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CORI DOG RESEARCH NOTES Evaluating grooming claims

The short answer

BOTTOM LINE

A grooming claim needs three separate checks: what a reasonable reader is likely to understand, which
regulatory category that presentation may engage, and whether evidence directly supports the promised
outcome. Evidence does not erase classification rules, and a permissible product category does not prove that
a claim is true.

Why this matters

Words such as gentle, hypoallergenic, pH-balanced and anti-itch can sound precise while leaving the tested
product, comparator, population, endpoint and duration undefined. Images, product names, testimonials and
linked research can also shape the impression.

A useful review follows the claim from wording to evidence unit. Ingredient mechanism can motivate a hypothesis;
finished-product performance requires the finished product; canine health outcomes require an appropriate canine
population and design.

Four takeaways

01 Review the likely impression, not the internal label

Express words, implied meaning, imagery, product names, testimonials and linked studies can all affect what
consumers understand. Calling a product cosmetic internally does not neutralise a medicinal presentation.

Sources 2, 7, 5.

02 Match evidence to the claimed unit

An ingredient study can support a mechanism hypothesis. A finished-product claim needs evidence on the finished
product, and a canine outcome needs an appropriate canine population and endpoint.

Sources 9, 10, 7.

03 Classification and substantiation are different checks

A claim can require evidence and still raise medicinal or biocidal classification questions. Conversely, avoiding
medicinal wording does not make an objective performance claim true.

Sources 2, 3,4, 5, 6.

04 Good reporting improves inspection, not certainty by itself

ARRIVE and VICH GL9 can improve reporting or conduct. They cannot remove bias, repair a poor comparator,
enlarge a small sample or make an indirect endpoint match the public claim.

Sources 9, 10.
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CORI DOG RESEARCH NOTES Evaluating grooming claims

Key terms and a worked example

Technical vocabulary is useful only when readers can see what each term adds to the question. These definitions
are intentionally narrow.

Express claim A statement made directly in words, such as reduces itch or cleans better than
the leading shampoo.

Implied claim A message a reasonable audience may take from the full presentation even
when the exact words are not stated.

Comparator The product, routine, placebo, baseline or control against which an outcome is
judged.
Endpoint The prespecified result measured in a study, such as soil removal, combing

force, skin score or owner-reported itch.

Directness How closely the tested product, population, exposure and endpoint match the
public claim.

Example: four claims on one fictional shampoo

A fictional label says pH-balanced, gentle, hypoallergenic and anti-itch, beside a photograph of
a dog with visibly inflamed skin.

1. pH-balanced needs a defined finished-product range, method and reason that the range matters. Gentle needs
a stated comparator and relevant tolerance or barrier endpoint. Hypoallergenic needs a precise meaning, tested
population, exposure and adverse-event reporting.

2. Anti-itch and the inflamed-skin image can create a health-treatment impression. In the UK, disclaimers or softer
phrases such as may help do not automatically remove medicinal presentation; the exact advertisement and
product require specialist review.

BOUNDARY

Evidence review cannot issue a legal classification or prove efficacy from the label. It identifies the claims,
missing definitions and evidence each conclusion would need.

Sources 2, 7, 5, 6.
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CORI DOG RESEARCH NOTES Evaluating grooming claims

Deeper analysis

This section connects the sources without treating different study designs, standards or regulatory documents as
interchangeable.

Question one: what impression does the whole presentation create?

A claim is not limited to the largest words on the front label. Product names, images, before-and-after framing,
testimonials, linked studies, footnotes and surrounding editorial content can shape what a reasonable reader
understands.

This is why a soft qualifier or disclaimer cannot be assessed alone. UK VMD guidance states that phrases such as
may help and separate disclaimers do not automatically neutralise medicinal presentation, while research links
and third-party material can form part of advertising context.

Sources 2, 7, 6.

Question two: what classification might that impression engage?

A statement about cleansing or cosmetic appearance raises different questions from a statement about treating,
preventing or modifying a health condition. Antimicrobial language can also raise a separate biocidal question
depending on product and use.

Classification is jurisdiction-specific and fact-specific. The EU veterinary-medicines and biocidal frameworks, UK
VMD guidance and US FDA guidance should not be blended into one global rule. A specialist needs the exact
product, formula, claims and market.

Sources 2, 3,4, 1.

Question three: does the evidence directly support the promised
outcome?

Evidence becomes more direct as it moves from ingredient mechanism to prototype performance, marketed
finished-product performance and then relevant in-use outcomes in the claimed population. Each step can answer
a different question; no step automatically inherits the conclusion of the next.

For example, an ingredient paper may explain why a conditioner could reduce fibre friction. A claim that a
marketed dog shampoo makes combing easier needs a reproducible test of that product, with a comparator and
defined endpoint. A claim about itch or disease needs an appropriate veterinary design and may also alter
classification.

Sources 9, 10, 7, 5.

Work each familiar adjective into a testable question

Gentle is incomplete until the comparison, exposure and endpoint are stated. pH-balanced identifies neither the
measured range nor why that range predicts an outcome. Hypoallergenic needs a defined meaning, relevant
population and adverse-event evidence. Anti-itch creates a direct health-outcome and classification question.

This translation is useful because it reveals whether a study could answer the claim. It also prevents a vague
adjective from receiving broader support than the evidence provides.

Sources 2, 7, 5, 6.
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CORI DOG RESEARCH NOTES

Reporting quality and certainty are not the same

Evaluating grooming claims

ARRIVE can make animal studies easier to inspect, and VICH GL9 can support integrity in veterinary clinical

studies. Neither framework makes a small sample representative, creates a missing comparator or turns a

surrogate endpoint into the claimed outcome.

A reviewer should still examine allocation, blinding, attrition, missing data, adverse events, effect size, uncertainty,
conflicts and directness. Clear reporting exposes these features; it does not decide them.

Sources 9, 10.

Evidence map

Rows keep each source's useful contribution beside the conclusion it cannot support. Citation numbers refer to the

source register.

SOURCE DESIGN / SCOPE WHAT IT CONTRIBUTES IMPORTANT LIMIT

UK VMD advertising
guidance
Source 2.

EU veterinary medicines
law
Source 3.

EU biocidal products law
Source 4.

EU UCPD Article 12
Source 5.

UK CMA207 and CAP rule
3.7
Sources 6, 7.

FDA grooming-aid
guidance and FTC policy
Sources 1, 8.

ARRIVE 2.0 and VICH
GL9
Sources 9, 10.

INTERPRETATION RULE

United Kingdom;
non-medicinal veterinary
products

European Union

European Union

EU factual-claim
substantiation

United Kingdom consumer
law and self-regulatory
advertising context

United States

Animal-study reporting
and veterinary
clinical-study conduct

Explains medicinal-by-presentation boundaries
and how names, images, research links,
testimonials and context can count as
advertising.

Defines the veterinary medicinal-product
framework.

Provides the biocidal-product and treated-article
framework.

Provides for authorities to require evidence for
factual claims and treat unsupported claims as
inaccurate in relevant proceedings.

Supports review of likely consumer interpretation
and documentary evidence for objective claims.

Connects intended use and claims with product
status and objective-claim substantiation.

Provide frameworks for transparent reporting and
study integrity.

Guidance must be applied to exact
wording, product and context; this note is
not legal advice.

Classification is fact-specific and cannot
be decided from one phrase in isolation.

Not every hygiene statement has the
same status; substance, function,
product and claim matter.

Does not prescribe one universal study
design for every grooming claim.

Application depends on the exact
communication; CAP advice is not legal
advice.

US-specific; included for comparison, not
as the EU or UK rule.

Following a guideline does not establish
effect size, remove bias or make an
indirect study match a claim.

Terminology or mechanism evidence can generate a question. A defined finished-product claim needs
evidence from the relevant finished product and conditions of use. None of those evidence units becomes a

diagnosis.
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CORI DOG RESEARCH NOTES Evaluating grooming claims

Method and review question

REVIEW QUESTION

How should a dog-grooming claim be classified, matched to its evidence unit and kept separate
from medicinal or biocidal implications?

SEARCH SCOPE

Official UK, EU and US regulatory sources were mapped with animal-study reporting and veterinary clinical-study
guidance. UK and EU substantiation sources were added for the intended market focus. The result is a
claim-review framework, not a legal determination.

Recorded discovery routes

- Official guidance: animal grooming aids and non-medicinal veterinary product advertising

- EU legislation: veterinary medicinal products, biocidal products and unfair commercial practices
- UK official guidance: unfair commercial practices and objective-claim substantiation

- Research reporting: ARRIVE 2.0 and VICH GL9 Good Clinical Practice

Search recorded 27 August 2026. The source register reports 10 retained sources. Exact candidate and exclusion counts are not claimed
because a public screening log was not maintained.

Exclusion boundary

Brand claims, testimonials, retailer summaries, legal commentary without primary citations and studies that could
not be connected to a defined claim were excluded.

Synthesis decision

Claim-to-evidence map organised around likely consumer impression, possible regulatory classification, evidence
unit, directness and reporting quality. No pooled intervention estimate was attempted because the included
documents do not estimate one comparable product effect.

REPORTING REGIME

This is a targeted, single-organization evidence map. Search routes, retained sources, source links beside
each takeaway, the worked example, every evidence row and each deeper-analysis section, and limitations
are disclosed. The note does not claim exhaustive searching, duplicate screening or full systematic-review
compliance.
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CORI DOG RESEARCH NOTES Evaluating grooming claims

Questions for evidence users

Use these questions to test whether a conclusion is proportionate to the product, population, method and endpoint
that were actually studied.

1 What exact factual impression do the wording, imagery, name, links and context create?

2 Which market, product classification and regulator or self-regulatory code are relevant?

3 Is the cited evidence about an ingredient, prototype, finished product or in-use outcome?

4 Do product, comparator, population, exposure, endpoint and duration match the public claim?
5 Were allocation, blinding, attrition, adverse events, effect size and uncertainty reported?

6 Are conflicts, limitations and indirectness visible beside the conclusion?

What stronger claims would need

- A comparative performance claim needs a defined comparator and reproducible finished-product method.

- A canine health-outcome claim needs appropriately designed veterinary evidence and market-specific
classification review.

- A safety or hypoallergenic claim needs a defined scope, relevant population, adequate follow-up and transparent
adverse-event evidence.

Version 1.1 | Reviewed 27 August 2026 Page 7



CORI DOG RESEARCH NOTES Evaluating grooming claims

Limitations and sources

Limitations

- This is a cross-jurisdiction evidence map, not legal advice or a compliance opinion.

- No Cori product claim, formula or proprietary evidence package was assessed.

- The targeted search was conducted by one organization and was not independently duplicated.
- No formal risk-of-bias or certainty-grading framework was applied.

- No meta-analysis applies because the included documents do not estimate one comparable intervention effect.

Source register

1. FDA CPG Sec. 653.100 Animal Grooming Aids
US intended-use and claims context. Open source

2. UK VMD: advertising non-medicinal veterinary products
UK guidance published 14 January 2026 on medicinal presentation and advertising context. Open source

3. Regulation (EU) 2019/6
EU veterinary medicinal-products framework. Open source

4. Regulation (EU) No 528/2012
EU biocidal-products framework. Open source

5. Directive 2005/29/EC, Article 12
EU unfair-commercial-practices framework for substantiation of factual claims. Open source

6. UK CMA207: Unfair commercial practices
Official UK guidance on unfair commercial practices under the Digital Markets, Competition and Consumers Act 2024. QOpen source

7. CAP rule 3.7: Substantiation
UK non-broadcast advertising self-regulatory context for objective claims; not legal advice. n sour

8. FTC advertising substantiation policy
US objective-claim substantiation context. Open source

9. ARRIVE Guidelines 2.0
Animal-study reporting guidance. Open source

10. VICH GL9 Good Clinical Practice
Veterinary clinical-study conduct guidance. Open source

CORRECTIONS AND UPDATES

This is version 1.1 of a living research note. Material source additions, corrections or scope changes produce
a new version and review date. The accessible HTML page is the canonical source of truth.

Correction policy: Cori Dog editorial method
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