MARS AND THE INDUSTRIAL PET FOOD EXPERIMENT | FOUNDATION DOCUMENT 7

Formal Notice to Mars, Incorporated

Preservation, independent investigation, disclosure and substantive response
Formal notice | 1 August 2026

The formal request

This document gives formal public-interest notice to Mars, Incorporated and the governance, legal,
compliance, scientific and Petcare offices identified below. It requests immediate preservation of relevant
records, nomination of one accountable senior officer, an independently governed investigation, correction
of factual errors, disclosure of omitted or contrary evidence and a substantive, document-supported
response.

The governing demand
Mars made the substitution. Mars claimed the authority. Mars owes the evidence.

1. Addressees and routing

Recipient by office Reason for receipt

Board of Directors and Board Audit Committee Enterprise oversight, material risk, ethics, scientific integrity and accountability.

Chief Executive Officer and Mars Leadership Enterprise direction, cross-business authority, resources and deadlines.

Team

General Counsel and Corporate Secretary Legal routing, Board receipt, preservation and governance record.

Chief Compliance Officer Published third-party reporting route, investigation, escalation, non-retaliation and
Audit Committee reporting.

Global President, Mars Petcare Integrated responsibility across pet nutrition, veterinary health, science and
diagnostics.

Chief Science Officer, Mars Science Leadership Scientific policy, comparator selection, research integrity and animal-research

Team and Mars Research Review Board governance.

Leaders of Mars Pet Nutrition, Mars Veterinary Business records, clinical and diagnostic data, product claims and cross-business
Health and Mars Science & Diagnostics inquiry.

Waltham Petcare Science Institute and relevant Historical research, education, therapeutic products and professional relationships.
Royal Canin leadership

Mars Australia and New Zealand leadership Australian corporate history, Uncle Ben's records, the Watson review and related
regulatory correspondence.

Published Ethics & Compliance route: chiefcomplianceofficer @effem.com. Mars states that this mailbox is
available to third parties for confidential reporting and that the Ethics & Compliance team reports to the Audit
Committee of the Board. [14]

Routing instruction

This is not an ordinary consumer complaint and should not be redirected to customer service. It concerns
animal welfare, scientific substantiation, professional influence, governance, records preservation and the
absence of the decisive comparison.

2. Documents and evidence placed before Mars

Documen Title Purpose

t

1 The Industrial Substitution: What Was the Scientific The burden of proof for replacing the natural feeding
Justification? system.

2 The Missing Comparator: Industrial Pet Food Versus Raw Meaty ~ The unperformed lifetime comparison and recovered
Bones partial evidence.
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Documen Title
t

Purpose

3 Waltham, Royal Canin and the Manufacture of Scientific
Authority

4 Periodontal Disease: Known Harm, Neglected Signal and
Profitable Aftermath

5 The Architecture of Reach

6 Knowledge, Notice, Family Governance and Accountability

7 Formal Notice to Mars, Incorporated

Corporate science, education and professional

authority.

Specialist notice, preventable disease and downstream
incentives.

Food, veterinary care, diagnostics, data, education,

standards and welfare.

Who was equipped to know, who was placed on notice

and what decisions followed.

Preservation, investigation, disclosure, correction and

response.

Primary documentary record: Colyer (1947); Brown and Park (1968); the complete Borthwick report to
Waltham; the AVA-commissioned Watson review and published article; the 1993 Preventative Dentistry
proceedings; the 1994 Cybernetic Hypothesis; Periodontal Disease and Leucopenia (1995); and the associated
historical correspondence and regulatory record.

The documentary correction

Earlier provisional references to only the first three pages of the Borthwick report are superseded. The
complete 13-page report has been recovered and incorporated across the revised series. It concluded that
modern feeding methods had not appeared to improve dental health, that increased mastication could
greatly assist control, and that the prevailing veterinary approach was largely ineffective.

3. The charge requiring investigation

The Foundation Documents allege that industrial feeding became the accepted baseline without an
independently governed lifetime comparison against the natural functional standard; that Mars and its scientific
and professional networks possessed unusual capacity to ask the decisive question; that warnings concerning
food form, mastication, periodontal disease and systemic consequences accumulated over decades; and that
products, professional authority, veterinary treatment, diagnostics and data systems expanded while the
foundational comparison remained unperformed.

This notice does not assert that every Mars product harms every animal, that every disease has a single
trigger, or that every person named acted dishonestly. It distinguishes directly documented facts, preliminary
signals, supported inferences, the author's allegations, unresolved questions and matters requiring internal
records or compulsory disclosure.

The central question

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

4. Evidence now requiring a corporate answer

Record

What it shows

Evidential limit or consequence

1947 - Colyer

1968 - Brown and Park

Circa 1986 - Borthwick
for Waltham

1993-1994 - Professional
notice

1994 - Watson review

Soft, clinging food was contrasted with tooth-demanding
feeding under natural conditions.

Raw oxtails removed established calculus and regular
provision controlled reaccumulation in experimental
Beagles.

The complete commissioned report found markedly lower
indices with demanding chewing materials and called
prevailing control ineffective.

The 1993 course proceedings and the Journal of Veterinary
Dentistry placed the prevention argument and Cybernetic
Hypothesis in the formal record.

The AVA review called periodontal disease a serious diet-
related problem, distinguished physical from chemical
adequacy and requested further comparison.
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A longstanding professional warning
concerning food form and oral disease.

Direct oral-function evidence; not a lifetime
comparison of complete feeding systems.

An internal signal in the Waltham research
environment; circulation and decisions
remain undisclosed.

The specialist community was not required to
agree, but was required to engage and test.

National professional notice and a direct
disclosure question concerning assistance
from Harvey, Fougere and Coles.
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Record What it shows

Evidential limit or consequence

1995 - Leucopenia paper A small uncontrolled clinical series linked periodontal
treatment and feeding change with improved white-cell
counts and wellbeing.

1996-1998 - Corporate Senior Waltham correspondence acknowledged Australian
correspondence and raw-bone recommendations; a later Pedigree publication
reversal rejected raw meaty bones.

2016 - FTC order Mars Petcare accepted a consent order concerning
unsubstantiated Eukanuba longevity and scientific-proof
claims.

2026 - Foundation The evidence, ownership architecture, questions and

Documents 1-6 preservation categories are now organised in a public
record.

A systemic signal requiring better
investigation; not proof of single-factor
causation.

A contradictory corporate record whose
evidence, authorship, approval and routing
require disclosure.

A compliance event relevant to later health-
claim substantiation; not a judicial fraud
finding.

A defined basis for direct corporate notice and
response.

The Watson process also records unequal access. Watson acknowledged assistance from veterinary dentist
Stephen Coles and Dr Barbara Fougere, then veterinary adviser to Uncle Ben's of Australia, a Mars business.
Tom Lonsdale, whose intervention and work precipitated the inquiry, was not afforded equivalent participation.
This does not prove Mars dictated the review. It establishes a corporate-affiliated route into the review and
creates precise questions about receipt, contribution, circulation and response.

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.
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5. Questions requiring a substantive answer

A. Borthwick, Waltham and the missing comparator

1. Does Mars accept that the supplied 13-page Borthwick document is the complete report prepared for
Waltham's Animal Studies Centre?

2. Who commissioned, received, reviewed, circulated, discussed and archived the report?

3. What raw data, scoring sheets, questionnaires, drafts, correspondence, internal reviews, follow-up work and
successor proposals exist?

4. What research, product, educational, professional or policy decisions followed its conclusions?

5. Why did the report not lead to an independently governed lifetime comparison between representative
industrial feeding and foundational raw meaty bones feeding?

B. Watson, Fougere, Coles and Australian corporate notice

6. What position, reporting line and responsibilities did Barbara Fougere hold with Uncle Ben's or Mars during
1993-1994?

7. What documents, comments, literature, advice or drafting assistance did she provide to Watson or the AVA
review?

8. Did she receive or transmit terms of reference, drafts, interim findings, the January report or the published
article?

9. Which Mars, Uncle Ben's or Waltham personnel were informed, and what investigation, communication or
policy action followed?

10. What was Stephen Coles's precise role, and what records exist concerning communications among Coles,
Fougere, Harvey, Watson, the AVA and Mars-affiliated personnel?

11. Why was Tom Lonsdale not afforded equivalent access to an inquiry precipitated by his intervention and
citing his work?

12. What instructions, support, expenses, communications or reporting occurred in relation to Fougere's 21
March 1994 complaint to the NSW Veterinary Surgeons Board?
C. Research, claims and whole-system evidence

13. Did Mars assess, replicate or formally respond to Periodontal Disease and Leucopenia or later evidence
concerning oral-systemic effects?

14. What studies has Mars conducted, considered, declined, discontinued or left unpublished concerning whole
prey, carcasses, raw bones, raw meaty bones, food structure, oral function, periodontal outcomes, systemic
disease, quality of life or longevity?

15. What adverse, negative, null or commercially inconvenient findings exist, and who controlled analysis,
publication and retention?

16. What evidence substantiates the overall impressions created by claims such as complete, balanced, science-
backed, dental-health promoting or suitable for lifelong feeding?

17. What direct evidence demonstrates equivalence or superiority of a representative Mars industrial feeding
regime to the natural functional standard over a lifetime?

18. What entity or officer integrates food, veterinary, diagnostic, complaint and population data to identify
possible upstream feeding triggers?
D. Governance, notice and decisions

19. When were the Mars Board, Audit Committee, Chief Executive, Chief Compliance Officer, General Counsel,
Mars Petcare leadership and science-governance bodies first informed of the central allegations?

20. Which person or body was assigned responsibility for seeing the whole across Pet Nutrition, Veterinary
Health, Science & Diagnostics, Waltham, Royal Canin, legal, compliance and communications?

21. What preservation, investigation, risk-assessment, claim-review or corrective directions were issued after
receipt?

22, What did family ownership, the Mars Compass and Mars's published ethics and scientific systems require
decision-makers to do?

23. What conflicts, commercial risks, professional dependencies or reputational concerns were identified, and
how were they managed?
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24. Will Mars publish contrary or exculpatory evidence, including methods, limitations and the relevant
governance record?

E. Correction, research and repair

25. Which factual statements in the Foundation Documents does Mars dispute, and what documents
substantiate each correction?

26. Will Mars support an independently governed, preregistered and transparently published lifetime
comparison using clinically meaningful oral, systemic, welfare and longevity outcomes?

27, What corrective communication, research reform, conflict disclosure, owner redress or animal-welfare
remediation will Mars undertake if material failures are established?

6. Immediate preservation requirement

Mars is requested immediately to preserve, suspend routine deletion of, and identify custodians for the
following categories:

« Board, Audit Committee, family-governance and leadership materials concerning pet-food health, animal
welfare, scientific integrity, veterinary integration and material legal or reputational risk.

« The Borthwick commission, complete report, raw data, scoring sheets, questionnaires, drafts, correspondence,
archive history, internal review, successor research and publication decisions.

» The complete Watson review file: AVA motion and terms of reference, 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, the published article and the 21 March 1994 complaint.

« All complaints, correspondence, media monitoring, legal, insurance or compliance matters concerning Tom
Lonsdale, raw meaty bones, periodontal disease, the Cybernetic Hypothesis, natural feeding and the missing
comparator.

« The authorship, evidence, legal review, approval and distribution trail for relevant Mars, Pedigree, Royal
Canin or Waltham statements concerning bones, dental health, raw feeding and lifelong suitability.

« All comparative feeding protocols, declined proposals, discontinued projects, unpublished results, adverse
events, negative or null findings and raw data concerning natural-food comparators or lifetime outcomes.

« Clinical, diagnostic, insurance, safety and population analyses capable of linking feeding history with oral,
urinary, metabolic, gastrointestinal, cardiovascular, immune, quality-of-life, cost and longevity outcomes.

« Communications and agreements with veterinary schools, specialist societies, journals, regulators, welfare
bodies, trade associations, educational platforms and expert advisers.

« Objections, staff concerns, whistleblower reports, retaliation concerns, resignations, requests for independent
research and records of professional or commercial pressure.

« Document-retention schedules, litigation holds, deletion logs, backup policies, archive transfers and
repository custodians for all relevant physical and electronic records.

Preservation is not accusation

A preservation request does not presume liability. It protects Mars, critics, regulators and courts alike by
preserving the evidence needed to establish the truth. Destruction after a known dispute may deprive every
party of a reliable record.

7. What an adequate independent investigation requires

Requirement Minimum safeguard

Independence Leadership and investigators independent of the businesses and individuals whose conduct is under
examination, with publicly disclosed conflicts.

Authority and access Access to original records, research archives, claim-substantiation files and lawful, de-identified cross-
business clinical and diagnostic data.

Correct question A distinction between nutrient adequacy and feeding function, and a direct assessment of the excluded
natural comparator.

Evidence discipline Separation of association, preliminary signal, supported inference, allegation, legal finding and
unresolved question.

Protection Confidential reporting, non-retaliation and protection for dissenters, whistleblowers, former staff and
external professionals.
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Requirement Minimum safeguard

Transparency Published terms of reference, panel membership, funding, methods, evidence schedule, limitations,
findings and reasons for any redactions.

Scientific remedy A preregistered independent research programme where the record shows that decisive questions
remain unanswered.

Correction and repair Correction of misleading impressions, disclosure of conflicts, changes to education and claims, and
remediation where harm or loss is established.

No fragmentation defence

Mars cannot rely upon integration when claiming unusual capacity to improve pet health, then rely upon
fragmentation when asked who could see the complete pattern and who was responsible for acting upon it.

8. Response timetable and form

Time Requested action

Within 7 calendar days Acknowledge receipt; identify one accountable senior officer and one independent contact; confirm
delivery to the Board, Audit Committee, Chief Compliance Officer, General Counsel, Mars Petcare
leadership and relevant science-governance bodies.

Within 7 calendar days Confirm that preservation directions have been issued, state their scope and identify the business units,
record systems and custodians covered.

Within 28 calendar days Provide a substantive, numbered, document-supported response to the questions in section 5, or a
reasoned timetable for any item requiring additional retrieval.

With the substantive Identify factual errors and supply substantiated corrections; produce omitted or contrary evidence;

response provide an index of records relied upon and explain any withholding.

With the substantive State whether Mars will commission or support an independently governed, preregistered and

response transparently published foundational comparison.

Ongoing Record corrections, disclosures, investigation milestones and final findings in a form suitable for

incorporation into the public record.

Silence will not be treated as an admission. General assurances, brand literature, unsupported statements
that products meet existing standards, or redirection to customer service will not answer the defined scientific
and governance questions.

The effect of formal receipt

Once this notice is 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.

9. Four possible corporate records

Possible record Meaning Implication

1. The issue never reached senior Escalation failed despite decades of signals, Governance, surveillance and scientific-

governance professional publication and exceptional corporate  risk failure requiring independent
capacity. correction.

2. Senior governance received a partial The question was filtered through product, legal, Identify who framed the issue, what was

or distorted account communications or dependent professional omitted and whether decision-makers
assumptions. were misled.

3. Senior governance knew the central ~ Commercial, reputational or professional risk Potentially serious welfare, consumer

question but deferred it displaced inquiry, testing or disclosure. and governance implications; intention

and legal elements require evidence.
4. Mars investigated fully and holds The company possesses the decisive comparison or ~ Publish the methods, results, limitations
adequate contrary evidence other evidence answering the charge. and governance record so the public

record can be corrected.

Mixed outcomes may exist across periods and business units. This framework does not force every event into
a single conspiracy theory. It prevents a whole-system charge from being answered with disconnected fragments
and general assurances.
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10. Evidential and legal status

This document is a public-interest notice and request for preservation, investigation, disclosure and
response. It is not a judicial, regulatory or professional finding of fraud, conspiracy, cruelty, breach of duty or
personal liability. Family ownership does not establish personal guilt. Participation or association alone does not
prove knowledge or misconduct. Legal advice does not itself prove concealment. Silence is not treated as
admission.

The present record does justify preservation, inquiry and a reasoned response. Mars, its businesses and
materially named persons or organisations are invited to identify factual errors, provide omitted evidence and
answer the questions raised. Substantiated corrections and material responses should be incorporated into the
public record.
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11. Cited documentary and corporate sources
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13. Mars and the Industrial Pet Food Experiment, Foundation Documents 1-6, publication editions dated 26-27 July 2026.
https://www.thepetfoodcon.com/mars-and-the-industrial-pet-food-experiment/

14. Mars, Ethics & Compliance Overview, including the Chief Compliance Officer, enterprise investigations, Audit Committee
reporting and the published third-party mailbox chiefcomplianceofficer@effem.com (accessed 27 July 2026).
https://www.mars.com/about/policies-and-practices/ethics-compliance-overview

15. Mars, Scientific Research and Engagement, describing responsibility of the Mars Science Leadership Team for implementation
of Mars scientific policy (accessed 27 July 2026). https://www.mars.com/about/policies-and-practices/scientific-engagement

16. Mars, Mars Research Review Board, identifying senior science, corporate affairs, research and development, legal, ethics and
Waltham functions represented in research governance (accessed 27 July 2026). https://www.mars.com/mars-research-review-
board

17. Mars, announcement naming the current Global President, Mars Petcare, effective January 2026 (accessed 27 July 2026).
https://www.mars.com/news-and-stories/press-releases-statements/mars-names-new-global-petcare-president

18. US Federal Trade Commission, Mars Petcare Eukanuba longevity claims matter, final consent order, 2016; not a judicial fraud
finding. https://www.ftc.gov/legal-library/browse/cases-proceedings/152-3229-mars-petcare-us-inc-matter
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12. Transmission record

Transmission field Record

Date of formal transmission 1 August 2026

Method or methods EMAIL: chiefcomplianceofficer@effem.com
Primary recipient or office Chief Compliance Officer and officers of the company

Acknowledgement received
Forwarding or escalation confirmed
Substantive response due 29 August 2026

Public record https://www.thepetfoodcon.com/mars-and-the-industrial-pet-food-experiment/

Sender: Tom Lonsdale BVetMed MRCVS | Email: tom@rawmeatybones.com

pa

Signed:

Tom Lonsdale BVetMed MRCVS 1 August 2026

The response required
Test, disclose, correct and repair - or continue after notice. Either course creates a record.
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