
The Raw Feeding Claims Audit  |  Part 1

Revised publication draft - 19 July 2026    1

THE RAW FEEDING CLAIMS AUDIT

IAN BILLINGHURST AND THE BARF 
TRANSFORMATION

From natural-feeding critique and raw meaty bones to formula, products, certification, 
costs and responsibility

Part 1 - revised publication draft - 19 July 2026

FAIRNESS AND CORRECTIONS NOTE: This public-interest audit is based on the sources identified. Dr Billinghurst is 
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.

The strongest issue is not whether Billinghurst knew about raw food before Tom Lonsdale. He 
plainly did. It is how raw meaty bones became central, how that influence was acknowledged, 

and why the functional principle was later displaced by commercially scalable formulae.

Executive assessment
The available record supports a documented three-stage development: an extensive natural-feeding programme 
already present in the 1980s; a raw-meaty-bones-centred position in the early 1990s accompanied by explicit 
public acknowledgment of Tom Lonsdale; and a later BARF system built around recipes, minced products, 
commercial manufacture, courses, certification and a network of successor authorities.

That sequence raises serious questions of provenance, evidential consistency, causal attribution, animal welfare, 
consumer representation and responsibility for consequences. If the later BARF system displaced a functionally 
distinct raw-meaty-bones approach, the possible costs are not confined to money spent on products and courses. 
They may include avoidable oral and systemic disease, pain, veterinary procedures, owner expense, shortened 
lives or deaths, public confusion, and decades of foregone research and professional reform. The present record 
does not quantify those costs or attribute any particular injury or death to Billinghurst. It does require that the 
possible costs, the evidence for or against them, and the question of corrective action be put directly to him. Nor 
does the record, without further evidence and legal analysis, prove plagiarism, dishonesty, conspiracy, fraud or 
criminal liability.

Core provisional finding: Billinghurst’s early functional criticism of processed and minced feeding was not shown 
to be scientifically refuted. The public record instead shows a commercial transition in which formula, 
convenience and scalability increasingly took precedence over oral work and raw-meaty-bones function. The 
resulting question is not only what Billinghurst intended or gained, but what costs were transferred to animals, 
owners, veterinary medicine and the wider community, and what corrective responsibility he now accepts.

1. Scope, limitations and fairness
This is the first named case file in The Raw Feeding Claims Audit. It examines public webpages, published articles, 
archived correspondence and facsimiles, and a limited set of private forum records. It does not claim to have 
examined every edition of Billinghurst’s books, every lecture, every product formulation or every communication.

The VoerNatuurlijk material is treated as a private or restricted archive whose contributors expressly referred to 
copyright. It is used for analysis and concise paraphrase only; substantial passages and the members’ later 
scathing assessments are not reproduced. The public file should state what questions were asked, what substance 
was answered, what remained unanswered and when Billinghurst’s participation ended.

Fairness requires the evidence in Billinghurst’s favour to remain visible. He advocated natural feeding well before 
the Raw Meaty Bones campaign, cited antecedent authors, criticised industrial food, publicly credited Lonsdale in 
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1993, and sometimes acknowledged the limits of his knowledge. The audit is concerned with the complete record, 
not a prosecution brief disguised as history.

2. Questions investigated
1. What natural-feeding principles did Billinghurst already hold before 1991?

2. What changed after his contact with the Raw Meaty Bones work?

3. What influence did he acknowledge publicly and privately?

4. How and why did the programme move from large functional foods towards minced mixtures, ratios, 
supplements and branded products?

5. What evidence supports the broad health, disease-treatment and certification claims?

6. Were changes following withdrawal of industrial food attributed to the complete BARF system without 
adequate separation of causes?

7. Did commercial success and authority help crowd out the Raw Meaty Bones and cybernetic frameworks?

8. What animal-welfare, owner, scientific, professional and community costs may have followed from 
displacement of the Raw Meaty Bones approach?

9. What responsibility does Billinghurst accept for any such costs, and what correction, restitution, repair or 
atonement does he propose?

10. What matters require correction, response, regulatory scrutiny or legal advice?

3. Documentary chronology

3.1 1986: a developed natural-diet programme
Billinghurst’s August 1986 Control & Therapy material advocated a broad natural diet and rejected commercial 
processed food. It included raw meat, raw bones, vegetables, cereals, fruit, herbs, brewer’s yeast, kelp, cod-liver 
oil and other additions. It described chewing and tearing as useful exercise and associated processed feeding with 
a wide range of disorders.

This evidence is decisive against any simplistic allegation that Billinghurst obtained the whole concept of natural 
feeding from Lonsdale. It also establishes the starting model: an elaborate mixed programme in which bones were 
important but were one component among many.

3.2 1988: “Canine Nutrition - A Point of View”
The recovered 1988 presentation is a substantial paper with twenty-five references. It criticises reductionism, 
processed food and conventional veterinary training; advocates evolutionary nutrition, raw bones and meat on the 
bone; and links diet with many degenerative conditions. It states that ripping, tearing and chewing exercise the 
animal, alert digestion and provide dental cleaning. It also describes minced meat as processed, functionally 
deficient and potentially concealing additives.

At the same time, the paper prescribes vegetables, fruit, grains, oils, yeast, kelp, yoghurt and ratios. Its scientific 
support is a mixture of clinical experience, alternative human-health literature, animal nutrition sources and a small 
number of research papers. The paper therefore establishes both Billinghurst’s independent contribution and the 
formula-oriented baseline from which the later Raw Meaty Bones shift can be measured.

3.3 Handouts attributed to 1989
Dog and cat handouts attributed to 1989 repeat the evolutionary and raw-feeding argument. The dog material 
particularly emphasises large pieces, meat on the bone, ripping, tearing, digestive activation and bones as nature’s 
toothbrush. The cat material begins from whole prey but offers multi-ingredient meals. The dates should remain 
attributed to the archive labels unless independent publication details are located.

3.4 1991-1992: the Raw Meaty Bones record appears
The December 1991 Muir and Lonsdale publications and the December 1992 “Raw Meaty Bones Promote Health” 
paper placed a concise organising principle into the veterinary record: food structure and oral function were 
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central, raw meaty bones should form the staple, and periodontal disease was connected with wider systemic 
health and professional responsibility.

This was not wholly alien to Billinghurst’s earlier work. The issue is one of reorganisation and emphasis. A broad 
natural-diet programme was recast around the raw meaty bone as the decisive functional object.

3.5 27 December 1992: contemporaneous memorandum
Tom Lonsdale confirms that the two-page account headed 27 December 1992 was written by him on that day. 
Cleone Clairmont, his de facto spouse, was present and participated in the encounter. The memorandum records 
Cleone challenging Billinghurst about the limited emphasis on bones in his earlier writings and records Billinghurst 
as accepting that his new daily raw-meaty-bones emphasis resulted largely, possibly exclusively, from Lonsdale’s 
influence.

The memorandum is contemporaneous first-person evidence with a named witness, but it is not a signed or 
agreed transcript. Its substance should be put to Billinghurst for confirmation or correction. It should not be 
converted into a categorical admission without that qualification.

3.6 July 1993: public acknowledgment
Billinghurst’s public article “Commercial Dog Food vs Bones: Myth or Science?” is the strongest independent 
evidence of acknowledged influence. Before publication of Give Your Dog a Bone, he described his forthcoming 
diets as revolving around raw, meaty bones and wrote that “Tom Lonsdale has started the ball rolling”, urging the 
profession to share Lonsdale’s vision.

The issue is therefore not that Billinghurst never acknowledged Lonsdale. He did so prominently in 1993. The audit 
must investigate whether that acknowledgment was preserved, reduced or omitted as later books, websites, 
products and courses constructed a different origin story around Billinghurst as founder, pioneer or first expert.

3.7 1997: separation from the campaign
In his March 1997 resignation from the Raw Meaty Bones Lobby, Billinghurst distinguished his role from 
Lonsdale’s confrontational campaigning. He referred to rising worldwide credibility, said political participation could 
be counterproductive and stated that his aim was to make a positive difference and “continue to make a living”. He 
nevertheless said he would continue to support Lonsdale and the lobby publicly and privately.

The letter does not prove improper motive. It does establish conscious separation of public commercial authority 
from the campaign against the veterinary/pet-food alliance, and an explicit recognition that credibility, livelihood 
and political positioning were connected.

3.8 2001 onwards: BARF as product and proprietary system
By 2001 the BARF system had become a recipe programme and commercial identity. Archived discussion records 
and later publications document frozen products, supplements, trademarking, meat-and-bone minces and patties. 
The later product formulations combined meat, finely ground bone, offal, egg, yoghurt, vegetables, fruit, alfalfa, 
flax, kelp, garlic and other additions.

The change is functionally important. In 1988 Billinghurst had warned that mince removed ripping, tearing and 
chewing and resembled processed food. The later manufactured products made finely ground ingredients and 
convenience central. The audit has not located a comparative trial demonstrating that the patties reproduced the 
oral, behavioural and long-term health effects of whole raw meaty bones.

3.9 2003-2007: entry into the pet-food industry
Billinghurst’s present biography records appearances at the North American Pet Food Forum in 2003 and 2007, 
and the manufacture of Dr B’s Genuine Aussie R.A.W. products from 2003 to 2015. The recovered March 2007 
Petfood Industry feature presented BARF Australia as a commercial enterprise with manufacturing, distributors, 
sales volume and plans for a wider range of nutritional solutions.

Tom Lonsdale distinctly recalls Billinghurst appearing on the March 2007 magazine cover. The recovered pages 
establish a prominent two-page feature headed “RAW” and “The next big thing?”, but the original cover has not yet 
been located. The public draft should record the recollection and the surviving evidence separately.

The feature places Billinghurst on both sides of the industry boundary: critic of conventional “complete and 
balanced” food and promoter of a rival formulated product described in language of balance, nutrient delivery and 
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broad health benefit. That symmetry creates an evidential obligation to apply to BARF the same comparative 
standards demanded of conventional manufacturers.

3.10 2008-2009: the VoerNatuurlijk exchange
The saved VoerNatuurlijk discussions appear to date from 2008-2009. Participants asked Billinghurst to reconcile 
whole prey and raw meaty bones with minced commercial raw food; to explain why vegetables and supplements 
were treated as necessary; to address the loss of chewing and dental function; and to identify the evidence behind 
disease-specific and formula claims.

In the available exchanges, Billinghurst sometimes answered candidly and at length. On the central question of 
whole prey and commercial mince, however, his response shifted towards accessibility, book sales, mass 
acceptance and the need for a feeding method capable of commercial production. Several direct challenges 
remained unanswered when he abruptly ended his participation. Members then wrote strongly critical 
assessments, which this audit will not reproduce.

Because the forum asserted privacy or restricted use and Billinghurst expressly requested copyright protection, 
Part 1 should paraphrase the exchange and publish no substantial extract without permission. The evidential point 
is the pattern of questions, answers, reframing and non-response, not the rhetoric of the participants.

3.11 2026: institutionalised authority and successor gurus
Billinghurst’s current websites describe his course as a definitive or gold-standard programme, promote science-
backed education and certification, and offer professionals an opportunity to become paid content creators for 
partner brands. His personal site offers consultancy for individual and commercial programmes and advertises 
disease-specific raw dietary guidance.

The Billinghurst Institute calls him the “teacher of the teachers” and specifically names Karen Becker, Nick 
Thompson and Conor Brady among those who have publicly credited him as a pioneer. This current marketing 
claim supplies a direct genealogical link between the Billinghurst system and several later case files. It does not 
prove that the later promoters share responsibility for every earlier act; it does show that the market presents them 
as an authority lineage.

4. The transformation in three stages
Stage Documented character Audit question

A. Broad natural feeding, 1986-
1989

Raw food, bones, large pieces, 
chewing, vegetables, grains, herbs 
and supplements; criticism of 
processed food.

Which propositions were 
independently developed and which 
came from antecedent authors?

B. Raw meaty bones become 
central, 1991-1997

Contact with the RMB campaign, 
contemporaneous memorandum, 
public 1993 acknowledgment, book 
and lobby involvement.

What changed in emphasis, how 
much influence was acknowledged, 
and how was provenance later 
represented?

C. Commercial BARF, 2001-
present

Recipes, minces, patties, products, 
trademark, industry forums, disease 
programmes, courses, certification 
and successor-guru network.

What evidence justified the move 
away from oral function, and were 
reported benefits attributed to the 
whole commercial system?
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5. Application of the Five-Part Public Interest Test
Test Evidence presently located Provisional assessment

1. Biological suitability Repeated formulae involving 
vegetables, fruit, supplements and 
ratios; current claims extend to all 
animals, life stages and many 
health conditions.

Substantial claims require claim-
specific evidence. The record does 
not establish that all formulations 
are harmful, but neither does it 
reveal controlled support for 
universal or disease-specific 
representations.

2. Functional form Early work emphasised meat on the 
bone and described mince as 
processed and functionally 
deficient; later commercial products 
used finely ground mixtures.

This is the clearest unresolved 
inconsistency. Nutrient content does 
not demonstrate equivalence of 
oral, behavioural and cybernetic 
function.

3. Causal and evidential integrity Clinical experience and testimonials 
are repeatedly used; no located trial 
separates withdrawal of industrial 
food from the added effect of the 
complete BARF programme.

The withdrawal-attribution fallacy is 
a central risk. Broad health claims 
exceed what before-and-after 
observations can establish.

4. Public-interest orientation Billinghurst continued to criticise 
conventional pet food, but withdrew 
from the lobby, prioritised non-
political authority, and developed 
products, courses, certifications and 
commercial partnerships.

The record supports a shift from 
collective reform towards market-
based authority. Motive and intent 
remain questions, not findings.

5. Whole-system consequences The present Institute claims a 
lineage through Becker, Thompson, 
Brady and others; formula and 
authority models dominate public 
raw-feeding discourse while the 
periodontal, functional and 
cybernetic frameworks receive little 
attention. No located long-term 
comparison quantifies the 
consequences of that displacement.

Plausible whole-system costs 
include preventable animal suffering 
and disease, unnecessary 
treatment and owner expense, 
possible shortening or loss of 
animal lives, public confusion, 
misdirected research, and delayed 
veterinary reform. The scale and 
attribution remain unquantified, but 
unmeasured externalised costs are 
not equivalent to no costs. 
Billinghurst should be asked what 
costs he accepts, what evidence he 
relies upon, and what repair he 
proposes.

6. Claims requiring substantiation
The current public websites contain objective or potentially objective claims that should be recorded with 
screenshots, access dates, prices and terms. The following are not findings that the claims are false; they are 
claims for which the audit should request the evidence reasonably relied upon at the time of publication:

 Claims that the BARF diet is the only genuine or genome-matched route to genuine health.
 Claims that the course and certification constitute a definitive, gold-standard or industry-recognised 

programme.
 Claims that participants can improve digestion, immunity, skin, coat, joints, vitality, health and longevity.
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 Claims that the programme can be adjusted for breeds, life stages and health conditions.
 Claims or programmes directed to cancer, renal, hepatic, cardiac, pancreatic, immune, neurological and other 

degenerative conditions.
 Representations that Billinghurst is the founder, pioneer, first pet nutrition expert or source from whom named 

later authorities learned.
 Commercial representations concerning certification, credibility, marketing, client retention and paid content 

work for partner brands.

For each claim, the audit should ask: What population was studied? What was the comparator? Was whole raw 
meaty bone feeding included? Were oral and periodontal outcomes measured? Were adverse effects and failures 
recorded? Was the effect of stopping the former food separated from the effect of the replacement formula?

7. The assessment problem and the withdrawal-attribution fallacy
Billinghurst’s early and current materials frequently describe dramatic change after dietary alteration. Such 
observations may be genuine and clinically important. They do not identify which component produced the change, 
nor do they establish restoration of whole-animal health.

Owners see appetite, coat, stools, behaviour, odour and vitality through an inevitably partial lens. Clinicians use 
more formal but still limited instruments. Compensatory mechanisms can preserve apparent function while 
pathology progresses. Research endpoints can be statistically precise but biologically narrow. Accordingly, the 
proper audit language is “reported or measured change interpreted as beneficial”, followed by the observer, 
baseline, method, duration and endpoint.

A rigorous comparison would separate at least four conditions: continued industrial feeding; withdrawal of industrial 
food without the promoted formula; feeding based on whole raw meaty bones and functional food structure; and 
the complete BARF or proprietary programme. Without that separation, the commercial system cannot legitimately 
claim the whole observed benefit.

8. Evidence in Billinghurst’s favour
 His natural-feeding programme predates the Raw Meaty Bones campaign and cites earlier writers.
 His 1988 work recognised chewing, food structure and dental cleaning before the 1991-1992 publications.
 He publicly credited Lonsdale in 1993 rather than wholly concealing influence.
 He has consistently criticised conventional industrial pet food.
 In some forum answers he admitted lack of personal knowledge and the need for further research.
 The current Institute includes disclaimers advising consultation with qualified veterinarians and acknowledging 

that no course can address every animal or condition.

These facts do not resolve the transformation questions. They prevent the audit from becoming one-sided and 
require the final conclusions to be proportionate to the evidence.

9. Costs, responsibility and repair
The audit should not assume that all harms associated with raw feeding, periodontal disease or veterinary failure 
were caused by Billinghurst. Nor should the absence of completed comparative trials be used to treat the costs of 
the BARF transformation as zero. The relevant counterfactual is whether animals, owners and the wider 
community would have fared better had the raw-meaty-bones functional principle remained central, accurately 
attributed and subjected to timely clinical comparison.

9.1 Costs borne by animals
Possible animal costs include persistence of periodontal disease where minced or formulated foods fail to provide 
equivalent ripping, tearing, chewing and oral cleansing; pain, infection, anaesthesia and dental procedures; 
continuing systemic effects associated with diseased mouths; nutritional or feeding-related adverse outcomes; and 
loss of the opportunity to receive a simpler and potentially more effective preventive regime. At the outer limit, 
avoidable disease or delayed effective care may shorten life or contribute to death. Part 1 does not presently 
establish that a particular animal died because of Billinghurst’s advice or products. It asks what outcome, complaint 
and adverse-event evidence exists, and whether the promoter of a global health system accepts a duty to 
investigate such consequences.
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9.2 Costs borne by pet owners
Owners may have paid for proprietary foods, supplements, books, courses, consultations, certifications and 
repeated veterinary treatment while remaining unaware that withdrawal of industrial food and restoration of whole-
food oral function were distinct questions. They may also have borne anxiety, confusion and moral distress when 
competing authorities offered incompatible formulas but no controlled comparison with the Raw Meaty Bones 
model.

9.3 Costs borne by veterinary medicine, science and the community
The wider costs may include fragmentation of the reform movement; obscuring provenance; substitution of 
branded authority for an open clinical proposition; loss of research time; failure to test periodontal prevention; 
continuing professional dependence on treatment rather than prevention; and marginalisation of the Cybernetic 
Hypothesis. These are opportunity costs: the animals not protected, the owners not informed, the studies not 
undertaken and the reforms not attempted during the period in which BARF and its successor authorities occupied 
the public space.

9.4 Responsibility without overstatement
Responsibility need not depend upon proving that one person directly caused every individual injury. Its degree 
may turn upon knowledge, professional status, commercial reach, the foreseeability of consequences, the 
persistence of claims after contrary questions were raised, the financial or reputational benefit obtained, and the 
willingness to correct the record. Billinghurst should therefore be asked to distinguish costs he accepts, costs he 
disputes and costs he says cannot presently be known, and to provide the evidence supporting each position.

9.5 What meaningful repair or atonement could involve
Atonement in this context should mean practical and verifiable repair, not a ritual apology. Possible measures 
include restoring the 1993 acknowledgment and the Raw Meaty Bones provenance prominently across books, 
websites and courses; distinguishing whole raw meaty bones from BARF formulas and commercial minced raw 
products; correcting or qualifying unsupported founder, health and certification claims; disclosing the absence of 
controlled long-term comparison with a predominantly raw-meaty-bones diet; releasing relevant outcome and 
adverse-event information; supporting genuinely independent comparative research without control over design or 
publication; contributing resources to public-interest RMB research and education; and asking successor 
promoters to make equivalent corrections.

The audit should not prescribe Billinghurst’s answer in advance. It should present the provisional costs ledger, 
invite him to correct it with evidence, record any denial accurately, and then assess that response against the 
documentary history and the responsibilities accompanying professional and commercial authority.

10. Possible legal and regulatory significance
The present evidence is better suited to a claim-by-claim consumer and advertising inquiry than to a public 
allegation of a massive criminal conspiracy. Under the Australian Consumer Law, commercial claims about 
benefits, qualities and performance must be accurate, truthful and based on reasonable grounds; intention to 
mislead is not always necessary for consumer-law liability. Equivalent principles operate in other jurisdictions, 
although the tests and remedies differ.

A representative or class action would require identifiable claimants, sufficiently common issues, an actionable 
representation or duty, reliance or another recognised causal mechanism, and measurable loss. The most 
plausible cohorts may be purchasers of a specific product, course or certification who received the same 
representation, rather than the entire global population of raw feeders.

United States civil RICO is a much higher and more specialised threshold. It requires conduct of an enterprise 
through a pattern of specified racketeering acts, such as qualifying mail or wire fraud, and a private claimant must 
show injury to business or property caused by the violation. The current record does not establish those elements. 
RICO should appear only as a question for specialist US counsel after transaction records, communications, 
predicate acts, enterprise structure and qualifying loss have been identified.

Criminal fraud and conspiracy likewise require proof of defined legal elements, including dishonesty or intent and, 
for conspiracy, evidence of agreement. Shared ideology, mutual promotion, commercial lineage or similar claims 
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do not alone prove conspiracy. The audit should preserve evidence, identify possible offences and refer matters to 
competent authorities; it should not announce criminal guilt.

The immediate legal value of Part 1 is therefore evidential: it identifies precise representations, contradictions, 
provenance questions, possible claimants and requests for substantiation. It may support advice from consumer-
law, product-liability, veterinary-regulation, class-action or US RICO specialists.

11. Questions for Dr Billinghurst
Before publication, Dr Billinghurst should be sent the relevant passages and invited to answer the following 
questions within a reasonable period, proposed as 21 days. Questions 16-24 address not merely historical 
provenance but the possible costs imposed upon others and the practical responsibility of a professional and 
commercial authority to investigate and repair them:

1. Did you receive or read the December 1991 publications and the December 1992 paper Raw Meaty Bones 
Promote Health before finalising Give Your Dog a Bone? If so, when and from whom?

2. Is Tom Lonsdale’s contemporaneous account of the 27 December 1992 conversation substantially accurate? 
What corrections do you propose?

3. What did you mean in July 1993 when you said that Tom Lonsdale had started the ball rolling and urged the 
profession to share his vision?

4. Where in your later books, websites, courses and origin accounts did you preserve or explain that 
acknowledgment?

5. What evidence caused you to move from the 1988 criticism of minced meat towards minced patties and 
commercial raw products?

6. Have your commercial products or complete BARF programmes been compared with a predominantly raw-
meaty-bones diet in controlled long-term trials?

7. What oral, periodontal, behavioural and whole-animal outcomes were measured?

8. What evidence separates benefits caused by stopping industrial food from benefits attributable to the complete 
BARF formula?

9. What evidence supports the advertised claims concerning immunity, joints, vitality, longevity and the adjustment 
of programmes for health conditions?

10. What is the basis for describing the course or certification as science-backed, definitive, gold-standard or 
industry-recognised?

11. Which industry recognises the BRNC certification, and by what independent accreditation process?

12. How are financial relationships with partner brands and paid content creators disclosed to purchasers and 
audiences?

13. What role did you play in teaching or influencing Karen Becker, Nick Thompson, Conor Brady and the other 
people named by the Billinghurst Institute?

14. What is your present view of the Cybernetic Hypothesis of Periodontal Disease and the proposition that food 
texture and oral function are indispensable rather than optional?

15. Why did your participation in the VoerNatuurlijk discussions end before several direct questions were 
answered?

16. Do you accept that the displacement of a predominantly raw-meaty-bones model by BARF formulas, minces, 
products, courses and an authority lineage may itself have imposed costs, even where the precise scale has not 
yet been measured?

17. What costs, if any, do you believe animals have borne as a result of that displacement, including oral disease, 
pain, infection, dental procedures, systemic illness, reduced quality of life, shortened life or death?

18. What records do you or associated businesses hold concerning product complaints, feeding failures, adverse 
events, veterinary interventions, serious injury or deaths among animals following BARF products or programmes?
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19. What financial, emotional and decision-making costs, if any, do you believe pet owners have borne through 
purchases, complicated regimes, continuing treatment or confusion between raw meaty bones and commercial 
raw formulas?

20. What costs, if any, do you believe veterinary medicine, research and the wider community have borne through 
fragmentation of reform, loss of provenance, failure to conduct direct comparisons, and marginalisation of the 
periodontal and cybernetic frameworks?

21. What responsibility do you accept for consequences arising from claims or systems promoted under your 
professional authority, even where you were not the sole or direct cause of each individual outcome?

22. What corrective, restorative or atoning measures do you now propose? In particular, will you restore the 1993 
acknowledgment prominently, distinguish BARF from the Raw Meaty Bones model, qualify unsupported claims, 
and disclose the absence of controlled long-term comparison?

23. Will you release relevant outcome and adverse-event information and support genuinely independent, product-
neutral comparison of industrial food, BARF formulations and a predominantly raw-meaty-bones diet, without 
control over design, analysis or publication?

24. What factual corrections, omitted documents, contrary evidence or alternative account should be added to this 
audit?

12. Provisional findings

Established by the present record
 Billinghurst had an extensive natural-feeding programme by 1986-1988.
 His early work recognised meat on the bone, chewing, dental cleaning and the functional deficiencies of mince.
 The 1991-1992 Raw Meaty Bones record preceded Give Your Dog a Bone and placed raw meaty bones within 

a wider periodontal and systemic framework.
 A contemporaneous memorandum records Billinghurst acknowledging major Lonsdale influence; the account 

is Lonsdale’s record and was witnessed by Cleone Clairmont.
 Billinghurst publicly acknowledged Lonsdale in July 1993.
 Billinghurst resigned from the Raw Meaty Bones Lobby in 1997 while referring to credibility, political positioning 

and making a living.
 The later BARF system included minces, patties, products, industry presentations, disease programmes, 

courses and certification.
 Current marketing presents Billinghurst as the teacher of named later gurus and offers paid content 

opportunities for partner brands.

Supported inferences requiring response
 Raw meaty bones became more central to Billinghurst’s public programme after contact with Lonsdale and the 

campaign.
 The later commercial model displaced part of the earlier functional emphasis because mince and convenience 

were easier to manufacture and sell.
 Reported benefits were at risk of being attributed to the complete BARF programme without separating the 

withdrawal effect.
 The authority lineage and formula marketplace may have contributed to the marginalisation of the wider Raw 

Meaty Bones and cybernetic frameworks.
 The commercial divergence plausibly externalised unmeasured costs to animals, owners, veterinary medicine 

and the wider community, including lost opportunities for prevention, research and reform.

Not established by the present record
 That Billinghurst copied every or most natural-feeding ideas from Lonsdale.
 That every BARF formula or product causes harm.
 That any omission of attribution was deliberately dishonest.
 That Billinghurst or associated promoters formed a criminal conspiracy.
 That the elements of fraud, animal-cruelty offences, class-action liability or RICO are presently proved.

 The number of animals harmed, the number of lives shortened or lost, or any particular injury or death 
attributable to Billinghurst, BARF products or associated programmes.
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 The total financial, animal-welfare, scientific, professional, community or environmental cost of the commercial 
divergence.

13. Conclusion
Billinghurst occupies a pivotal place in the history of modern raw feeding. The record shows genuine independent 
work, important early observations and a public willingness in 1993 to acknowledge Lonsdale. It also shows a later 
transformation in which formula, mince, commercial scalability and personal authority expanded while the 
periodontal, cybernetic and reform dimensions receded.

That transformation matters because the Billinghurst Institute now presents him as the source from whom several 
later gurus learned. Part 1 is therefore not merely a historical dispute. It is the opening case study in how 
withdrawal from industrial junk, restoration of some raw feeding and public desire for reform can be captured by a 
new commercial authority system, with possible costs transferred to animals, owners, veterinary medicine and the 
wider community.

The appropriate next step is not a declaration of guilt and not an invitation to issue an unsupported denial. It is 
publication of the evidence after right of reply, systematic capture of current claims, and a direct accounting for 
costs and responsibility. Billinghurst should be asked what harms and opportunity costs he accepts, what evidence 
supports any denial, and what practical correction, restitution, repair or atonement he proposes. His answer—or 
refusal to answer—should become part of the permanent Raw Meaty Bones Record, alongside a lawyer-ready 
bundle identifying representations, transactions, reliance, losses, common issues and possible jurisdictional 
routes.
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