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Ecological Sanitation (EcoSan) 

• Improved sanitation 

• Reuse of excreta as fertilizer 



Our study 

• Are farmers gaining economically from their 
reuse of human excreta as fertilizer in rural 
Mali? 

 



Why is this interesting? 

• The reuse is supposed to be profitable but it has 
not been proved 

 - A major part of the EcoSan concept 

 - Basically no previous studies on economic 
    impacts of EcoSan 

• If reuse is profitable it would make people earn 
more 

• It could also help spread EcoSan and its other 
positive effects 



The studied EcoSan programme 

• Programme run by CREPA-Mali in rural Mali 

• In the small town of Fana and in surrounding 
villages 

• Urine Diverting Dry Toilets (UDDT’s) in 
households and public places 

• UDDT’s were built in 163 households during 
2006-2009 

 



Implementation of the programme 

• Toilets were subsidized 

• Village council chose beneficiaries 

• Eligibility criteria: 

 - Own contribution of materials/labor 

 - Be active farmers 

 - At least 10 in household 

 - Unobservables.. 



Our data 

• 618 households interviewed March-April 2011 

• 155 had received a UDDT 

• Demographic data 

• Economic data 

• Farming data 

 

• Samples of sanitized excreta 

 



Theoretical potential 

• We estimate a household to produce nutrients 
amounting to 20-30 % of their average outlays 
on artificial fertilizer 



The actual use of human fertilizer 

• 106/150 farming EcoSan households reported 
reuse (71 %) 

• Most use it on a small part of their fields 

• Main crop(s): maize (sorghum, cotton) 

• In general non-optimal use of human fertilizer 
(compost) 

• The reported quantities of reused excreta 
corresponds to only a small fraction of potential 

•  low expectations of economic impact 

 



Analytical method 

• No baseline  compare EcoSan households with 
control households 

• Match EcoSan households with controls using 
propensity scores 

• We then compare the outputs of the EcoSan 
households with their corresponding control 
households 



Variables of interest 

• Output variables  that we look at: 

 - Farming yields; Do EcoSan households 
 have higher yields? 

 - Fertilizer use; Do EcoSan households use 
 more or less artificial fertilizer? 



AIT, yields 



AIT, fertilizer 



ATT, yields 



ATT, fertilizer 



Conclusions 

• Actual use only a small fraction of the theoretical 
potential 

• Seems as if no effect on yields, except quite 
stable positive effect on maize 

• Substitution, not addition, of approx 10-15 % of 
AF used 

• Limited gain, but not only parameter of interest 

• As always: more research needed 
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