
of misconduct enabled by her marriage to Nobel Laureate Dr. James Allison. The authors 
contend that Dr. Sharma has leveraged this relationship to secure institutional appointments 
without open search, accumulate titles and consulting arrangements without conflict-of-interest 
oversight, and consolidate access to resources, awards, and professional recognition at the direct 
expense of more qualified colleagues (particularly women scientists) in violation of UT System 
conflict of interest rules and fair employment standards. 

The letter further documents a culture of intimidation in which junior faculty and administrative 
staff have been subjected to verbal abuse, career retaliation, and professional marginalization, 
with complaints to HR and departmental leadership either ignored or actively suppressed. The 
authors allege that Dr. Allison himself (through his institutional authority, social media presence, 
and proximity to every major decision-making body at the Allison Institute) has functioned as 
both enabler and enforcer of this arrangement, rendering accountability structurally impossible. 
The signatories close with a direct appeal to leadership: that those with the power to ensure 
equity and fairness must act to amplify the silenced voices within MD Anderson before further 
institutional damage is done. 
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