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The charge

Mars publicly describes itself as a family-owned, intergenerational business with the freedom to 
think beyond quarterly results; an enterprise-wide ethics and compliance system; Board-level 
oversight; scientific governance; and an integrated Petcare network spanning food, veterinary care, 
diagnostics, data and research. Those claims establish exceptional capacity. The unresolved question 
is whether those systems carried warnings upward, required the decisive comparison and protected 
animals and owners - or converted fragmentation into an alibi.

Executive assessment
Foundation Document 5 mapped Mars across the companion-animal health chain. This paper maps 

the corresponding architecture of responsibility. It does not presume that every family member, 
director, executive, scientist, veterinarian, lawyer or adviser acted improperly. It asks which persons 
and bodies possessed authority, information, duty and opportunity; what warnings reached them; and 
what decisions followed.

The public record establishes longstanding scientific and clinical signals, professional publication, 
corporate-affiliated awareness, regulatory action and repeated public allegations. It does not yet 
establish the complete route by which every warning moved through Mars or the state of mind of every 
decision-maker. Those facts lie principally in internal records. Their absence is not a reason for 
vagueness. It is the reason disclosure is required.

The governing proposition

Before notice, ignorance may be asserted. After documented notice, continued silence, non-
inquiry or continuation becomes a decision requiring explanation.

1. The architecture of responsibility

Governance level Public-interest responsibility

Family ownership and family governance Intergenerational purpose, appointment influence, 
expectations, reinvestment and ultimate ownership.

Board and Audit Committee Strategy, enterprise risk, ethics, scientific integrity, 
oversight and accountability.

Chief Executive and Mars Leadership Team Enterprise direction, allocation of authority, resources 
and cross-business responsibility.

Petcare, science, legal and compliance leadership Food, veterinary health, diagnostics, research, 
marketing, legal, ethics and claims governance.

Business units and professional networks Waltham, Royal Canin, veterinary groups, Antech, 
universities, societies, journals and welfare bodies.

Individual decisions and consequences What each person received, asked, reported, omitted, 
approved, opposed, corrected or allowed to continue.
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This is an accountability map, not a finding of personal liability. Information should move upward 
from clinics, laboratories, complaint systems and research archives; policy, resources, incentives and 
instructions move downward. A functioning system connects the two. A failing system permits 
warnings to remain trapped in business units, to be reframed as public-relations problems, deferred to 
dependent authority or lost in professional consensus.

No fragmentation defence

Mars cannot rely on integration when describing its capacity to improve pet health and rely on 
fragmentation when asked who was responsible for detecting harm. Integration creates knowledge 
advantages. It also creates duties to connect information.

2. Mars defines its own accountability structure

Governance layer Mars public description Implication

Private family ownership Mars presents private ownership as 
freedom to make decisions across 
generations rather than quarters.

Long time horizons and concentrated 
ownership make lack of resources or 
short-term shareholder pressure weak 
explanations for non-inquiry.

Mars Compass Mars says the Family introduced the 
Compass to assess financial 
performance, growth, trusted 
partnership and positive societal impact.

Animal suffering, owner loss, scientific 
non-inquiry and professional 
dependency belong within the 
company's own measures of trust and 
societal impact.

Board and Audit Committee Mars says Ethics & Compliance reports to 
the Audit Committee on risks, trends and 
programme effectiveness.

A serious enterprise-wide animal-
welfare, scientific or consumer issue 
should have a defined route to Board 
oversight.

Leadership The Chief Executive and Mars 
Leadership Team oversee the enterprise 
and allocate authority and resources.

Cross-business inquiry cannot be 
disowned after warning merely because 
evidence sits in separate divisions.

Ethics & Compliance Mars describes enterprise investigations, 
risk assessment, non-retaliation and 
routes for third-party concerns.

The adequacy of receipt, escalation, 
investigation, preservation and 
reporting can be tested against Mars's 
own published system.

Science governance Mars places research policy with its 
science leadership and uses a Research 
Review Board spanning science, legal, 
ethics, corporate affairs and Waltham.

The missing comparator crosses 
precisely the functions represented in 
the company's own scientific 
governance.

3. Family ownership: freedom is not a shield
Mars repeatedly presents family ownership as a source of freedom, patience and moral purpose. Its 

public Compass materials identify family members serving as directors, state that more than 90 per 
cent of profits are reinvested, and describe the Compass as a means of holding the business to account 
beyond financial profit. [1-4]

The boundary of the allegation

Family ownership does not make every family member personally liable for a corporate act. 
Family membership does not prove receipt of a particular paper, complaint or clinical warning. It 
does identify concentrated ownership, economic benefit, appointment influence and the ability to 
demand information and independent inquiry.

The public-interest question is therefore unavoidable: what systems did the owners require to ensure 
that severe risks to animals, owners, science and trust reached the Board and any relevant family-
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governance body? If family ownership permits Mars to think in generations, why was a lifetime 
comparison against the natural functional standard not required?

• When did the Board or any family-governance body first receive a briefing on raw meaty bones, 
periodontal disease, the missing comparator or alleged consumer and animal-welfare consequences?

• Which Board committee was responsible for pet-health product claims, animal welfare, scientific 
integrity, professional conflicts and whole-system risk?

• Did the Mars Compass measure chronic disease, dental procedures, owner expenditure, avoidable 
treatment or confidence in veterinary independence?

• Were family directors briefed on the 2016 US Federal Trade Commission Eukanuba consent order 
concerning unsubstantiated longevity claims, and what enterprise-wide changes followed?

• What did private ownership permit Mars to do that a publicly listed company might have found 
harder - and was that freedom used to test the foundational question?
The 2016 FTC matter was a consent resolution, not a judicial finding of fraud. It nevertheless placed 

Mars Petcare under a formal order concerning unsubstantiated pet-food health claims and 
representations about scientific proof. That event is relevant to knowledge, compliance systems and the 
scrutiny required for later health and science claims. [10]

4. Notice is a process, not a magic word

Stage What must be established

1. Capacity to know Data, science, clinics, diagnostics, complaint systems, 
research archives and financial capacity.

2. Signal inside the system Internal reports, adverse findings, contradictions, 
rejected proposals and population patterns.

3. Professional and public notice Papers, proceedings, books, correspondence, media, 
parliamentary records and public allegations.

4. Direct corporate receipt Named recipients, delivery records, ethics or legal 
channels, acknowledgements and forwarding.

5. Board-level escalation Audit Committee, Board, family governance, risk 
registers, minutes and recorded decisions.

6. Conduct after notice Investigate, test, preserve, disclose, correct and repair - 
or continue without doing so.

Public availability is not identical to proved receipt. A journal article does not establish that every 
director read it. A complaint by a corporate adviser does not, without more, establish that it was 
reported to headquarters. A parliamentary debate does not prove that Mars legal counsel opened a file. 
This paper will not manufacture actual knowledge from mere possibility.

Actual knowledge is not the only accountability question. A corporation may be equipped to know 
because it holds the relevant data, employs the experts, commissioned the report or created the 
relevant risk. Investigators ask both what a person read and what reasonable systems should have 
detected, escalated and tested. Claimed ignorance becomes less persuasive as capacity, warning signals 
and control accumulate.

The notice test

What was known? What should the system have detected? Who received the warning? Who was 
obliged to escalate it? What inquiry was opened? What records were reviewed? What was reported 
upward? What decision was made? What happened next?
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5. The notice record: what is now established

Date Signal What it establishes - and does not

Circa 1986 Borthwick report to Waltham The complete report reviewed natural-
condition and oxtail evidence, found 
markedly better indices with regular 
demanding chewing materials, 
concluded that modern feeding had not 
improved dental health and described 
the existing veterinary approach as 
largely ineffective. The circulation and 
decision trail remain undisclosed.

1991-1992 Mars/Waltham professional symposia Mars/Uncle Ben's sponsored veterinary 
symposia involving Waltham and 
professional venues while periodontal 
prevalence, food form and natural 
feeding were publicly contested. This 
establishes corporate and professional 
context, not Board receipt.

June 1993 Preventative Dentistry proceedings The University of Sydney and Australian 
Veterinary Dental Society proceedings 
assembled the historical evidence, 
clinical signal, systemic hypothesis and 
case for natural prevention and 
comparison.

January-March 1994 Watson review and Fougere complaint The AVA-commissioned review called 
periodontal disease a serious diet-related 
problem and sought further comparison. 
It acknowledged assistance from Colin 
Harvey, Barbara Fougere and Stephen 
Coles. Fougere, then a veterinary adviser 
to Uncle Ben's, subsequently used a 
regulatory route against the principal 
critic. This proves knowledge and action 
by the adviser; it does not alone prove 
Mars headquarters instruction.

March-October 1994 Specialist and national publication The Journal of Veterinary Dentistry 
published the Cybernetic Hypothesis; 
Watson's article appeared in the 
Australian Veterinary Journal. The 
questions entered specialist and national 
professional literature.

1995 Periodontal Disease and Leucopenia A small uncontrolled clinical series 
supplied a biologically coherent systemic 
signal and called for further 
investigation. It did not prove single-
factor causation.

10 July 1996 Senior Waltham correspondence Waltham Head of Research N. T. Gorman 
recorded Mars business-unit support for 
official veterinary positions and 
acknowledged Australian 
recommendations involving raw bones 
two or three times weekly.

Winter 1998 Pedigree corporate reversal A Pedigree veterinary publication stated 
that raw meaty bones were not 
recommended because of digestive and 
dental risks. The authorship, evidence, 
approval and distribution trail remain 
unexplained.
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Date Signal What it establishes - and does not

2001 onward Books, websites and correspondence The complete critique, primary records 
and repeated challenges became publicly 
accessible. Public availability still does 
not prove Board receipt, but it defeats 
any claim that the issue was inherently 
undiscoverable.

2004-2005; 2018 Parliamentary and regulatory notice UK Early Day Motions, NSW 
parliamentary statements and the 
Australian Senate pet-food inquiry 
widened the public and governmental 
record.

2016 FTC Eukanuba consent order Mars Petcare accepted a formal order 
concerning unsubstantiated longevity 
and scientific-proof representations. This 
created an additional compliance reason 
to scrutinise objective health claims.

2026 Foundation Documents and formal 
transmission

The present series organises the 
evidence, questions and preservation 
demands. Publication creates a public 
record; Foundation Document 7 is 
intended to create a clear date of direct 
corporate notice through named 
governance channels.

The correct inference

The public record does not yet prove that every warning reached the Mars Board or family 
owners. It proves that the controversy was persistent, specific, published, present within corporate-
affiliated and professional systems, and capable of discovery by a corporation claiming world-
leading science and enterprise risk controls. Internal routing, escalation and decisions must now be 
disclosed.

6. Public, parliamentary and regulatory notice accumulated
The warning moved beyond specialist and corporate correspondence. Raw Meaty Bones: Promote 

Health assembled the case in 2001. UK Early Day Motions in 2004 and 2005 placed processed pet food, 
veterinary endorsement, periodontal and systemic disease, conflicts and the Raw Meaty Bones 
campaign on the parliamentary record. In New South Wales, Paul Lynch in 2004 condemned the 
treatment of the whistleblower; Kevin Conolly in 2018 stated that the implications remained unrefuted 
and unaddressed. The 2018 Australian Senate inquiry received extensive submissions concerning pet-
food safety, regulation and chronic harm. [19-24]

Preserved correspondence records repeated communications to Australian political leaders between 
2003 and 2021 alleging scientific and consumer fraud, regulatory capture, animal cruelty and 
government failure. Those communications establish political transmission, not Mars receipt. They 
form part of the surrounding record against which claims of complete novelty must be assessed. [25]

7. Three forms of corporate knowledge

Category Meaning Evidence required

Actual knowledge A person or body received, read, 
discussed or acted upon a warning or 
record.

Delivery records, minutes, email, 
memoranda, instructions, 
acknowledgements and testimony.

System knowledge Relevant information existed within the 
enterprise but was divided among units, 
databases, studies or functions.

Research archives, clinical and 
diagnostic data, complaint files, safety 
systems and cross-business reporting.
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Category Meaning Evidence required

Cultivated ignorance Decision-makers avoided the question, 
narrowed inquiry, relied on dependent 
authority or built no channel capable of 
assembling the whole.

Excluded comparators, rejected 
proposals, risk discussions, incentive 
structures, silence after escalation and 
repeated deferral.

Plausible deniability is not exoneration

Where a corporation possesses the means to discover harm, benefits from not discovering it and 
repeatedly avoids the decisive inquiry, claimed ignorance itself becomes a matter requiring 
investigation.

8. No institutional alibi: individuals remain responsible
Corporations act through people. Family expectations, Board agendas, research priorities, 

comparators, product claims, professional partnerships, litigation strategies and disclosure decisions 
are chosen or approved by people. Institutional language may distribute responsibility; it cannot make 
responsibility disappear.

The evidential task is not to presume that every participant acted dishonestly. It is to distinguish 
active promotion, knowing repetition, career-protective self-censorship, anticipatory obedience, failure 
to inquire after notice and genuine lack of knowledge. Those categories must not be collapsed into one 
accusation. Nor should they be collapsed into one excuse.

No Sergeant Schultz defence

“I know nothing” is not exculpatory when not knowing was cultivated, convenient and 
professionally rewarded. Hierarchy may explain obedience and career pressure may explain silence. 
Neither necessarily excuses avoidance of the decisive question.

• What office did the person hold, and what authority, expertise, data access or reporting duty came 
with it?

• What did the person actually receive, read, say, approve, reject, omit, commission or transmit?
• What questions did the person choose not to ask?
• What warnings, contradictions, adverse results or owner accounts were available?
• What benefits accompanied conformity and what risks accompanied dissent?
• Did the person escalate the concern, protect records, seek independent advice or remain silent?
• What harm, expenditure or lost inquiry continued because of the decision?

Professional responsibility does not end with obedience to an employer, conformity with prevailing 
opinion or reliance on an institutional script. Expertise, authority and public trust carry personal duties 
of inquiry, candour and action.

9. When the lawyers enter the room
This paper does not know what Mars lawyers have advised or will advise, and it does not infer 

misconduct from legal involvement. Competent lawyers may recommend preservation, investigation, 
correction and lawful reform. They may also identify exposure, centralise communications, narrow 
public claims, challenge wording or advise continued operations while evidence is assessed. The 
observable question is not the content of privileged advice; it is what the corporation does after the 
warning reaches legal and governance channels.
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Privilege is not historical erasure

Whatever communications may be legally privileged, the underlying facts, pre-existing research, 
public warnings, delivery records, corporate decisions and subsequent conduct do not cease to exist.

• When was a legal or compliance matter first opened concerning raw meaty bones, periodontal 
disease, the Cybernetic Hypothesis, industrial feeding or the missing lifetime comparator?

• Were document-preservation directions issued, and to which businesses, laboratories, clinics, 
executives and advisers?

• Were health, longevity, dental, safety, “complete and balanced”, “science-backed” or veterinary-
recommendation claims reviewed against the complete evidential record?

• Were the Board, Audit Committee, Chief Compliance Officer, insurers or relevant regulators 
informed?

• Did counsel recommend independent scientific investigation or only assessment of litigation and 
reputation risk?

• Were critics, publishers, hosts, professional bodies or regulators contacted, and for what stated 
purpose?

• Which public statements were corrected, qualified, withdrawn or continued after review?
A demand aimed only at silencing criticism, without answering the precise scientific and governance 

questions, would not resolve the record. It would add a new event to it. A substantiated correction 
should be made; a disputed inference should be debated; the missing evidence should be produced. 
Pressure is not an answer to the comparator.

10. Questions by governance level

Level Question Records

Family owners / family directors What expectations were set? What risks 
were required to reach family 
governance? What did generational 
freedom permit?

Family-governance mandates, Compass 
measures, Board papers, appointments 
and escalation protocols.

Board / Audit Committee When was the issue tabled? Which 
committee owned it? What independent 
investigation was ordered?

Agendas, minutes, risk registers, 
compliance reports, advice summaries, 
resolutions and follow-up.

Chief Executive / Leadership Team Who was appointed to see the whole? 
What resources, authority and deadlines 
were set?

Leadership papers, cross-business 
tasking, budgets, instructions, progress 
reports and decision memoranda.

Petcare leadership How were food, veterinary health, 
diagnostics, data and welfare 
information connected?

Portfolio reviews, integrated-health 
strategies, surveillance reports, business 
cases and adverse-signal escalation.

Science leadership / Research Review 
Board

Why was the natural functional 
comparator absent? Which proposals 
were refused, narrowed or unpublished?

Protocols, reviews, votes, funding 
decisions, publication rights, conflicts 
and correspondence.

Legal / Compliance When did notice become a formal risk? 
What was preserved, investigated, 
reported and corrected?

Matter files, hold notices, complaint 
records, investigation plans, Board 
reporting and response strategy.

Marketing / Communications What overall impression was intended 
and what evidence was held when 
claims were made?

Claim-substantiation files, approvals, 
agency briefs, corrections and 
withdrawal decisions.

Veterinary / diagnostic businesses What disease and treatment signals were 
visible, and were feeding histories 
captured?

De-identified records, coding standards, 
cohort analyses, clinical protocols, 
pricing and referral data.

Individual experts and advisers What did each know, say, omit or fail to 
ask?

Emails, diaries, drafts, disclosures, 
teaching materials, testimony and 
professional-benefit records.
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The single question Mars must answer

Who inside Mars was responsible for seeing the whole - and what did that person or body do?

11. The implications: four possible records

Possible record Meaning Implication

1. The issue never reached senior 
governance

The escalation system failed despite 
decades of signals, professional 
publication, corporate capacity and 
public controversy.

Governance, surveillance and scientific-
risk failure requiring independent 
correction.

2. Senior governance received a partial 
or distorted account

The issue was filtered through product, 
legal, public-relations or dependent 
professional assumptions.

Investigate who framed the issue, what 
was omitted and whether decision-
makers were misled.

3. Senior governance knew the central 
question but deferred it

Commercial, reputational or 
professional risk displaced the duty to 
test and disclose.

Potentially serious consumer, 
professional, welfare and governance 
implications; intent and legal elements 
require evidence.

4. Mars investigated fully and holds 
exculpatory evidence

The company has the decisive 
comparison, methods, results, limitations 
and governance record.

Publication could correct the public 
record. Continued withholding would 
require explanation.

There may be mixed outcomes across periods and business units. The purpose of the framework is 
not to force every event into a single conspiracy theory. It is to prevent a system-level charge from 
being answered with disconnected fragments and general assurances.

12. Formal notice should now become unmistakable
Publication on a website creates a public record but does not prove Board-level receipt. A concise 

transmission package should therefore be delivered by title to the Board Chair, Audit Committee, Chief 
Executive Officer, Chief Compliance Officer, Chief Science Officer, General Counsel, Global President of 
Mars Petcare and the leaders of Pet Nutrition, Veterinary Health and Science & Diagnostics. Mars 
publishes an ethics and compliance route for third-party concerns. [5]

• Identify the seven-document series and the exact webpage and document URLs.
• State that the papers allege serious animal-welfare, consumer, scientific and governance failures but 

are not judicial findings.
• Request preservation of the record categories identified in Foundation Documents 1-6.
• Ask Mars to nominate one accountable senior officer and one independent contact for the response.
• Request correction of factual errors, production of omitted evidence and answers to defined questions 

within a reasonable period.
• Record delivery, acknowledgements, forwarding, substantive responses and amendments without 

treating silence as admission.

The effect of formal receipt

Once the evidence and questions are delivered through Mars's published governance channels, 
future conduct can be assessed against a clear date of notice. Continuation is not automatically 
unlawful. It is no longer unexamined.



MARS AND THE INDUSTRIAL PET FOOD EXPERIMENT  |  FOUNDATION DOCUMENT 6

The Pet Food Con  |  Publication edition  |  27 July 2026 Page 9

13. Records that must be preserved and obtained
• Board, Audit Committee, family-governance and leadership materials concerning pet-food health, 

animal welfare, veterinary integration, scientific integrity and major reputational or legal risk.
• All complaints, correspondence, media monitoring and legal or compliance matters concerning Tom 

Lonsdale, raw meaty bones, periodontal disease, the Cybernetic Hypothesis, bones, natural feeding 
and the missing comparator.

• The Borthwick commission, complete report, raw data, scoring sheets, drafts, correspondence, 
archive history, successor reports, declined proposals, negative or null findings, publication decisions 
and comparator discussions.

• The complete Watson review file: original AVA motion and terms, nomination and committee records, 
drafts, comments, correspondence and assistance supplied by Colin Harvey, Barbara Fougere and 
Stephen Coles.

• All Mars, Uncle Ben's or Waltham records showing receipt, circulation, comment or response to the 
Watson review and published article.

• Communications, instructions, expenses, legal or professional support involving Fougere, Mars, Uncle 
Ben's, the AVA, Stephen Coles or regulators concerning Tom Lonsdale, the review or the 21 March 
1994 complaint.

• Records showing whether the 1995 leucopenia paper was reviewed, replicated, criticised, archived or 
escalated.

• The authorship, evidence and approval trail for the 1996 Gorman letter and the 1998 Pedigree 
reversal.

• Health-claim substantiation and compliance records created before and after the 2016 FTC Eukanuba 
order.

• Cross-business analyses linking food and feeding history with periodontal, urinary, metabolic, 
gastrointestinal and cardiovascular outcomes, diagnostics, procedures, cost, quality of life and 
longevity.

• Communications with veterinary schools, dental societies, professional colleges, journals, welfare 
bodies, regulators, trade associations and expert witnesses.

• Records of objections, staff concerns, whistleblower reports, self-censorship, retaliation concerns, 
resignations and requests for independent research.

• Document-retention schedules, litigation holds, deletion logs and custodians for all relevant 
repositories.

Preservation is not accusation

A preservation request does not presume liability. It protects the possibility of reliable 
investigation. Destruction after a known dispute can deprive Mars, critics, regulators and courts alike 
of the evidence needed to establish the truth.

14. Conclusion: ownership, knowledge and choice
Mars asks the public to trust a family-owned company guided by Responsibility, Mutuality and a 

Compass designed to hold the business to account. It asks the profession to trust its science, owners to 
trust its products and patients to enter its clinics. Those claims create a standard against which conduct 
can be measured.

The historical record defeats any suggestion that the foundational issue is novel or inherently 
undiscoverable. The natural-feeding and periodontal warning existed inside and outside the Mars-
professional system for decades. What remains unknown is how far it travelled upward, who filtered it, 
which people saw the contradiction, what legal and commercial risks were discussed and why the 
decisive comparison remained undone.
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Mars cannot claim generational control, enterprise-wide ethics and integrated pet-health knowledge 
while asserting that nobody was responsible for seeing the whole. If Mars did not know, its governance 
and science systems failed. If it knew partially, investigators must determine why the signals were not 
connected. If it knew the central risk and chose not to test, disclose or correct it, the implications are 
grave. If Mars holds evidence that answers the charge, it should publish it.

The final distinctions

Family ownership does not establish personal guilt; it establishes concentrated freedom and 
control. Board structure does not prove knowledge; it identifies the route by which knowledge 
should travel. Legal advice does not prove concealment; it marks a decision point. Professional 
consensus does not answer the missing comparison; it is one of the systems under examination.

Foundation Document 7 will convert the public record into formal corporate notice. It will request 
preservation, independent investigation, disclosure, correction and a substantive response. Either 
action or inaction will create a further record.

Evidential and legal status
This paper is a public-interest charge and framework for investigation, not a judicial, regulatory or 

professional finding of fraud, conspiracy, cruelty, breach of duty or personal liability. It distinguishes 
public corporate descriptions, source-based facts, the author's allegations, supported inferences and 
matters requiring internal records or compulsory disclosure. Publication or association alone does not 
prove that a named person received a warning. Silence is not treated as admission. Mars and materially 
named persons and organisations are invited to correct factual error, provide omitted evidence and 
answer the questions raised.
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