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INTRODUCTION =’
Edible insects are a sustainable and nutritious alternative protein: high protein content, nutritional :-: P U R I NA ROYAL CkN'N

profile, and low environmental footprint. Insect-based pet food products are reaching the market,
however, research on palatability, pet tutors perception, and market positioning remains limited. maXi®
alternatives — canine acceptability, preference and tutors' perception, across two trials. FEEDING HAPPINESS
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This study assesses Compare the insect-based feed (25% insect protein) with conventional Act]'_vpet pet
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Segment analysis was insightful. The insect feed
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STUDY 2 - Insect-based vs Poultry-based

PET TUTORS ACCEPTANCE
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The poultry feed was consumed far more than the insect Meall Meal2 Meal3 Meal4 Meal5 Meal6 Global
feed (68.2% vs. 42.9%, p < 0.001). Poultry stayed above 65% Regarding overall pet tutors' acceptance, the food with poultry protein was better accepted and did not receive
every meal; the insect feed stayed below 50% with no 61.5% 67.8% a significant number of negative comments when compared to the food with insect protein (ratio=0.9).The most
upward trend — novelty did not drive consumption, appreciated attribute in the insect-based formulation was “Odour,” and in the poultry-based formulation, it was
oointing to palatability differences, behaviour related. chose poultry on consumed poultry “Appearance”. The most frequent negative comment regarding the (insect) food was that the “colour was too
first approach first dark”

Insect-based Feed

CONCLUSION Positive Negative
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* Positioning is mid-range: competitive against low-cost feed, below premium brands. Small per-segment n limits Colour is 100
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* High dispersion in consumption reflects strong interindividual variability and lower market predictability. Unpleasant 9
 The poultry-based pet food was preferred by dogs and owners, whilst the lower acceptance of the insect-based Pleasant 14 Intense 10
version may reflect reluctance towards a less conventional product and potential differences in palatability. ELE Soft 5 Unpleasant
e Sensory optimization targets: lighten the dark colour, moderate odour intensity, soften the hard texture. Texture Pleasant 12 Too hard
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