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THE RAW FEEDING CLAIMS AUDIT
Purpose, Method, Evidence Standards and the Five-Part Public Interest Test

Foundation paper - revised web edition - 19 July 2026

Status, fairness 
and corrections

This is a public-interest audit framework, not a judicial, regulatory or professional finding. It 
tests identifiable claims and documented conduct against accessible evidence and does not 
presume fraud, criminality, conspiracy, dishonesty or improper motive. Named subjects and 
materially involved organisations are invited to correct factual errors, supply omitted 
evidence and respond to the questions raised. Material responses and substantiated 
corrections will be incorporated into the public record.

At a glance
 The unit of analysis is the claim, not the personality. Each health, safety, originality, expertise, product or 

commercial claim will be recorded and tested separately.
 The central analytical problem is the withdrawal-attribution fallacy. A change observed after stopping ultra-

processed food cannot automatically validate every element of the replacement regime.
 Evidence must match the claim. A sweeping promise about disease, safety or longevity requires stronger 

and more direct evidence than a modest statement about palatability or stool consistency.
 The Five-Part Public Interest Test examines biological suitability, functional food structure, causal and 

evidential integrity, public-interest orientation and whole-system consequences.
 Provenance is a separate audit axis. Priority, access, attribution, transformation and public representation 

will be examined without assuming copying from chronology alone.
 Named case files will follow a hybrid process. The framework and historical record may be published first; 

completed case files will ordinarily be sent to their subjects for factual checking and comment before 
publication.

 Where the assembled evidence raises substantial consumer, professional, animal-welfare or other legal 
concerns, a source packet may be referred to appropriate authorities or lawyers without prejudging liability.

1. Why an audit is needed
Pet owners who stop feeding ultra-processed industrial products often report rapid changes in breath, stools, 
skin, coat, appetite, behaviour and vitality which they interpret as improvement. Clinicians or researchers may 
also record changes in oral findings, laboratory values or other selected endpoints. These observations can be 
important, but none provides a complete before-and-after account of whole-animal health.

The problem is not that people teach natural feeding, publish books, hold conferences or earn money from 
honest work. The problem arises when the benefit of withdrawing one harmful regime is used to validate an 
entire replacement system; when the form and function of food are displaced by recipes, ratios and 
supplements; when objective claims outrun the evidence actually held; or when important antecedent work is 
omitted, diluted or repackaged as a later authority's proprietary insight.

The possible injury is wider than a mistaken ingredient list. Inappropriate food, inappropriate amounts and 
inappropriate texture may harm animals. Commercial authority can create new owner dependency while 
leaving the veterinary-junk-pet-food industrial complex largely intact. A crowded influencer marketplace may 
also occupy the available attention and language, leaving little audience for raw meaty bones as a functional 
principle, the Cybernetic Hypothesis, or better scientific methods. When these effects reinforce one another, 
the whole may be more damaging than the sum of the separate parts.

The audit therefore asks disciplined questions: What, exactly, is being claimed? What was sold with the claim? 
What evidence directly supports it? What alternative explanations were left untested? What account was given 
of prior work? And what are the cumulative consequences for animals, owners, science, institutions, the 
community and the environment?



Raw Feeding Claims Audit - Purpose, Method, Evidence Standards and Five-Part Test

2

2. Purpose
1. Create a dated, reproducible record of public claims made by prominent raw-feeding promoters and related 
commercial organisations.

2. Distinguish established facts, reasonable inferences, personal testimony, disputed propositions and 
unresolved allegations.

3. Test health, safety, longevity, superiority and scientific-authority claims against evidence relevant to the 
actual regime, product or method promoted.

4. Identify where a change interpreted as beneficial may be attributable chiefly to stopping the former ultra-
processed diet or restoring natural food structure.

5. Examine biological suitability, food texture and oral function rather than treating the ingredient list as the 
whole diet.

6. Examine priority, access, attribution, transformation and public representation where later work overlaps with 
the earlier Raw Meaty Bones record.

7. Assess whether commercial systems create dependency, divert attention from root causes or impede 
discussion of wider cybernetic and institutional questions.

8. Provide pet owners, journalists, researchers, publishers, regulators, professional bodies and lawyers with a 
clear evidence trail.

9. Maintain a public responses, corrections and updates register.

3. What the audit is not
 It is not an attack on every person who feeds raw food, teaches nutrition or sells a product.
 It is not a claim that all raw diets are equivalent, safe or beneficial.
 It is not a claim that every unsubstantiated statement is knowingly false.
 It is not a criminal prosecution, professional disciplinary finding or substitute for legal advice.
 It is not a claim of ownership over the general ideas of feeding meat, bones, whole foods or a natural diet.
 It is not a requirement that every author or practitioner adopt the same political strategy.
 It is not a complete bibliographic review of books, courses, podcasts or private communications that have 

not been obtained and examined.

4. Source base and limitations
The audit will begin with publicly accessible material: official websites, publisher pages, course descriptions, 
product pages, biographies, interviews, podcasts, videos, conference programmes, public downloadable 
documents, library catalogues and archived webpages. Screenshots will preserve wording, date, price, 
surrounding context and access date wherever practicable.

Historical and provenance questions may also draw upon books, contemporaneous veterinary publications, 
correspondence, same-day memoranda, business documents and other primary material supplied to the audit. 
The provenance, date, authorship and limitations of each item will be stated. Personal recollection will be 
identified as testimony, not silently converted into documentary fact.

Private or copyright-protected discussions will not ordinarily be republished or quoted at length. Where legally 
and ethically appropriate, the audit may provide a concise, faithful precis of the question, the substance of the 
response and any material non-response. Third-party invective will not substitute for evidence.

Authors, publishers and promoters. A publisher is not presumed responsible for every statement written by 
an author. The audit may nevertheless examine who originated, edited, approved, adopted or commercially 
promoted a material claim; what evidence was held; what warnings or complaints were received; and what 
corrective action followed. Responsibility will be assessed separately for book contents, covers, catalogue 
descriptions, advertising and subsequent promotional use.

Bounded 
conclusions

The absence of a reference or answer from the material reviewed does not establish that 
none exists elsewhere. Findings will use bounded language such as "no acknowledgement 
was located in the publicly accessible material reviewed as at [date]". A subject can reduce 
uncertainty by supplying the missing source, study, edition, acknowledgement or correction.
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5. The withdrawal-attribution fallacy
The audit uses the term withdrawal-attribution fallacy for a recurrent error in raw-feeding promotion: an animal 
shows a reported or measured change after a previous diet is stopped and a new programme begins; the 
change is interpreted as improvement; and the promoter then credits it to the distinctive ingredients, ratios, 
supplements or branded theory of the replacement programme.

A change interpreted as improvement does not prove restoration of health - still 
less that every component of the replacement regime caused it.

5.1 What does "improvement" mean?
In this audit, "improvement" is not treated as a self-evident or unitary fact. Where the word is unavoidable, it 
means a reported or measured change that an owner, clinician, researcher or promoter interprets as beneficial. 
The audit will identify who made the observation, what was measured, by what method, over what period and 
against what baseline.

Owners can detect valuable changes in breath, appetite, stools, behaviour, coat and vitality, but their 
observations are necessarily partial and vulnerable to expectation, selective recall and simultaneous changes 
in care. Clinicians and researchers may use more standardised examinations and instruments, yet a 
thermometer, stethoscope, blood panel, periodontal measurement, image or microbiome assay samples only 
selected features of a changing system at a particular time.

Compensatory mechanisms can preserve outward function or values within a reference range while pathology 
develops elsewhere. Conversely, a short-term movement in one marker can occur without durable restoration 
of oral, metabolic, immune or behavioural function. The apparent objectivity of an instrument does not remove 
limitations in the chosen endpoint, reference population, timing or interpretive paradigm.

No observer - owner, veterinarian or researcher - has an unmediated view of the animal's complete health. 
Prevailing germ-theory, linear-reductionist and treatment paradigms may further determine what is noticed, 
measured and named as disease. A cybernetic assessment seeks converging longitudinal evidence across the 
mouth, food structure, behaviour, physiology, environment and feedback over time, while acknowledging that 
uncertainty remains.

The early Raw Meaty Bones record illustrates this caution. "Raw Meaty Bones Promote Health" combined 
owner reports, oral findings and blood counts rather than relying on one indicator. "Preventative Dentistry" 
questioned whether some clinical reference values derived from processed-food-fed research colonies were 
valid comparators and described periodontal pocket depth as unreliable in some animals. These observations 
do not make assessment impossible; they require humility about what any single before-and-after claim can 
establish.

5.2 What changed at the same time?

Change Possible effect Common attribution error

Ultra-processed food withdrawn Removal of a continuing dietary and oral insult Credited to the new formula rather than to 
stopping the old one

Food texture changed More tearing, shearing, chewing and oral 
cleaning

Credited to nutrient ratios or supplements

Ingredients changed Altered digestibility, exposure and energy density All ingredients treated as jointly validated

Feeding frequency changed Changes in appetite, weight and gastrointestinal 
function

Attributed to branded ingredients

Treats and extras changed Removal of other processed foods Not recorded as a confounder

Owner attention increased Closer observation, exercise and earlier 
intervention

Apparent benefit attributed solely to diet

Observation or measurement changed A new clinician, test or time point may reveal a 
change

Detection is confused with onset, cure or proof of 
the promoted formula

Compensatory mechanisms continue Outward function or selected values remain 
apparently normal while pathology persists

Absence of detected abnormality is treated as 
complete health

Supplements added Benefit, no effect, interaction or harm are all 
possible

Temporal association presented as proof
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5.3 The comparison that is usually missing
A promotional before-and-after story usually compares "old industrial diet" with "new multi-part programme". It 
does not compare the new programme against a simpler regime that also stops the industrial diet and restores 
natural food structure. Without that comparison, the added value of proprietary ratios, vegetables, powders, 
oils, probiotics, disease protocols or certification systems remains uncertain.

The audit will therefore ask whether the cited evidence separates:

 the effect of withdrawing the previous food;
 the effect of restoring tough, chewy, appropriately structured food;
 the effect of the promoted recipe, ratio or supplement;
 the effect of simultaneous changes in care and owner behaviour.

5.4 Claims language
The audit will not assign an unverified percentage to the withdrawal effect. Its working proposition is narrower: 
a large and presently unmeasured share of a reported or measured change interpreted as beneficial may result 
from stopping the former ultra-processed diet. Where no suitable comparison exists, promoters cannot reliably 
allocate the apparent benefit among the components they introduced - or establish that the observed change 
represents complete or durable restoration of health.

6. The unit of analysis: a claim record
Each finding will be built from a standard claim record. This prevents reputation, popularity or qualifications 
from substituting for analysis.

Field Required information

Subject Person, company, publisher, conference or associated organisation.

Exact claim Verbatim wording or a faithful transcript, with surrounding context.

Date and location URL, publication date if available, and audit access date.

Commercial setting What product, book, course, subscription, conference or service was being 
promoted?

Publication and promotion role Who authored, edited, approved, repeated or adopted the claim, including 
publisher-controlled cover, catalogue or advertising language?

Notice and response Were corrections, complaints, contrary evidence or adverse outcomes 
brought to the actor's attention, and what action followed?

Likely consumer meaning Both the express statement and the reasonable implied message.

Claim category Health, safety, longevity, disease, expertise, originality, superiority, 
certification, testimonial or environmental claim.

Evidence cited Studies, references, experience, testimonial or none identified.

Directness Did the evidence test the actual product or complete regime promoted?

Assessment basis Owner report, clinical examination, laboratory value, imaging, oral 
measurement, research endpoint or combination; include timing and 
baseline.

Alternative explanations Especially withdrawal of the former diet, food structure, co-interventions and 
selection bias.

Compensation and measurement limits Could hidden pathology, adaptation, reference-range problems, short 
duration or a narrow endpoint alter the interpretation?

Risks and qualifications Disclosures, contraindications, adverse outcomes and limits.

Provenance Relevant antecedent publications, evidence of access and 
acknowledgement.

Public-interest effects Dependency, attention capture, institutional consequences, resource use 
and environmental burden.

Provisional finding One of the bounded findings defined below.

Subject response Correction, substantiation, explanation, refusal or no response by 
publication date.
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7. Evidence framework
The audit uses two related but distinct evidence tracks. Health and safety claims require evidence that tests the 
promoted intervention and relevant outcomes. Historical and provenance findings require reliable evidence of 
dates, access, wording, acknowledgement, transformation and public representation. Strength in one track 
does not automatically satisfy the other.

7.1 Evidence for health, safety and efficacy claims

Level Type of material What it can usually support

A Independent, adequately designed comparative 
research directly testing the promoted 
intervention and relevant outcomes

Strongest support, subject to design, duration, 
replication and the totality of evidence

B Comparative research on a closely similar 
intervention

Qualified inference; material differences must be 
disclosed

C Observational studies, cohorts, case-control 
studies or well-described case series

Association and signals; limited causal allocation

D Mechanistic, laboratory, nutrient or microbiome 
evidence

Biological plausibility; not automatic proof of 
whole-animal benefit or safety

E Owner observations, clinical experience, before-
and-after cases and testimonials

Signals and hypothesis generation; vulnerable to 
confounding, expectation, compensation, 
selective reporting and incomplete baselines

F Expert assertion, tradition, popularity, certification 
or marketing copy

No independent substantiation by itself

7.2 Evidence for chronology, provenance and conduct

Level Type of material What it can usually support

A Original dated publications, direct 
correspondence, signed records, recordings, 
archived webpages or explicit admissions

Strong evidence of wording, date, access, 
acknowledgement or commercial representation, 
subject to authenticity and context

B Contemporaneous notes, same-day memoranda, 
business records, meeting records or 
independently corroborated accounts

Material evidence; weight depends on 
provenance, detail, corroboration and whether 
the other party accepted the account

C Later recollection, third-party reports or 
incomplete documentary chains

Research leads and testimony; require clear 
labelling and corroboration where possible

D Chronology, conceptual similarity, association, 
mutual promotion or shared commercial interests 
alone

May justify questions or a supported inference; 
does not alone prove copying, dishonesty, 
agreement or unlawful conspiracy

8. Standards by which claims will be tested
1. Exact wording and overall impression. The audit will assess both the words used and the impression 
created by headlines, images, testimonials, omissions and surrounding sales material.

2. Objective or subjective claim. Claims about disease, immunity, longevity, safety, efficacy, superiority or 
scientific status are generally capable of objective testing. Mere enthusiasm does not convert them into 
protected opinion.

3. Evidence held when the claim was made. Advertising standards in Australia, the United Kingdom and the 
United States emphasise that objective claims should be supportable and that evidence should exist before or 
at the time of promotion.

4. Match between evidence and claim. The population, species, age, condition, intervention, comparator, 
outcome and duration should correspond sufficiently to what is promised.

5. Direct testing of the complete promoted regime. Evidence for one ingredient cannot automatically 
substantiate a multi-part recipe, course or branded system.

6. Appropriate comparator. The design should distinguish the promoted addition from withdrawal of the 
previous diet and from restoration of natural food structure.

7. Outcome validity and assessment limits. The audit will ask who observed the change, what endpoint was 
used, whether compensation or hidden pathology could obscure the result, and whether a narrow 
measurement is being presented as whole-animal health.
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8. Magnitude and certainty. The wording should not exceed the size, consistency or certainty of the observed 
effect.

9. Duration and outcome relevance. Short-term changes in stool, blood markers or microbiome composition 
do not necessarily establish long-term health or longevity.

10. Totality of evidence. Contrary findings, null results, limitations and safety signals must not be ignored.

11. Testimonials and endorsements. Testimonials may illustrate experience but do not replace controlled 
evidence; claims embedded in testimonials remain claims.

12. Safety and foreseeable harm. The audit will look for discussion of oral injury, obstruction, contamination, 
nutritional imbalance, delayed treatment and risks associated with supplements or disease protocols.

13. Qualifications, conflicts and commercial interests. Credentials, sponsorship, affiliate relationships, 
product ownership, paid partnerships and certification income will be stated where relevant.

14. Provenance and attribution. The audit will distinguish general tradition from specific antecedent 
propositions and ask whether earlier work was acknowledged and accurately represented.

15. Corrections and responsiveness. A prompt, transparent correction weighs differently from repetition of a 
challenged claim without substantiation.

External 
benchmark

The ACCC states that advertised claims should be true, accurate, based on reasonable 
grounds and capable of proof. The UK ASA requires documentary evidence for objective 
claims before publication. The US FTC requires health-related claims to be truthful, non-
misleading and scientifically supported. These are regulatory benchmarks, not automatic 
findings that any particular claim breaches a law.

9. The Five-Part Public Interest Test
The Five-Part Test expands the earlier Three-Part Test. It is not a statutory or clinical checklist and does not, 
by itself, determine legal liability. It is an analytical framework for examining whether a raw-feeding system 
serves the animal and the public interest when the biological, functional, evidential, institutional and cumulative 
consequences are considered together.

Part Core question Evidence sought Possible public-interest concern

1. Biological suitability Are the ingredients, amounts, 
proportions, frequency and life-stage 
recommendations appropriate for the 
animal?

Ingredient lists, quantities, nutrient and 
energy claims, exclusions, adverse 
outcomes, disease and life-stage 
advice.

Ill health, cruelty, unnecessary 
treatment, owner expense and 
resource waste.

2. Functional form and oral feedback Does the food require ripping, tearing, 
shearing and gnawing, clean and 
exercise the mouth, and engage 
normal feeding behaviour?

Particle size, bone and meat structure, 
chewing opportunity, oral outcomes, 
periodontal assessment and product 
form.

A diet may be raw in temperature yet 
remain functionally processed; oral 
and systemic disease may persist.

3. Causal and evidential integrity Has the promoter separated 
withdrawal of industrial junk, 
restoration of natural food structure 
and the claimed effect of the 
proprietary formula or addition?

Comparators, complete-regime trials, 
duration, endpoints, contrary evidence, 
testimonials and confounders.

The withdrawal effect may be 
appropriated as proof of recipes, 
ratios, supplements, protocols or 
branded authority.

4. Public-interest orientation and 
knowledge effects

Does the system help owners 
understand root causes and exercise 
independent judgement, or create a 
new dependency and divert attention 
from institutional failure and cybernetic 
inquiry?

Sales architecture, subscriptions, 
certification, partnerships, treatment of 
antecedent work, public statements 
and response to criticism.

The marketplace may leave the 
veterinary-junk-pet-food complex 
undisturbed and crowd out discussion 
of raw meaty bones, periodontal 
function and better scientific methods.

5. Whole-system consequences What happens when the biological, 
commercial, institutional, informational 
and environmental effects interact over 
time?

Costs to animals and owners, 
packaging and supply chains, 
professional incentives, attention 
capture, delayed reform and 
cumulative externalities.

The combined effect may be non-
additive: harm, dependency, 
institutional inertia and suppression of 
corrective ideas can reinforce one 
another.

The test permits separate findings. A product may contain broadly suitable ingredients yet fail the functional-
form test. A promoter may sincerely oppose kibble yet overstate the evidence for a branded system. A 
commercial enterprise may make no demonstrably false health claim and still create important knowledge, 
dependency or environmental effects. Intention will not be inferred merely from consequence; where 
knowledge or coordination is alleged, separate evidence is required.
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10. Provenance and attribution standard
A later writer is entitled to learn from, criticise and develop earlier work. The concern is not intellectual contact; 
it is inaccurate provenance. Each overlap will be assessed through five questions:

1. Priority. When was the proposition first publicly recorded in the sources located?

2. Access. Is there evidence that the later promoter encountered the prior work?

3. Attribution. Was the antecedent work acknowledged in the public material examined?

4. Transformation. Was the proposition preserved, tested and developed, or diluted, contradicted or 
converted into a proprietary formula?

5. Representation. Was the transformed version marketed as original, definitive, scientifically established or 
uniquely authoritative?

Chronology alone does not prove copying. Personal contact alone does not prove derivation. Conversely, 
documented access, distinctive conceptual overlap, absent acknowledgement and later commercial 
representation may justify a clearly labelled provenance concern and a request for explanation.

11. Findings vocabulary
Finding Meaning

Substantiated The public claim is adequately supported by evidence sufficiently direct and 
strong for the wording used.

Partly substantiated Some component is supported, but the wording, scope, population, duration 
or implied certainty exceeds the evidence.

Unsubstantiated in the material reviewed No adequate support was identified in the public sources examined. This 
does not prove the claim false.

Contradicted or materially qualified Reliable evidence conflicts with the claim or requires an important 
qualification omitted from the promotion.

Unverifiable The source, data or precise claim cannot presently be checked.

Potentially misleading by omission An important qualification, alternative explanation, commercial interest or 
limitation appears absent from the presentation.

Provenance concern The record raises a material question about priority, access, 
acknowledgement, transformation or representation.

Public-interest concern The evidence indicates a material biological, functional, dependency, 
institutional, knowledge or whole-system consequence requiring explanation 
or further investigation.

No conclusion The evidence is insufficient, conflicting or outside the audit's present scope.

12. Publication, right of reply and corrections
The audit will use a hybrid process:

1. Foundation stage. Publish the purpose, method, withdrawal-attribution analysis, Five-Part Test and Raw 
Meaty Bones historical record.

2. Case-file stage. Assemble a documented draft based on public and properly classified primary material, 
clearly identifying the propositions concerning the named subject.

3. Pre-publication check. Send the relevant draft or passages, source list and focused questions to the 
subject, ordinarily allowing 14 days, or 21 days for a lengthy or complex file.

4. Publication. Publish the evidence-led file whether or not a reply is received, recording the date and 
substance of any response and correcting any established error.

5. Continuing record. Add relevant replies, corrections, archived pages and new evidence to a dated public 
register.

The request for comment is not a request for permission and does not confer editorial control. It is a means of 
verifying facts, obtaining missing substantiation and presenting a fair record. The project will distinguish clearly 
between fact, inference, comment and personal recollection. Silence will be recorded only as no response by 
the publication date, not as admission or proof.
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13. Case files under preparation
The following titles identify research subjects and themes. Their inclusion is not a finding of wrongdoing.

File Working title

Part 0 The Raw Meaty Bones Record: priority, provenance and the 
commercial raw-feeding divergence

Part 1 Ian Billinghurst and the BARF transformation

Part 2 Rodney Habib and Karen Becker: longevity claims, recipes and the 
influencer platform

Part 3 Conor Brady and Dogs First: courses, supplements and claims of 
evidence

Part 4 Nick Thompson and professional raw advocacy

Part 5 The conference, certification and influencer marketplace

Part 6 Responses, corrections and updates register

14. Editorial safeguards
 Use short quotations only where necessary and preserve their surrounding context.
 Prefer dated screenshots of claims, prices, curricula, disclosures and sponsor relationships over decorative 

portraits.
 Do not republish private or copyright-protected material merely because it is evidentially interesting.
 Do not treat silence as admission or proof.
 Do not infer intention, coordination or criminal agreement from poor evidence, association or similarity 

alone.
 Do not claim exhaustive non-citation unless the complete relevant work has been examined.
 Record personal recollection as testimony, identify its limits and seek documentary corroboration.
 Separate moral or political criticism from factual and legal findings.
 Correct significant error promptly and retain a transparent amendment history.

15. Possible referral and legal pathways
The audit itself does not decide whether a civil wrong, regulatory breach, professional offence, animal-welfare 
offence, fraud, conspiracy or other crime has occurred. Those conclusions belong to competent authorities, 
courts and suitably qualified lawyers applying the law of the relevant jurisdiction.

Where a case file identifies substantial and well-preserved evidence, the project may prepare a concise source 
packet for consumer regulators, veterinary or other professional bodies, animal-welfare authorities, publishers, 
investigative journalists or legal counsel. Possible collective or class proceedings require a defined claimant 
group, materially similar representations, legally recognised loss and a viable defendant. Similar messaging, 
association, mutual promotion or commercial lineage do not alone establish an unlawful agreement.

Referral language will remain bounded: "material warranting independent assessment", "possible misleading 
representation", "potential professional or animal-welfare concern", or "evidence relevant to legal advice". 
Referral is not conviction, and absence of enforcement does not validate a claim.

16. Conclusion
The Raw Feeding Claims Audit will not be a catalogue of insults. It will be a disciplined test of propositions 
placed before pet owners in commercial and professional settings. Its strength will come from exact claims, 
preserved sources, relevant comparisons, the Five-Part Public Interest Test, bounded findings and an open 
correction process.

The burden is not on pet owners to disprove every promise. A person or organisation that authors, adopts or 
commercially promotes an objective health claim should be able to show what evidence supports it, what 
alternative explanations were excluded, how foreseeable risks were addressed and how the promoted system 
serves the animal in biological and functional terms.
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The purpose is larger than settling disputes among authors. It is to protect 
animals and owners, restore the scientific record, expose avoidable dependency 
and reopen the intellectual space needed for functional feeding, cybernetic 
understanding and institutional reform.

References and methodological sources
1. Australian Competition and Consumer Commission, "False or misleading claims". 

https://www.accc.gov.au/business/advertising-and-promotions/false-or-misleading-claims

2. Advertising Standards Authority, "Substantiation", including CAP Code rule 3.7. 
https://www.asa.org.uk/advice-online/substantiation.html

3. Federal Trade Commission, Health Products Compliance Guidance. https://www.ftc.gov/business-guidance/resources/health-
products-compliance-guidance

4. Committee on Publication Ethics, "Plagiarism in 2024". https://publicationethics.org/topic-discussions/plagiarism-2024

5. Independent Press Standards Organisation, Editors' Code of Practice. https://www.ipso.co.uk/editors-code-of-practice/

https://legislation.nsw.gov.au/view/whole/html/inforce/current/act-2005-0776. Defamation Act 2005 (NSW), current version. 
https://legislation.nsw.gov.au/view/whole/html/inforce/current/act-2005-077

7. Tom Lonsdale, "Oral Disease in Cats and Dogs", first published December 1991. https://rawmeatybones.com/No_3128.html

8. Tom Lonsdale, "Discussions on RawVet List March 2006" and the original Three-Part Test. 
https://rawmeatybones.com/pdf/RawVet%20Prey%20Model%2006.pdf

9. RMB Newsletter 11:1, "20th Anniversary", December 2011. https://rawmeatybones.com/newsletters/11-1%20Dec%202011%20-
%2020th%20Anniversary.pdf

10. Tom Lonsdale, "Raw Meaty Bones Promote Health", Control & Therapy Series, 1992. 
https://rawmeatybones.com/pdf/RMBPromHealthDec92.pdf

11. Tom Lonsdale, "Preventative Dentistry", first published June 1993. https://rawmeatybones.com/PrevDent.html

12. Tom Lonsdale, Multi-Billion-Dollar Pet Food Fraud: Hiding in Plain Sight, especially Chapter 8, "Fallacies in the alternative". 
https://www.thepetfoodcon.com/MBDPFF

13. Tom Lonsdale, Spin Doctors: Junk Pet Food Partners in Crime, especially the chapters on feeding fads, false prophets and a 
movement undermined. https://www.thepetfoodcon.com/SD

14. Cybernetic Hypothesis of Periodontal Disease in Mammalian Carnivores - central resource page. 
https://www.thepetfoodcon.com/cybernetic-hypothesis-of-periodontal-disease-in-mammalian-carnivores/

Web sources checked 19 July 2026. Web content may change; case files should preserve dated screenshots or archived copies. 
This paper is a continuing methodological record and may be revised transparently as the audit develops.

https://www.accc.gov.au/business/advertising-and-promotions/false-or-misleading-claims
https://www.thepetfoodcon.com/cybernetic-hypothesis-of-periodontal-disease-in-mammalian-carnivores/
https://www.thepetfoodcon.com/SD
https://www.thepetfoodcon.com/MBDPFF
https://rawmeatybones.com/PrevDent.html
https://rawmeatybones.com/pdf/RMBPromHealthDec92.pdf
https://rawmeatybones.com/newsletters/11-1%20Dec%202011%20-%2020th%20Anniversary.pdf
https://rawmeatybones.com/newsletters/11-1%20Dec%202011%20-%2020th%20Anniversary.pdf
https://rawmeatybones.com/pdf/RawVet%20Prey%20Model%2006.pdf
https://rawmeatybones.com/No_3128.html
https://legislation.nsw.gov.au/view/whole/html/inforce/current/act-2005-077
https://www.ipso.co.uk/editors-code-of-practice/
https://publicationethics.org/topic-discussions/plagiarism-2024
https://www.ftc.gov/business-guidance/resources/health-products-compliance-guidance
https://www.ftc.gov/business-guidance/resources/health-products-compliance-guidance
https://www.asa.org.uk/advice-online/substantiation.html

	At a glance
	1. Why an audit is needed
	2. Purpose
	3. What the audit is not
	4. Source base and limitations
	5. The withdrawal-attribution fallacy
	5.1 What does "improvement" mean?
	5.2 What changed at the same time?
	5.3 The comparison that is usually missing
	5.4 Claims language

	6. The unit of analysis: a claim record
	7. Evidence framework
	7.1 Evidence for health, safety and efficacy claims
	7.2 Evidence for chronology, provenance and conduct

	8. Standards by which claims will be tested
	9. The Five-Part Public Interest Test
	10. Provenance and attribution standard
	11. Findings vocabulary
	12. Publication, right of reply and corrections
	13. Case files under preparation
	14. Editorial safeguards
	15. Possible referral and legal pathways
	16. Conclusion
	References and methodological sources

