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Abstract

This study assesses the palatability of regular canine diets and seven types of black soldier fly-based canine diets when
fed to dogs. Sixteen dogs of two types were included in this study: 8 poodles (average weight 2.7 kg + 0.5) and 8 bichons
frises(average weight 2.0 kg + 0.5). For intake and first choice, two-bowl tests, adhering to standards of canine
palatability, were conducted every two days for a total of 14 days by comparing between the control and each treatment.
Data, including total intake and total first choice were collected and accumulated for a total of 58 days. This encompassed
14 days of data on comparison between control and treatments, and 44 days of data on comparison among treatment
groups (e.g., T1 vs T2) of black soldier fly-based canine diets. Significance differences in canine palatability was observed
in treatments (p<0.05), except for the control and T2 results. Among the two-bowl tests, T1 and T2 exhibited the lowest
intake and first choices. In particular, the palatability of canine diets ranked in the order T6 ) T3 > T7 ) T4 > T5 compared
to each control. The total intake demonstrated in the following ranking: T6 ) T3 ) T7 » T5 ) Control ) T4 ) T2 ) T1. The
total first choice was highest for T6, followed by T3, T7, T5, T4, Control, T2, and T1. In conclusion, insect diets with
higher protein content such as T6, T3, and T7 representing as black soldier fly-based canine diets exhibit higher intake
and first choice preferences in canines.
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Table 1. Intake and fist choice in companion canine by feeding insect diets during 14 days

Hem Treatment! Significance
Control T1 (p-value)
Intake 28.32+11.75 23.00+14.72 *
First choice 10.00+1.83 6.00+1.83 (0.0308)
Item Control T2
Intake 27.87+£12.96 24.08+14.90
0.0849
First choice 9.50+4.12 6.50£4.12
Item Control T3
Intake 22.72+15.29 28.81+£6.95 *
First choice 6.50£2.08 9.50+2.08 (0.0078)
Item Control T4
Intake 21.44+15.33 28.02+10.65 *
First choice 5.50+1.29 10.50+1.29 (0.0089)
Item Control T5
Intake 20.53+13.98 25.68+11.15 *
First choice 7.50%1.73 8.50+1.73 (0.0348)
Item Control T6
Intake 22.53+16.03 30.53%9.18 *
First choice 7.00%3.16 9.00%3.16 (0.0024)
Item Control T7
Intake 24.04+9.88 28.42+6.74 *
First choice 6.50£1.29 9.50+1.29 (0.0045)

Data are expressed as standard deviation (SD).

!Control: standard diets, T1~T7: different types of seven domestic insect diets.

*p0.05.
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Table 2. Total intake and total first choice in companion canine by feeding insect diets during 56 days.

Ttem' Total intake Total first choice
Control 1601.36£151.12 30.00+6.63
T1 1421.50+122.26 26.00£1.91
T2 1593.24£73.62 27.00+4.97
T3 1886.64+72.17 36.57+5.56
T4 1596.84£115.05 30.71£6.87
T5 1630.17+£119.87 32.29+6.02
T6 1975.94+79.44 38.43+3.21
17 1821.56£74.51 35.00+3.83

Data are expressed as standard deviation (SD).

!Control: standard diets, T1~T7: different types of seven domestic insect diets.

T4 = 5ol 9= WA FE=(Domestic insect diets),
T5 = 5ol5ol 9= 4t 1 E(Domestic insect diets),
T6 = 5ol50l 9= T4t BIZFE(Domestic insect diets),
T7 = o5l Y= AL SIFE=(Domestic insect diets)
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