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The growing medium-sized cities in Bangladesh face rapid urbanisation and, consequently, waste 

management in city areas is becoming one of the major environment concerns. With both the population and 

urbanisation growing, the amount of waste generated in the city areas of Bangladesh continues to rise day 

by day. Increase in sanitation coverage in urban areas using septic tanks and pit latrines will also increase the 

faecal sludge volume considerably with time. Therefore, serious environmental degradation and associated 

health risk will occur in the country if collection and disposal of municipal solid waste as well as organic 

waste are not developed within appropriate sites. The organic waste, including faecal sludge, generated in 

municipality areas could be turned into high value organic fertiliser by using the co-composting technology. 

Co-composting of organic municipal waste 
may reduce environmental degradation on the 
one hand, may increase safe and quality food 
production through the use of this co-compost 
as organic fertiliser in crop agriculture on the 
other hand. The Kushtia Pourashava has a 
pilot co-composting plant since 2008, which 
was initiated by the Ministry of Environment 
and Forest of the Government of Bangladesh 
with support from the Institute for Global 
Environmental Strategies and the United 
Nations Centre for Regional Development 
in partnership with the Department of 
Environment and Waste Concern. They have 
seen an opportunity to reduce waste production 
and limit use of resources by adopting the 
principle of co-composting. Faecal sludge is 
reused in the composting process together 
with municipal organic waste to produce 
the end-product, `co-compost` (organic 
fertiliser). However, although the product has 
good organic content comparable with other 
composts, the sales of the product could not 
be improved and so a huge quantity of co-
compost remains stored at the plant facility in 
Kushtia. The Paurashava even tried to partner 
with some licenced organic fertiliser companies. 
Though things are moving well at the 
composting side, nothing much is happening in 
co-composting part.

Consequently, the Paurashava leased out co-
composting plant along with the marketing of 

end products. Recently, it leased out the entire 
plant, including operation and maintenance of 
Faecal Sludge Treatment plant to Aprokashi. 
Aprokashi plans to develop strategy and 
business plan for upgradation and effective 
operationalisation of the plant. Currently, 
compost is sold to local farmers. An initiative 
to distribute the stored co-compost to local 
farmers fell flat. In order to build a sustainable 
and profitable business model, it is crucial to 
answer this key question: How well the product 
can be sold to target markets? Little is known 
about the willingness of local people to buy 
organic fertiliser with treated faecal waste as 
one of the inputs. Hence, the project team 
identified the need to understand the market 
acceptance of co-compost. The results of the 
market acceptance study will be helpful to sell 
co-compost and help entrepreneurs in the local 
compost business. Given the above backdrop 
the overall goal of this study is to develop the 
markets for faecal sludge end-products while 
contributing to a healthy environment by laying 
out incentives for healthy fertiliser use, waste 
collection and reuse.

The study has conducted extensive literature 
review such as review of different published 
and unpublished research works at home 
and abroad. The study reviewed the works 
of compost in general and co-compost in 
particular. It can be concluded from the 
literature review that there is a dearth of works 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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on the subject. So the present study will contribute to 
minimising this gap and can be used as a `prototype` 
for further research on the topic.
 
The methodology used in the study was based upon 
the ToR and the discussion meetings held at SNV 
Dhaka office between the SNV personnel and the team 
from Bangladesh Agricultural University.The study 
used both quantitative and qualitative approaches. 
The study undertook desk researchs, semi-structured 
interviews, focus group discussions (FGDs), and key 
informant interviews (KIIs) to achieve the scopes 
of this study. Besides, the study team used existing 
data and tools where applicable. The study area was 
Kushtia district where co-compost plant is located. 
Of the district, four upazilas - Kushtia Sadar, Mirpur, 
Kumarkhali and Bheramara - were selected to collect 
data. In addition, the study selected some other 
districts such as Bogra, Mymensingh, Dhaka and 
Jessore for conducting KIIs on the pre-identified, key 
issues relevant to production, marketing, policies 
of compost and co-compost. The KIIs helped to 
understand the current state of compost and co-
compost production, marketing, policies, and its 
marketability, health hazards, pricing etc.

Data were collected from the users/potential users 
of compost and co-compost through face-to-face 
interviews. Data included farmers’ basic information, 
information about land, household income, acreages 
of vegetables/crops and yields, uses of organic 
fertilisers, quality of produces due to organic 
fertilisers, prices of the produces, sources of organic 
fertilisers, economic, social, cultural, and religious 
barriers regarding uses of co-compost, potential 
health hazard, measures to promote co-compost etc. 
The secondary data used in this study included mainly 
domestic production of different agricultural produces, 
consumption, marketing and pricing of different 
composts and co-compost by other companies/ 
enterprenuers in Bangladesh. Both quantitative 
and qualitative data were collected and used where 
it was deemed necessary for accomplishing the 
study objectives. A random sampling method was 
applied for selecting the producers (as consumers/
potential consumers in the markets) from different 
market segments such as non-vegetable field crops, 
vegetables, fruits, nurseries and rooftop gardens. 
Since almost all the farmers produce field crops and 
vegetables, they were grouped together. Only a few 
commercial fruit producers were found. So farmers 

who grow fruits at orchards and homestead areas 
were also grouped together with the field crops 
and vegetables producers. However, the data were 
collected separately for field crops, vegetables and 
fruits. Ten nurseries and eight rooftop gardeners were 
interviewed. A total of 195 sample respondents were 
interviewed from four selected upazilas in Kushtia 
district. The team sought helps from the Department 
of Agriculture Extension Offices in these upazilas. 
The team received full cooperation. Sub-Assistant 
Agriculture Officers (SAAO) from the selected upazilas 
assisted the team to reach out to the farmers. A total 
of five FGDs were conducted with the users/potential 
users in the selected upazilas in Kushtia. 

A total of 24 key informant interviews (KIIs) were 
conducted not only in Kushtia but also in Bogra, 
Mymensingh, Dhaka and Jessore districts. The key 
informant interviews were conducted with the key 
resource persons like professors, relevant government 
officials, local government, Department of Agricultural 
Extension (DAE), Aprokashi, environmental 
professionals, health professionals, BARC, SRDI, 
compost producers etc. The KIIs covered the issues of 
experiences in implementing the agro-input policies, 
knowledge level of compost fertiliser and co-compost 
makers, involvement in production/marketing and/or 
use of co-compost, advantages of using co-compost, 
limitation in the current co-compost production/ 
marketing/use, policy barriers in producing, marketing 
and use of co-compost for agricultural production, 
potential health hazards from co-compost, strategies 
in marketing of co-compost/compost fertilisers, major 
producers of co-compost/compost fertilisers, how 
current production/marketing/uses of co-compost can 
be improved, prices of co-compost and other compost 
fertilisers, optimum price etc.
 
All the collected data (both qualitative and 
quantitative) were compiled, processed and analysed 
in accordance with the study objectives. The data 
analysis were done by Excel software. The information 
and narratives collected through FGDs and KIIs were 
compiled and discussed. Tabular and descriptive 
statistical techniques were used to analyse data. A 
lack of secondary information and unavailability of 
literature regarding marketability of co-compost was 
the major constraint of the study.
 
The study found that majority of family members 
of the sample farmers were in the working age 



6 MARKET ACCEPTANCE STUDY ON CO-COMPOST AS ORGANIC FERTILISER IN KUSHTIA

group that is 46 to 60 years. Distribution of people 
in different age groups has significant impact. The 
majority of family members in all the sample farmers 
were in the family size of 5-10 (62.72 percent 
of total farmers). Education plays an important 
role in accelerating the pace of modernisation of 
farm business activities. The literacy rate of the 
respondent’s family members was higher than that 
of the national average. Agriculture is the main 
source of farm-household income. The study found 
that 92.82, 2.56, 2.56 and 2.05 percent of the 
respondent`s family members were engaged in 
agriculture, business, service and other occupations, 
respectively. The marginal farmers were about 9 
percent. The study found that 56 percent of the total 
respondents were in small farm category whereas 
28 and 16 percent of respondent farmers were in 
medium and large farm categories respectively. The 
highest number of respondents was in field crops 
category (about 94 percent). Of them, 143 farmers 
used organic fertiliser and only four farmers used co-
compost. The second highest number of respondents 
was in vegetables category (about 66 percent). The 
vegetables farmers used organic fertiliser more than 
non-vegetables farmers. Similarly, the number of 
farmers in fruits, flowers, homestead gardening, 
nursery, roof gardening and others were 50, 3, 12, 
10, 1 and 2 percent respectively.
  
About 77 percent of respondents had positive 
response, meaning they have used organic fertiliser 
before, whereas only 19 percent have not used it 
before. The available organic fertilisers in the study 
areas are cow dung, vermi-compost, co-compost etc. 
Cow dung is a widely used organic fertiliser in the 
study areas. Other organic fertilisers are khoil, poultry 
litter, by-product or slurry of biogas. The respondents 
were asked if they received higher prices for their 
produces grown with organic fertilisers. About 53 
percent of the respondents reported that they did 
not receive higher prices, against about 47 percent 
respondents who said they did.
  
About 97 percent respondents never used co-
compost. Of the total 195 respondents, only about 
3 percent reported that they used co-compost. They 
know Aprokashi co-compost because they live close 
to the Aprokashi plant. All actual co-compost users 
and almost all non-users perceived co-compost to be 
‘positive’ or ‘good’ for increasing soil organic matter 
and crop growth because of the expected long-term 

effects of soil organic matter. Non-users reported that 
they neither heard about co-compost nor did they 
found them in the markets.
  
Almost 75 percent respondents reported having no 
knowledge of either the availability or the use of co-
compost in agriculture. Further, the study identified 
the reasons behind not using co-compost despite 
having the knowledge of the availability and the 
uses of co-compost in agriculture. The main reasons 
are: unavailability in local market (75 percent), lack 
of or no encouragement or promotional activities 
such as advertisement (18 percent), knowledge gap 
(14 percent), and no habituation at all (7 percent). 
Other reasons include difficulty in transportation, low 
profitability due to high price of co-compost, faecal 
sludge, time consuming, lack of price information, fear 
of low yield etc. 

The study inquired if there were economic barriers 
in accepting co-compost. About 71 percent of the 
farmers replied in the negative. Only about 29 percent 
reported of some economic barriers such as higher 
price, inconsistencies between price and quality, 
inadequate supply in proper time, transportation 
cost etc. Further discussions with farmers confirmed 
that price of co-compost must be low, Tk 11/kg. 
Farmers considered the prices of existing composts 
in the markets high. Other reasons were: (i) higher 
transport cost due to bulk nature, and (ii) the need 
for extra labour during application in the crop fields. 
Farmers who perceived co-compost to be expensive 
also spoke of other costs of raw materials, packaging 
and transportation to the field, labour cost and so on.
  
About 73 percent of respondents reported that 
there are some social barriers preventing them to 
accept co-compost such as it might cause diseases; 
could hamper production and reduce soil fertility; 
and it has bad odour etc. Moreover, there were 
some psychological barriers such as farmers are 
less willing to use co-compost in their vegetables or 
fruits production and are less willing to work in the 
fields where co-compost is applied. Some farmers 
reported that older family members or localities with 
poor literacy rate might oppose the application of co-
compost. These social barriers were more frequently 
seen in the rural areas and among older farmers. 
Another cultural concern was the application of co-
compost, made from human excreta, in their fields, 
especially in vegetables and fruits production. The 
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severity of these barriers was low among the younger 
farmers and those in urban areas such as rooftop 
gardeners. In fact, many urban roof gardeners or 
nursery owners reported no barriers in using co-
compost. Some older farmers in rural areas reported 
that religion does not allow them to use human 
excreta in their fields for food production. Only 
about 7 percent raised the concern about potential 
health hazards. The main health hazard identified 
by the farmers was that the use of co-compost may 
cause some diseases like gastric, although they 
have no scientific explanation for this. However, 
majority of the respondents were positive about co-
compost but emphasised their particular interest in 
`organic` fertilisers. They have indicated that using 
co-compost would be less health hazardous and less 
expensive compared to chemical fertilisers, which 
could result into skin irritation during application. 
Most farmers using organic fertiliser had their own 
domestic production from cattle e.g. cow dung. Those 
who had not, but wanted to use organic fertiliser, 
had to buy from various sources. The farmers that 
wanted to use organic fertiliser bought it from their 
relatives or neighbours. Some farmers bought organic 
fertilisers from local dealers or local shops. The 
study also inquired the measures to promote the use 
and marketing of co-compost. The most frequent 
suggestion was to conduct field demonstration 
showing that co-compost increases the yield and 
quality of crops while it does not bring any health 
hazard. Other measures suggested include training 
on how to apply co-compost, keeping the price low, 
development of better market linkages, ensuring 
local dealership, free or low priced packs for trial, 
organising farmers field schools adequate agricultural 
extension services, ensuring market availability, 
promoting model farmers to show the impact of co-
compost on the crop etc.
 
The main results from the FGDs were (i) majority of 
the participants know about the organic fertilisers in 
general such as cow dung, compost, green manure 
etc. The participants reported that they also know 
about vermi-compost. But they never heard about 
co-compost, which is made by faecal sludge and 
organic urban waste and/or by tricho-derma. They 
are aware of  organic fertilisers being marketed by 
ACI limited. (ii) The participants are using chemical 
fertilisers such as Urea, TSP, MoP etc. These are very 
common countrywide. Some participants reported 
that they prepare vermi-compost at the backyards 

and use in their crop fields (i. e., vegetables/field 
crops). They are not engaged in flowers, fruits, and/
or rooftop gardening except a few exceptions such as 
homestead fruits for example mango, banana etc. (iii) 
They reported that they know about compost which 
is called Jaibo Sar and reported that Jaibo Sar can be 
used as agricultural input. Some of the participants 
reported the advantages of using Jaibo Sar but do 
not know any disadvantages. But availability and 
market prices are the major problems as reported 
by more than 50 percent of the FGD participants. 
(iv) The participants mentioned that experiment can 
be conducted to show the impacts of co-compost on 
crop production. If they see good results, then they 
will use co-compost in their crop fields. (v) There is 
no psychological, social, and religious barrier as long 
as co-compost is not being applied in production of 
vegetables and fruits. However, demonstration and 
field experiments could help to increase interest in 
using co-compost in vegetables and fruits production. 
The suggested prices were between Tk 10-15/kg.
 
Salient features of the results from the KIIs were 
(i) The prices should be in the ranges between 
Tk 10-12/kg. There are some strong competitors 
in the markets such as Celon vermi-compost, 
Nafco, Intefa, ACI, Bengal and Arnapurna. All key 
informants agreed that compost and/or co-compost 
would increase soil health and fertility. There is no 
clear evidence of health hazard. Many of the key 
informants suggested that increased awareness not 
only through written literature  but also through 
extensive demonstrations should be implemented. 
They also argued that the government policy should 
be easier for getting licence of co-compost production, 
since approval from the agriculture ministry and 
the directorate of environment is a must. Also the 
Fertiliser Recommendtion Guide being prepared by 
the Bangladesh Agricultural Research Council (BARC) 
must present the recommendation of organic fertliser 
doses for different crops in different agro-ecological 
zones. After proper micro-biological test with the 
approval from accredited authority, the Department of 
Agriculture Extension (DAE) could control the process 
of co-compost production and promote its use so that 
it serves two purposes - combating the environmental 
degradation and maintaining soil health and turn 
faecal sludge along with organic waste into high value 
compost for agricultural input.
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1.1 Introduction 
The growing medium-sized cities in Bangladesh face rapid urbanisation and consequently, 
waste management in the city areas is becoming one of the major environment issues. With 
the increasing population and urbanisation, the amount of waste generated in city areas of 
Bangladesh continues to rise day by day. Increase in sanitation coverage in urban areas using 
septic tanks and pit latrines will also increase the faecal sludge volume considerably with time. 
Currently, the status of management of municipal solid waste is very poor in Bangladesh. In most 
cases, municipal solid waste including faecal sludge is disposed into dump sites that evidently 
presents a vermin and disease hazard and also emits greenhouse gas. Therefore, serious 
environmental degradation and associated health risk will occur in the country if collection and 
disposal of municipal solid waste are not developed within the appropriate sites. 

The organic waste generated in municipality areas including faecal sludge could be turned into 
high value organic fertiliser through using co-composting technology. Co-composting organic 
municipal waste may reduce the environmental degradation on the one hand and increase safe 
and quality food production by using the co-compost in crop agriculture on the other. Extensive 
studies have not been done, however, to visualise the feasibility of producing co-compost from 
municipal solid waste and faecal sludge on a large scale and its effect on crop production and 
human health. 

There are some recent initiatives on smaller scales to promote compost. However, the Kushtia 
Pourashava has a pilot co-composting plant since 2008, which was initiated by the Ministry 
of Environment and Forest of the Government of Bangladesh with support from the Institute 
for Global Environmental Strategies and the United Nations Centre for Regional Development 
in partnership with the Department of Environment and Waste Concern. They have seen an 
opportunity to reduce waste production and limit use of resources by adopting the principle of 
co-composting. Faecal sludge is being reused in the composting process together with municipal 
organic waste, to produce the end product ‘co-compost’. The process in Kushtia happens as 
follows: weighing of waste, sorting, mixing, box composting, maturing, and screening. The 
finished compost product is then bagged and stored. Although the product has good organic 
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content compared to other composts, the sales of 
the product could not be improved and hence there 
is a huge quantity of co-compost stored at the plant 
facility in Kushtia. The Paurashava tried to partner 
with some licenced organic fertiliser companies. 
Things are moving well at the composting side but 
nothing much is taping place in co-composting part.

Consequently, the Paurashava had leased out co-
composting plant along with the marketing of the end 
products. Recently, it also leased out the entire plant, 
including the operation and maintenance of Faecal 
Sludge Treatment plant to Aprokashi. Aprokashi plans 
to develop strategy and business plan for upgradation 
and effective operationalisation of the plant. Currently, 
compost is sold to local farmers. An initiative to 
distribute the stored co-compost to local farmers did 
not materialise. In order to build a sustainable and 
profitable business model, it is crucial to know ‘how 
well the product can be sold to target markets?’. Little 
is known about the willingness of local people to buy 
organic fertiliser with treated faecal waste. Hence, 
the project team identified the need to understand 
the market acceptance of co-compost. The results of 
market acceptance study will then be used to start 
sales of co-compost and help entrepreneurs in the 
local compost business. Given the above backdrop the 
overall goal of this study is to develop the markets 
for faecal sludge end products (co-compost) while 
contributing to a healthy environment and increase 
quality food production.

1.2 Rationale 

In developing countires, especially in the South 
Asian region, urban poverty has been growing with 
the increasing urbanisation due to rapid population 
growth, unplanned development and increasing 
rural-to-urban migration. Urbanisation has strong 
implications in terms of the demand for food and 
other raw materials and the production of faecal 
sludge. The increase in demand for food in cities 
and towns is giving way to a one-way flow of food 
into the cities and towns where a large part of food 
and kitchen waste end up in landfills. This, together 
with open defecation, contributes to severe urban 
pollution. This is a serious concern in developing 
countries, including Bangladesh, where urbanisation 
is outpacing the growth of sanitation services. In 
some places, sanitation services are almost absent. 

Additionally, intensive farming of perishable crops and 
poultry around cities and towns to meet the urban 
food demand also contributes to urban pollution.

In cities and towns, the sanitation and the 
management system of human excreta and kitchen 
waste is alarming. Open defecation is still ramant and 
septic tanks and pit latrines are directly connected 
with drainage system, rivers and cannels, resulting 
in serious environmental consequences. This practice 
is very common in almost all cities and towns in 
Bangladesh. Faecal sludge collection and hygienic 
management are a challenging task. This is because 
in many cities and towns dumping sites are very 
close to low income settlements, leading to serious 
environmental pollution and health consequences. A 
lack of urban planning is to blame for this situation. 
A few exceptions are notable, however. faecal sludge 
collection and treatment system in Kushtia Pourashava 
is one such an initiative where human excreta and 
organic waste are collected to make organic fertiliser 
known as co-compost. 

These phenomena call for an analysis of marketability 
of the co-compost made from municipal organic waste 
and faecal sludge for the benefits of agricultural and 
environmental sustainability in rural-urban continuum. 
But this end product has to be marketable and the 
targeted end users should accept the co-compost. 
Therefore, market acceptance measures need to be 
taken to market the co-compost. But to do so, co-
compost producers need to address the price issue.  
Given the importance of these issues, it is necessary 
to conduct a study to understand the existing and 
potential markets for co-compost in Kushtia. This 
study is an attempt to look at these issues.

1.3 Objectives of the Study
The objective of the study is to determine the 
marketability of co-compost in Kushtia and propose 
concrete and actionable suggestions to improve that.
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1.4 Scope of Work
The scope of the work is threefold: 

a.  To analyse the market acceptability of co-
compost in different market segments. 

b.  To recommend initiatives to be taken to 
improve the marketability of co-compost. 

c.  To propose an optimum price for the product 
co-compost.

1.5 Review of Literature

Urban solid waste management is considered to be 
one of the major challenges in rapidly growing cities 
of developing countries like Bangladesh. Recycling 
of inorganic waste is common in many countries and 
is practised by informal sector. Compost is a highly 
effective soil conditioner that can reduce the need 
for chemical fertilisers. Still, its use is not widespread 
and it does not enjoy a ready-made market. There 
is a huge institutional doubt about the feasibility 
of composting as a sustainable means of recycling 
organic waste. The importance of financial aspects 
and the availability of markets for compost are often 
neglected. A handful of works are available on the 
detailed market analysis and marketing strategy for 
compost product in Bangladesh. The purpose of this 
section is to review the previous studies, which are 
related to the present study. This section identifies 
the methodology used in the previous studies, 
findings, and also makes justification for conducting 
the present study. Some highlights from the relevant 
studies are discussed below.

Overview of Policies (as reported by Yousuf 
& Waled, 2015), Existing Practices etc. in 
Bangladesh

The National Policy for Safe Water Supply and 
Sanitation (1998) is the main policy framework 
document for the improvement of sanitation 
situation in Bangladesh. It emphasises the elements 
of behavioural changes and sustainability of 
the water and sanitation infrastructure through 
user participation in planning, implementation, 
management and cost sharing. Unfortunately, in 
this policy document the faecal sludge management 
and potential of re-use issues have been ignored. 
However, the National Sanitation Strategy 2005 calls 

for enforcement of appropriate desludging of on-site 
sanitation systems and subsequent sludge disposal. In 
the study of sanitation sector status and gap analysis 
in Bangladesh, it is pointed out that for the increase of 
sanitation coverage, septic tanks and pit latrines are 
being constructed in the urban as well as rural areas. 
However, if the faecal sludge management issues are 
not taken into consideration, a serious environmental 
degradation and associated health risk will increase 
(Rahman 2009). The study has given emphasis on 
awareness raising to stop illegal disposal of faecal 
sludge and stop connection of pits/septic tanks with 
drains and water bodies. In the Sector Development 
Plan (2011-25) of Water Supply and Sanitation in 
Bangladesh, it is acknowledged that desludging of the 
pit latrines and septic tanks and their safe disposal is 
a worrying environmental problem in the urban areas 
of Bangladesh. Some action plans are suggested in 
the Sector Development Plan (2011-25) where Local 
Government Institutions are advised to prepare 
capacity building and investment programme to 
improve management of sludge from septic tanks and 
pit latrines by 2015.

Awareness and political will must exist and be 
strengthen at various levels of government (from 
national to local government) to promote sustained 
improvements in faecal sludge management. 
Municipal or entrepreneurial bodies must be in 
place to provide effective sludge collection, haulage 
and treatment services; and urban dwellers must 
recognise the need and be willing and be able to pay 
for improved excreta disposal. This has to be included 
in the municipal policy documents for effective 
management of faecal sludge, which is so far missing.

In the international level, faecal sludge management 
issues are gradually pronouncing. The `Dakar 
Declaration: Towards an Improved Faecal Sludge 
Management 2006` pointed out that since latrine 
construction alone is not sufficient to banish the faecal 
threat, the latrine/pit contents, the so-called faecal 
sludge, have to be disposed of and treated in an 
adequate manner to safeguard public health and the 
environment. It also mentioned that in the majority 
of cities and towns, faecal sludge management 
has been to date the stepchild of urban sanitation 
with untreated sludge being used or disposed of 
haphazardly and illegally. This causes a continued 
spreading of gastro-intestinal infections and leads to 
serious water pollution.
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It can be concluded from the sanitation policy 
documents that the majority of the WATSAN projects 
or initiatives has given focus on the provision of 
latrine construction for achieving sanitation target, 
but the management of faecal sludge is generally 
not given sufficient consideration. Although access to 
sanitation is reaching an acceptable limit, removing 
faecal sludge from the pits and septic tanks will 
remain a problem and is still not under the purview of 
the concern authority.

Existing Practices of Faecal Sludge Management

There are very few literature related to the faecal 
sludge management and use of faecal sludge as 
an agricultural input. The SANDEC/EAWAG made a 
good effort to document some cases of developing 
countries. Jonathan Parkinson in 2005 under the DFID 
funded research project documented the faecal sludge 
management of DSK, a local NGO of Bangladesh. In 
Bangladesh, till early 1980s, human excreta were 
collected manually by buckets by ‘mathors’ (sweepers 
from an ethnic community) from the latrines 
(commonly known as service latrine). They put the 
human excreta in a tanker, which was pulled by a 
bullock cart. This manual collection of human excreta 
was abandoned in the 1980s. By then, people started 
to use septic tanks and pit latrines, where the human 
excreta was kept for a certain period. As there was 
no appropriate option for faecal sludge removal, an 
indiscriminate disposal of sludge in low lands started. 
The mechanical means of faecal sludge collection 
was introduced by the DSK in December 2000 in 
Bauniaband slum area. They used to collect sludge 
from pit latrines by vacutugs but found difficulties 
accessing the narrow lanes. Also, the speed of the 
machine transporting the sludge was slow while the 
storage tank had a limited capacity. To solve the 
technical problems, a bigger capacity vacutugs was 
designed and manufactured locally. It is mounted 
on wheels and towed with a pickup truck. For a 
hygienic disposal of the sludge, the DSK convinced the 
DWASA to use their two sewage-pumping stations. 
The demand for the service has increased gradually 
even from the middle and high-income areas. As the 
revenue is sufficient to cover staff salary and majority 
of the operational and maintenance costs, the service 
is noticeably sustainable. 

In Bangladesh, the emptying of pit/septic tanks 
manually is widely practiced, but there are a few 

exceptions. In Khulna City Corporation and in Kushtia 
Municipality, for example, sludge is emptied with 
the help of machines. These mechanical systems 
are funded by international donors/aid organisations 
for improving the faecal sludge management in 
municipalities on the one hand and producing 
fertiliser for agricultural production on the other. The 
Khulna City Corporation is using two very expensive 
desludging vacuum tankers with tractors (each costing 
around Tk 30-40 lakh) for sludge collection. The 
service is subsidised by the KCC and the customer has 
to pay for emptying each septic tank. In areas where 
the desludging trucks cannot enter due to narrow 
lanes, sweepers do the work using machines.  

Kushtia Municipality started such faecal sludge 
collection system (one vacutugs with two big tankers) 
in 2004 with funds from UNHABITAT. At the beginning, 
the pit-emptying service was totally free to encourage 
locals to stop the illegal and unhygienic practice of 
faecal sludge disposal. Gradually, with the demand 
for emptying pits increasing, the municipality has 
started introducing service charge at a subsidised 
rate to cover the fuel cost of vacutugs operation. 
The municipality has a designated site for the final 
disposal of the collected faecal sludge. The site is 
around 4 km away from the municipality.

So it is clear that in Bangladesh both the private 
sector (DSK in Dhaka) and the public sector (Khulna 
City Corporation and Kushtia Municipality) are 
involved in the faecal sludge management. The DSK 
is running on a commercial basis and has started 
earning enough money to cover staff salary as well 
as operation and maintenance cost. However, the 
municipalities are giving subsidy for the services.

The Lecture Notes of SANDEC (2002) shows that 
the current practice of faecal sludge management 
(collection, haulage, discharge and use) is extremely 
diverse in different cities in the developing world. In 
some cities such as Kalimantan (Indonesia), Kumasi 
(Ghana), Burkina Faso (West Africa) and Bamako 
(Mali), mostly private entrepreneurs cater for the 
collection and haulage of faecal sludge. In other cities, 
such as Danang (Vietnam), the service is exclusively 
provided by public municipalities. In some cities like 
Dar es Salaam (Tanzania), Barumbu (Congo) the 
services are delivered jointly by public and private 
service providers. In many cities, such as Nam Dinh 
(Vietnam), there presumably exists informal emptying 
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and collection services rendered by individuals or 
small entrepreneurs who empty the pits manually 
using buckets or baskets. The responsibilities and 
tasks would have been devolved to community based 
organisations (CBO) or individual beneficiaries.

Very few studies have been undertaken both on 
the faecal sludge management and the production 
of co-compost. However, the SANDEC-EAWAG 
website contains many study reports on faecal 
sludge management. The case studies carried out 
in West African countries by the SANDEC with other 
collaborative partners can be good examples for 
sharing in South Asian Countries. The Asian Institute 
of Technology (AIT) has carried out some action 
research on Faecal Sludge Treatment methods. 
Jonathon Parkinson prepared a detailed report of the 
DSK initiative under a DFID funded research project 
in Bangladesh. From the review of different case 
studies, it is evident that faecal sludge management is 
not that a big problem from a technical point of view. 
After collection and treatment, it can be disposed of 
in landfills or in water bodies or can be used safely in 
agriculture as agricultural input such as compost.

Kabir et al. (2015) estimated the impact of bio-

slurry on Boro rice production in Bangladesh. The 
author conducted the research in four districts in 
Bangladesh. The districts are Mymensingh, Pabna, 
Thakurgaon and Dinajpur. They surveyed 150 biogas 
user households. The research was conducted 
on the basis of both slurry-based semi-organic 
and conventional agricultural practice. The farm 
households did not rely only on slurry-based practice;  
they rather applied slurry with a least amount of 
chemical fertilisers. The study found that bio-slurry 
has a significant impact on Boro rice production. 
The production efficiency of biogas users is notably 
different from traditional farms. The efficiency 
differences are mostly explained based on farm size, 
education level, family size and off-farm income. The 
author suggested that bio-slurry could be applied 
to reduce the application of chemical fertilisers, 
pesticides and labour requirement. While this will lead 
to more organic agriculture practices, farmer using 
bio-slurry will to grow more, earn more and save 
foreign currency that is spent on importing fertiliser. 

Bhattacharjee (2012) piloted a study at Khornia 
Union under Dumuria Upazila near Khulna city to get 
farmers’ opinion about using compost, its usefulness, 

the sale/marketing model and their willingness to 
pay (WTP) for compost generated from solid waste 
collected from Khulna City Corporation (KCC) areas. 
The study held five FGDs and interviewed 100 
farmers. The study found about 90 percent farmers 
used compost in their farms. But only 32 percent 
of them used the compost generated by the KCC. 
Low availability of compost (37 percent) and lack of 
information about compost (51 percent) were the 
main reasons for less use of compost. Moreover, 
61 percent farmers reported that rice production 
increased by 200 kg/hectare for using compost. 
About 42 percent farmers who used compost said 
vegetables production rose by 320 kg/hectare. 
Another 32 percent reported an increase of 280 kg/
hectare as a result of using compost. Data show 
that on an average rice production increased by 
201 kg/hectare and vegetables production by 310 
kg/hectare. Respondents said that if the compost 
producers sold it directly to the farmers, the compost 
price would be lower and the quality would be much 
better than the compost available in the markets. 
About 62 percent farmers reported that the quality 
of the KCC-generated compost is low. Sometimes, 
different objectionable ingredients such as bones of 
different animals and fish are found in those. They 
also expressed their interest to buy compost more  
if constraints are overcome and the quality of the 
compost made by the KCC is improved. The study 
found that 15 percent farmers were willing to buy 
compost at Tk 10 per kg, 44 percent at Tk 15 and 
33 percent at Tk 20. Only 8 percent farmers wanted 
to buy compost at a rate of Tk 20 per kg. As for the 
compost made by the KKC, farmers were willing to 
buy it for Tk 16/kg. 

WASH (2016) conducted an action research on ‘co-
composting of faecal sludge and municipal organic 
waste for sustainable crop production in southern 
Bangladesh’ to generate sufficient scientific evidence 
for the use of treated faecal sludge, co-composted 
with municipal waste, as an agricultural resource. The 
programme aimed to improve the living environment 
and ensure access to safe faecal sludge management 
services by promoting the re-use of faecal sludge to 
residents of three cities in southern Bangladesh as 
well as making the products inexpensive. Therefore, 
the identification of an appropriate co-composting 
mechanism is very important to define standards 
and set treatment parameters, considering its low 
production costs and benefits for soil nutrients and 
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plant growth. For the two years beginning in July 
2015, this action research is expected to demonstrate 
some specific outputs such as (i) Propose suitable 
treatment methods to ensure that the co-compost 
from faecal sludge and municipal organic waste does 
not represent a risk to human health and crops, and 
(ii) Identify the optimum agronomic and economic 
doses of co-compost for crop production.

Agyekum (2015) conducted a study in the Ningo-
Prampram and Shai-Osudoku districts of the Greater 
Accra Region of Ghana to elicit farmers’ knowledge 
and perception, their acceptability and willingness 
to pay for faecal compost use in agriculture by using 
choice experiment. Results showed that farmers 
have relatively low level of experience on faecal 
compost use compared to cow dung. Also, farmers 
perceive faecal compost as having good nutrient value 
compared to other organic fertiliser. However, they 
do not know for sure, whether food consumers will 
reject/accept food commodities produced through 
the use of faecal waste. Conditional Logit and Hybrid 
Conditional Logit Model estimates found that farmers 
are interested in using faecal compost and are willing 
to pay. Willingness to pay was influenced by some 
respondent’s socio-economic factors such as age, 
educational level, household size, income among 
others and choice invariant factors such as experience 
with faecal compost and cow dung.

Hossain (2012) conducted a case study on 
organic farming in Bangladesh where he discussed 
the importance of organic agriculture with a few 
examples, overall opportunities and limitations in 
Bangladesh. In 2011, to ensure the quality and price 
of organic products and organise the organic growers, 
three organic farmers’ organisations were formed on 
a pilot basis in Sunamganj Sadar, Biswavarpur Upazila 
in Sunamganj and Nasirnagar Upazila in Brahmanbaria 
district. These organisations are getting cooperation 
from the local administration and the public 
representatives. The local market committees are 
given separate places for the organic farmers to sell 
the products. But several problems were observed. 
The middlemen were purchasing the products in bulk 
volumes without paying any premium to organic 
producers. Further, they mixed all the organic and 
non-organic products and sold those to bigger 
markets. As a result, only a few local consumers got 
the organic products. In addition, to grow organic 
products as per the international standard, the fields 

must be kept fallow for three years. Moreover, a 
certain area has to be kept free from insecticide 
application, which is too difficult for the growers 
until the market can be ensured. So the author has 
emphasised the need for developing a separate and 
unique marketing strategy for the organic growers.

Seadi and Lukehurst (2012) stated that utilisation 

of digestate as bio-fertiliser recycles the nutrients and 
the other organic matter, and saves farmers’ costs 
while enhancing the utilisation of own resources. The 
significant reduction of animal and plant pathogens 
and weed seeds through anaerobic digestion (AD) 
treatment breaks the chain of their transmission and 
improves veterinary safety and phyto-hygenic safety 
on farms, which imparts a significant advantage over 
the raw feedstock. Legal frameworks and quality 
standards for digestate used as bio-fertiliser provide 
confidence in digestate quality and safety and 
contribute to a sound and stable market for digestate. 
The rigorous selection and strict quality control of the 
materials used as feedstock for AD is the first and 
most important step of digestate quality management 
ensuring maximum ecological and economic benefits 
from use of digestate as a bio-fertiliser.

Lukehurst et al., (2010) showed in a brochure 

titled ‘Utilisation of digest from biogas plants as bio-
fertilidser’ that the application of digestate or any crop 
fertiliser at times of the year when there is little plant 
uptake (e.g. autumn and winter) can result in nutrient 
leaching and run-off into ground and surface waters 
(e.g. of N and P). It is, therefore essential to know 
the fertiliser composition of digestate as well as the 
best method and correct time for accurate application 
to growing crops. They also added in the long term, 
applications of digestate may not always lead to 
increased crop yields. Some work in the Netherlands 
showed that in the year of application, digestate 
from cattle slurry had 14 percent higher N fertiliser 
replacement value than whole cattle slurry (Schroder 
et al., 2007). Over the next four years, when there 
were no further additions of digestate or slurry, there 
was difference in the total N fertiliser replacement 
value between digestate and slurry. Phosphate 
overload can lead to diffuse pollution and excessive P 
concentrations (eutrophication) of coastal and inland 
waters. This is particularly relevant in environmentally 
sensitive areas such as some part of Denmark, south 
west Sweden and Northern Ireland. They concluded 
that digestate and other fertiliser applications should 
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be matched with crop nutrient requirements, which 
will minimise any unintended negative impact to the 
environment and also maximise farmers’ profits. 
Application rates (especially for Nitrogen), length of 
storage periods, and timings for applications must 
also comply with national limits.

UNEP (2009) mentioned that developing countries 
face uphill challenges to properly manage their waste 
with most efforts being made to reduce the final 
volumes and to generate sufficient funds for waste 
management. If most of the waste could be diverted 
for material and resource recovery, then a substantial 
reduction in final volumes of waste could be achieved 
and the recovered material and resources could 
be utilised to generate revenue to fund waste 
management. This forms the premise for Integrated 
Solid Waste Management (ISWM) system on the 
basis of 3R (reduce, reuse and recycle) principle. The 
ISWM system has been pilot-tested in a few locations 
(Wuxi, PR China; Pune, India) and has been well 
received by local authorities.  Then many national 
governments have approached the UNEP to get 
further support in implementation of the Integrated 
Solid Waste Management (ISWM) programme. After 
that, the UNEP has developed a programme which 
includes support for capacity building and technology 
transfer for the ISWM through a number of actions 
such as (i) Guidelines to develop ISWM System: 
The four sets of guidelines on ISWM covering waste 
characterisation and quantification, assessment of 
current waste management system, identification 
of target setting and identification of stakeholders’ 
issues of concern for ISWM, and how to develop 
ISWM Plan, (ii) Pilot projects on ISWM and emerging 
waste streams including E-waste, waste agricultural 
biomass, waste plastics and so on, (iii) Regional and 
sub-regional training for policy makers and experts 
on ISWM and emerging waste streams and finally, 
(iv) Interactive advisory support on ISWM and 
emerging waste streams.

Islam (2006) stated that bio-slurry may be 
considered as a good quality organic fertiliser 
in Bangladesh. Bio-slurry organic fertiliser is 
environmental friendly, has no toxic or harmful 
effects and can easily reduce the use of chemical 
fertilisers by up to 50 percent. Nutrients from organic 
sources are more efficient than those from chemical 
sources. Bio-slurry is a 100 percent organic fertiliser 
and mostly suitable for organic farming for some 

high value field and horticultural crops. Field trials 
conducted by Grameen Shakti (an NGO) and others 
have shown beneficial effects of bio-slurry organic 
fertilisers in increasing the yields of cabbage, brinjal, 
tomato, onion, potato and papaya. According to 
expert estimate, about 7.0 million tonnes of organic 
fertilisers are produced every year from animal 
waste, household waste, city waste and crop waste. 
However, some private companies have come forward 
to produce and market organic fertilisers. Grameen 
Shakti has made an agreement with two companies 
- MATI at Gazipur and Faridpur Muslim Mission have 
already signed a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MoU) with Grameen Shakti and started marketing 
bio-slurry organic fertilisers under the brand name 
Grameen Shakti Jaibo Sar. It is also added that 
with the organic resources available every day, it 
is possible to construct 4 million biogas plants in 
the country from where a huge quantity of organic 
fertiliser will be available to supplement chemical 
fertilisers for land application.

Jensen et al., (2005) mentioned that the use of 
human waste contributes significantly to agricultural 
productivity and income generation, notably so in the 
fast-growing urban fringes of developing countries. 
Excreta reuse can offer several benefits to farming 
households as it provides fertiliser for crops and thus 
reduce the importation of commercial fertiliser. It also 
provides good soil conditioning and also an integral 
part of nutrient recycling in different types of farming 
systems.

Zurbrugg et al., (2002) conducted a study based 
on the experiences of Waste Concern, a research 
based Non-Governmental Organisation with a 
community-based decentralised composting project 
in Mirpur, Dhaka, Bangladesh. The composting 
scheme started its activities in 1995 with the 
aim of developing a low-cost technique and was 
able to complete it in 2001. Named ‘Indonesian 
Windrow Technique’, it is a labour intensive aerobic 
and thermopile composting procedure where 
organic waste is converted into compost. They also 
mentioned that the scheme needs to get approval 
from the Bangladesh Agriculture Research Council 
(BARC) for acceptance of their product for agricultural 
purposes and policy support from the Ministry of 
Agriculture (MoA). The financial success of the scheme 
is based on the fact that compost was sold in large 
bulk. The marketing strategy here is to let others do 



22 MARKET ACCEPTANCE STUDY ON CO-COMPOST AS ORGANIC FERTILISER IN KUSHTIA

the retail or consumer-level marketing.

WHO and UNICEF (2001) reported that people in 
both rural and urban areas have been using human 
excreta for centuries to fertilise their fields and to 
maintain the soil organic fraction. Use of faecal sludge 
and other human waste in both agriculture and 
aquaculture is up to date, very common in China and 
south-east Asia as well as in various African countries 
including Ghana (Cross, 1985; Timmer and Visker, 
1998; Visker, 1998; Timmer 1999; Strauss et al., 
2000; Cofie et al., 2016). Even in some European 
countries there is a change in sanitation paradigm 
from flush and discharge to recycling of urine (Larsen 
and Guyer, 1996; Otterpohl et al., 1999).

The safe use of faecal waste as organic fertiliser is 
highly dependent on the effective treatment of faecal 
sludge. According to the IWMI and SANDEC (2002), 
several pathogens that pose health threats to human 
life are contained in untreated faecal matter and it is 
a must to eliminate these organisms to obtain safe 
faecal compost for agricultural use.

Hoornweg et al., (1999) mentioned that over 
50 percent of an average developing country’s 
municipal solid waste stream could be readily 
composted. Composting is a simple process where 
optimisation efforts are used to increase the rate of 
decomposition (thereby reducing costs), minimise 
nuisance potential, and produce a clean and readily 
marketable finished product. Composting helps to 
increase the recovery rate of recyclable materials. 
Household source separation of recyclable paper, 
metal and glass is already common in many 
developing countries. Composting is not more wide-
spread for a number of reasons. These include: 
inadequate attention to the biological process 
requirements; lack of vision and marketing plans 
for the final compost product; poor feed stock which 
yields poor quality finished compost etc.

Ahmad (2012) studied pre-feasibility of vermi-
compost production, packaging and marketing 
in Pakistan and found that facilitating potential 
investors in vermi-compost production, packaging 
and marketing will help them make crucial investment 
decisions. The need to come up with pre-feasibility 
reports for undocumented or minimally documented 
sectors attain a greater imminence as the research 
that preceedes such reports reveal certain rule 

of thumb; best practices developed by existing 
enterprises by trial and error; and certain industrial 
norms that become a guiding source regarding 
various aspects of business setup and its successful 
management.

Drangert (1998) indicated that excreta are a rich 
source of organic matter and of plant nutrients 
such as Nitrogen, Phosphorus and Potassium. Each 
day, humans excrete in the order of 30g of Carbon 
(90g of organic matter), 10-12g of Nitrogen, 2g 
of Phosphorus and 3g of Potassium. Whilst faecal 
matter contains organic matter, most of the Nitrogen 
(70-80 percent) and Potassium are contained in 
urine. Phosphorus is equally distributed between 
urine and faeces. In addition to this, the author also 
mentioned that fertilising equivalent of excreta is, 
at least, nearly enough for a person to grow its own 
food. Meanwhile as mentioned earlier, the potentials 
of faecal matter as an input resource is not limited 
to its nutrients potentials but also organic matter 
content, which serves as a soil conditioner and 
humus-replenishing agent.

WHO (1989) reported that the agricultural use of 
excreta or excreta-derived products such as stored 
or dewatered faecal sludge or co-compost could only 
result in an actual risk to public health if all of the 
following occur. These are (i) That either an infective 
dose of an excreted pathogen reaches the field pond, 
or the pathogen as in the case of schistosomiasis 
multiplies in the a field or pond to form an infective 
dose; (ii) That this infective dose reaches a human 
host; (iii) That this host becomes infected; and 
(iv) That this infection causes disease or further 
transmission.

The pathogens likely to persist in faecal matter after 
excretion have various levels of survival strength and 
according to the IWMI and SANDEC (2002), among 
the pathogens that are likely to be present in faecal 
matter, Ascaris (Ascaris eggs) is the pathogen known 
to have a longer survival period with a die-off period 
of 10-12 months under 20-3000Oc. Notwithstanding, 
the die-off period can be altered through the exposure 
of faecal sludge to sun or UV light due to the fact that 
die-off period of pathogens is influenced mainly by 
dryness and temperature of the sludge.



2.1 Introduction
This section provides the scope and methodology of this study. However, the methodology used 
was based upon the ToR and the discussion meetings held at SNV Dhaka office between the SNV 
personnel and the team from Bangladesh Agricultural University, Mymensingh. The study used 
both quantitative and qualitative appoaches. The study undertook desk research, conducted 
semi-structured interview, FGD and KII. Besides, the study used existing data and tools, where 
possible. The scope and methodology of this study are presented and discussed below. 

2.2 Study Areas
The study area covers the Kushtia district where co-compost plant is located. Of the Kushtia 
district, four different upazilas - Kushtia Sadar, Mirpur, Bheramara and Kumarkhali - were 
selected for data collection. The district was selected purposively as per the ToR. In addition, 
the study selected other districts such as Bogra, Mymensingh, Dhaka and Jessore for conducting 
key informant interviews on the pre-identified key issues relevant to production and marketing 
of compost and co-compost which helped the study team to understand the current state of 
compost and co-compost production, marketing, use and associated issues such as health 
hazard, marketability, pricing etc.

2.3 Desk Research
The study reviewed and analysed the relevant published and unpublished documents, data 
etc. about co-compost and compost. In addition, the study analysed all project background 
documents, relevant government documents and so on. The desk work served to identify issues 
for discussion in FGDs and KIIs.

Chapter 2

METHODOLOGY
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2.4 Data Sources and Sampling Plan
Data were collected from the users and/or potential 
users of compost and co-compost in the selected 
upazilas in Kushtia through face-to-face interview. 
Data included basic information about the farmers and 
their land, household income, acreages of vegetables/
crops and yields, use of organic fertilisers, quality of 
produces as a result of organic fertilisers use, prices 
of agricultural produces, sources of organic fertilisers, 
issues preventing the use of co-compost, potential 
health hazards, measures to promote co-compost 
etc. Data were collected also from different relevant 
market stakeholders, where available. The secondary 
data used in this study included mainly production, 
consumption, marketing and prices of compost 
and co-compost by other companies/enterprenuers 
in Bangladesh. Both quantitative and qualitative 
data were collected and used where it was deemed 
necessary for accomplishing the scope of work. For 
collecting data at farmers’ level, the structured and 

semi-structured survey schedules (questionnaire) 
were used. For collecting qualitative data and 
narratives, the study conducted FGDs and KIIs and in 
doing these, the study developed different checklists. 
The developed and used questionnaire and checklists 
were approved by relevant personnel of SNV office, 
Dhaka.

 

2.5 Data Collection Methods
The data collection methods include face-to-face 
interviews, FGDs and KIIs. For collection of secondary 
data and review of past studies, published and 
unpublished official secondary data sources were 
used. Sources of secondary data were Bangladesh 
Bureau of Statistics (BBS), Department of Agricultural 
Extension (DAE), FAOStat, etc. An overview of data 
sources, data collection methods in line with the 
study objective and scope of work are presented in 
Table 2.1.

Table 2.1 Overview of objectives, data sources, and data collection methods

Objective Sources of data Data collection methods 

Determine the marketability of co-compost in 
Kushtia and propose concrete and actionable 
suggestions to improve that

 Primary and
 secondary data

Face-to-face interview, 
Document review, FGD, KII

Scope of the Study

Analyse the market acceptability of co-compost in 
different market segments

Primary data Face-to-face interview, 
FGD and KII

Recommend initiatives to be taken to improve the 
marketability of co-compost 

Primary data Secondary data and policy 
review, face-to-face interview, 
FGD and KII

Propose an optimum price for co-compost Primary data Secondary data and policy 
review, face-to-face interview, 
FGD and KII

2.6 Sample and Sampling
The method  followed in conducting this study were (i) 
semi-structured questionnaire for quantitative data, 
and (ii) qualitative interviews such as FGDs and KIIs.  

In addition, the study reviewed relevant published 
and unpublished official documents and data. The 
data collection method, market segments and data 
collection instruments are presented in Table 2.2.
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2.7 Face-to-face Interview

A random sampling technique was applied for selecting 
the sample respondents (as consumers/potential 
consumers in the markets) from different market 
segments that cover the field crops, vegetables, 
fruits, nurseries and rooftop gardens. A total 
of 195 respondents were interviewed from four 
selected upazilas in Kushtia. The team sought help 
from the Department of Agriculture Offices of the 
selected upazilas in Kushtia. The team received full 
cooperation. Sub-Assistant Agriculture Officers from 
the selected upazilas assisted the team to reach the 
sample farmers. The targeted population was those 
who were actual buyers or potential buyers of co-
compost, meaning all agricultural producers such as 
non-vegetables and vegetables including nursery, and 
roof gardeners were in the sampling frame. However, 
the sample size was validated using the following 
formula (Arkin and Colton, 1963):

Where, n=sample size; N=total number of 
farms; z=confidence level (at 95% level z=1.96); 
p=estimated population proportion (0.5, this 
maximizes the sample size) and d=error limit           
of 5% (0.05).

Three stage sampling processes were used to select 
the sample. First, four upazilas including the Kushtia 
Sadar were identified based on the location of co-
compost plant and proximity. In second stage, the 
blocks in each upazila were selected randomly. In 
selecting different blocks in each upazila, the study 
considered the production intensity of vegetables, 
field crops, flowers, fruits and homestead gardens. 
The team sought assistance from the Sub-Assistant 
Agriculture Officer and the personnel of Aprokashi 
to collect the whole population list. Then from the 

selected blocks, the required number of sample was 
selected as shown in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3 Distribution of sample farmers

Areas/Districts Total sample

Kushtia Sadar 44

Mirpur 49

 Bheramara 49

 Kumarkhali 53

2.8 Focus Group Discussion (FGD)

The study team conducted FGDs to collect qualitative 
information and triangulate the preliminery findings 
from the field survey. Prior to the commencement 
of FGDs, a discussion guide/checklist was developed 
and shared with the SNV. The guide used the general 
format of the discussions and the techniques that 
were used in order to elicit responses. There was a 
note keeper during the moderation who recorded the 
comments and observations from the FGDs. A total of 
five FGDs were conducted with the producer groups 
in different market segments in the selected upazilas 
in Kushtia district. The FGDs were conducted by the 
Team Leader and team members. The distribution of 
the FGDs is presented in Table 2.4.

Table 2.4 List of the FGDs

Upazilas
 Number of

farmers
FGDs

Kushtia Sadar 10 FGD 1

Mirpur 10 FGD 2

Bheramara 10 FGD 3

Bheramara 10 FGD 4

 Kumarkhali 10 FGD 5

n=
 Nz2p(1-p)

Nd2+z2 p(1-P)

Table 2.2 Data collection method, market segments and data collection instruments

Methods  Market segments  Data collection instrument

Face-to-face 
interview 

§	 Farmers (users/potential users of co-compost) 
§	 Nursery owners 
§	 Roof gardeners 

Semi-structured questionnaire 
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2.9 Key Informant Interviews
The key informant interviews were conducted with 
the key resource persons such as professors, experts, 
related government officials, local government, DAE, 
environmental professionals, SRDI, Bangladesh 
Agricultural Research Council, BARI scientist etc. A 
total of 25 key informant interviews were conducted 
not only in Kushtia but also in Dhaka, Bogra, Jessore 
and Mymensingh districts. The KIIs were conducted 
by the Team Leader and team members. The 
KIIs covered the following issues - experiences in 
implementing agro input policies, knowledge level of 
co-compost, involvement in production/marketing/
use of co-compost, advantages of using co-compost, 
limitations in current co-compost production/
marketing/use, policy barriers in producing, marketing 
and using of co-compost for agricultural production, 
health hazard from co-compost, strategies followed 
in marketing co-compost/organic fertilisers, who 
else are producing and selling co-compost/organic 
fertilisers, how current production/marketing/use of 
co-compost can be improved, price of co-compost and 
other organic fertilisers, optimum price etc. The list 
of key informants and the locations are presented in 
Appendix Table A1.

2.10 Data Collection Instruments
As mentioned in the previous section, the semi-
structured survey schedule, FGD and the KII 
checklists were used to collect data/narratives. 
Training and a mock interview session was organised 
for Research Assistant and Data Enumerators before 
going to actual field survey. Regular debriefing 
discussions were organised with the team in case 
any new and interesting issues were identified during 
the survey. Debriefing meeting was for identifying 
any constraints faced by the research assistant and 
data enumerators during data collection. In this way, 
the potential errors were controlled, checked and 
removed. Moreover, the team organised FGDs and 
KIIs, in addition to the face-to-face interview. The 
FGD and KII checklists were developed, pre-tested 
and finalised before using them. The questionnaire/ 
checklists were shared with the SNV personnel 
for approval. The data collection instruments 
(questionnaire and checklists) are attached in the 
appendices.
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2.11 Training of the Data 
Enumerators and Data 
Organisation
The data enumerators were provided necessary 
training so that they could collect the data with 
utmost care and accuracy. The training was 
arranged by the study team at Bangladesh 
Agricultural University. The research assistant has 
assisted the study team to organise enumerators 
training. Contents of the training included research 
background, objectives, methods of seeking 
appointment, manners and etiquette, do’s and don’ts, 
explanation of and instruction on each and every 
question, description of behavioural conduct before, 
during and after the interview with tips on how to 
handle difficult situations etc. However, data collection 
activity was supervised by the Team Leader and 
team members on a regular basis to ensure the data 
quality. The team also communicated with the Khulna 
office, and requested to attend in the field work if 
they wish and updated the data collection process 
and obstacles faced by the team during field survey. 
Collected data were checked, edited if necessary 
before entering into computer for analysis.

2.12 Data Analysis
All the collected data (both qualitative and 
quantitative) were compiled, processed, and analysed 
in accordance with the study objective and scope of 
work. The data analyses were done with spreadsheet 

software. The information collected through FGDs and 
KIIs was compiled and analysed manually. Tabular 
and descriptive statistical techniques were used. An 
overview of the methods of data analyses is presented 
in Table 2.5.

Table 2.5 Methods of data analysis

Objectives Data analysis

Determine the marketability of co-compost in Kushtia and 
propose concrete and actionable suggestions to improve that

Market analysis, Market acceptance 
analysis, Price analysis

Scope of the Study

Analyse the market acceptability of co-compost in different 
segments

Descriptive statistics and narratives

Recommend initiatives to be taken to improve the marketability 
of co-compost

Descriptive statistics and narratives

Propose an optimum price for the product Descriptive statistics and narratives
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2.13 Preparation of Report and 
Submission  
The draft report was prepared based on the study 
objective and scope of work. The draft report 
along with the main findings was presented in 
a validation workshop in Kushtia. Stakeholders 
from different sectors, such as Agriculture (DAE, 
BADC), Health (Medical Doctors), Development 
Organisations, Farmer groups, NGOs, Aprokashi, 
Public representatives, Municipalities, including the 
personnel from the SNV were present and they shared 
views in the validation workshop. The study team 
incorporated the comments and suggestions received 
in the workshop.

2.14 Limitations of the Study
Lack of secondary information and unavailability of 
literature in the context of Bangladesh regarding 
marketability of co-compost were the major 

constraints of the study. Although recently, 
waste management, including faecal sludge, has 
become a major concern, the initiatives taken by 
the government, non-government and private 
stakeholders are scarce, with the exception of 
a few initiatives recently taken for faecal sludge 
management. Therefore, the study had to depend 
on comments, observations, and field survey where 
the study team found that many sample respondents 
never heard of co-compost, which was stressful and 
time consuming in understanding and compiling the 
available data to address the study objective and 
scope of work. However, the team was careful about 
data screening, interpretations, and final conclusions.



3. FINDINGS OF THE FIELD SURVEY

3.1 Introduction
This section provides the results of field survey conducted with the existing and potential users 
of compost in general and co-compost in particular in different market segments in Kushtia 
district. Socio-economic conditions of the existing and potential users of co-compost, including 
farm sizes, income, acreage, if they use organic fertilisers or not and if yes, what are the yields, 
quality and price levels of the produces have been explained here. The field survey also explored 
the sources of organic fertilisers, and if farmers have used faecal based co-compost. The study 
also investigated if farmers faced any economic barriers (i.e., high price, ability), if they expect 
any support or if they faced any social, cultural and religious barriers in accepting co-compost. it 
also details farmer’s concern about health hazards. Finally, this section provides the measures to 
promote the marketing of co-compost and optimum price of co-compost.

3.2 Sex and Age Distribution of Sample Farmers
Table 3.1 shows the family members of the sample respondent’s household. They were classified 
into five groups according to age (i) 17 to 25, (ii) 26 to 35, (iii) 36 to 45, (iv) 46 to 60, and 
(v) above 60 years. The table shows that. 6.67, 26.67, 22.56, 34.87, 8.72 percent of the total 
respondents belonged to 17 to 25, 26 to 35, 36 to 45, 46 to 60 and above 60 years groups 
respectively. So, it can be concluded that majority of family members were in the working age 
group which is 46 to 60 years. Figure 3.1 shows the distribution of farmers’ age. 

Chapter 3

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY
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3.3. Family Size and Sex 
Distribution of Family Members of 
Sample Farmers
Different age groups have different and significant 
impact on the economy. Different age groups pass 
on differential impact on the livelihood strategy of 
the household (Hossain and Bayes, 2009). Household 
with more children and people of old age implies more 
dependents and leads to more burden on the family. 
On the other hand, households with more working age 
people reduce the burden and they can enjoy a good 
living standard. It is because the former has more 
dependents (bread-eaters), and the later has more 
earners (bread-winners). This study measured family 
size in terms of actual members in the respective 

farmers’ family. A family has been defined as the total 
number of people living together and taking meals 
from the same kitchen under the administration of 
a single head of the family. The composition of a 
farm family includes father, mother, husband, wife, 
brother, sister. Table 3.2 shows that 29.78, 62.72, 
7.50 percent of family members belonged to family 
size 1-4, 5-10 and above 10 respectively. Table 3.2, 
also shows that under the family size of 1-4, the 
percentage of male, female and children were 44.41, 
29.26 and 17.91 respectively. Under family size 5-10, 
the percentage of male, female and children were 
46.15, 63.61 and 75.82 respectively. Similarly under 
family size above 10, the percentage of male, female 
and children were 9.44, 7.12 and 6.27 respectively. 

Figure 3.1: Different age groups
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Table 3.1 Sex and age distribution of sample farmers

Age groups
Male Female Total

Number % Number % Number %

17-25 13 6.77 0 0.00 13 6.67

26-35 51 26.56 1 33.33 52 26.67

36-45 44 22.92 0 0.00 44 22.56

46-60 67 34.90 1 33.33 68 34.87

Above 60 17 8.85 1 33.33 17 8.72

Total 192 100.00 3 100.00 195 100.00

Source: Field Survey, 2017
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Table 3.2 Family size and sex distribution of family members

 Family
size

 Sample
farmers

Male Female Children Total

Number % Number % Number % Number %

1-4 88 127 44.41 115 29.26 60 17.91 302 29.78

5-10 101 132 46.15 250 63.61 254 75.82 636 62.72

Above 10 6 27 9.44 28 7.12 21 6.27 76 7.50

Total 195 286 100 393 100 335 100 1014 100

Source: Field Survey, 2017

3.4 Education Level of Sample 
Farmers
Education plays an important role in accelerating the 
pace of modernisation of farm business activities. All 
the sample farmers were divided into five categories: 
illiterate, primary, secondary, higher secondary, and 
above. Table 3.3 shows that 26.15 percent of family 
members were illiterate, 30.26 percent had primary 
education, 28.21 percent had secondary education, 

8.21 percent had higher secondary education and 
7.18 percent had graduation and above level of 
education. This indicates that majority of the family 
members had primary level of education. Table 3.3 
also shows that 26.15 percent were illiterate and 
73.85 percent were literate. This literacy rate of the 
respondent’s family members was higher than that of 
the national level, 57.51 percent (HIES, 2010). Figure 
3.2 shows the level of literacy of the sample farmers.  

Table 3.3 Education level of sample farmers 

Level of literacy Number of farmers Percent

Illiterate 51 26.15

Primary 59 30.26

Secondary 55 28.21

 Higher Secondary 16 8.21

Graduation and above 14 7.18

Total 195 100

Source: Field Survey, 2017
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Table 3.4 Occupation status of the sample farmers

 Occupation
Main occupation

Number Percent

Agriculture/Farming 181 92.82

Service 5 2.56

Business 5 2.56

Others 4 2.05

Total 195 100

Source: Field Survey, 2017

3.6 Distribution of Sample Farmers 
According to Farm Size Categories
Table 3.5 shows the distribution of sample farmers 
according to their farm size category. Farmers’ 
landholding size ranging from 0.05 acres to 0.49 
acres are categorised as marginal farmer. Similarly, 
farmers having farm size from 0.50 to 2.49 acres, 

from 2.50 to 7.49 acres and above 7.50 acres are 
categorised as small, medium and large farmers 
respectively. The number of marginal farmers was 17 
(8.72 percent) whereas number of small farmers was 
110 (56.41 percent). The numbers of medium and 
large farmers were 52 (26.67 percent) and 16 (8.21 
percent) respectively. Figure 3.3 shows the categories 
of farmers by farm size categories.

3.5 Occupation Status of Sample 
Farmers
Agriculture in Bangladesh is vast and the farmers 
have opportunity to engage in various farming 
activities. Agriculture was the main source of income 

of the sample respondents in the study areas. Table 
3.4 shows that 92.82, 2.56, 2.56 and 2.05 percent 
of family members of sample respondents were 
engaged in agriculture, business, services, and other 
occupation respectively.

Figure 3.2: Level of literacy
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Table 3.5 Distribution of sample farmer according to farm size categories

Farmers categories Farm size (acres) Number of farmers Percent of total farmers

Marginal 0.05-0.49 17 8.72

Small 0.50-2.49 110 56.41

Medium 2.50-7.49 52 26.67

Large 7.50 and above 16 8.21

Source: Field Survey, 2017

3.7 Distribution of Sample Farmers 
According to Crop Production 
Table 3.6 shows the distribution of sample farmers 
according to crop production. The highest number 
of farmers were in field crops category which is 183 
(93.85 percent). Among them, 143 farmers used 
organic fertiliser and only four farmers used co-
compost. The second highest number of farmer was 
in vegetable category which is 129 (66.15 percent). 
Of the total, vegetable farmers used more organic 
fertiliser than that of non-vegetables (cereal or other 
crops). Among them, 106 farmers used organic 
fertiliser and only four farmers used co-compost. 

Similarly, the numbers of farmers producing fruits, 
flowers, involved in homestead gardening, nursery, 
roof gardening and others were 50, 3, 12, 10, 1 and 2 
respectively (25.64, 1.54, 6.15, 5.13, 0.51 and 1.03 
percent respectively). Now if we look at the use of 
organic fertiliser and co-compost for each category, 
the number of farmers using organic fertiliser were 
39, 3, 12, 9, 0 and 2 and the number of farmers using 
co-compost were 1, 1, 0, 1, 0 and 1 respectively 
for flowers, homestead gardening, nursery, roof 
gardening and others. Figure 3.4 shows the 
distribution of sample farmers according to different 
crops production.

Figure 3.3: Categories of farmers according to farm sizes
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3.8 Acreage, Yield and Production 
of Cereal Crops
Table 3.7 shows the acreage and total production of 
cereal crops of sample respondents. The percentage 
of farmers producing rice was the highest (78.46 
percent). About 43, 27, 22, 21, 14, 7, 4, 3, 2 and 8 
percent of the farmers produced lentil, jute, maize, 
wheat, tobacco, Kheshari, mustard, betel leaf, 

sugarcane and others respectively. The acreages were 
about 125, 709, 54, 34, 40, 104, 66, 195, 17, 93 
and 158 decimal for paddy, lentil, jute, maize, wheat, 
tobacco, Kheshari, mustard, betel leaf, sugarcane and 
others respectively. Total production of paddy, lentil, 
jute, maize, wheat, tobacco, Kheshari, mustard, betel 
leaf, sugarcane and others were about 2513, 524, 
659, 145, 577, 1314, 1078, 967, 975, 103280 and 
12340 kg respectively.

Figure 3.4: Distribution of farmers by different crop categories
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Table 3.6 Distribution of sample farmers according to crop production categories

Name of Category
 Number of

farmers
 % of

farmers
 No. of farmers used

organic fertilisers

 Number of
 farmers used

co-compost

Field crops (non-vegetables) 183 93.85 143 4

Field crops (vegetables) 129 66.15 106 4

Fruits 50 25.64 39 1

Flowers 3 1.54 3 1

 Homestead gardening 12 6.15 12 0

Nursery 10 5.13 9 1

Roof gardening 1 0.51 0 0

Others (Napier grass) 2 1.03 2 1

Source: Field Survey, 2017; multiple answers considered 
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3.9 Acreage, Yield and Production 
of Vegetables
Table 3.8 shows the acreage, yield and total 
production of different vegetables by the respondents. 
The percentage of farmers producing onion was the 
highest (28.72 percent). About 11, 10, 10, 8, 6, 4, 
4, 3 and 14 percent produced chilli, brinjal, shak, 
garlic, cauliflower, cabbage, kochu, radish and others 

respectively. The acreages were about 56, 22, 45, 17, 
34, 91, 24, 22, 14 and 17 decimal for onion, chilli, 
brinjal, shak, garlic, cauliflower, cabbage, kochu and 
others respectively. The total production of onion, 
chilli, brinjal, shak, garlic, cauliflower, cabbage, taro 
(kochu) and others were about 2479, 1016, 6510, 
1282, 725, 12382, 1261, 1270, 522 and 1487 kg 
respectively.

Table 3.8 Acreage, yield and total production of vegetables

Vegetables Acreage (decimal)
Yield (kg/
decimal)

Total production (kg) % of total

Onion 55.68 51.79 2479.15 28.72

Chilli 22.08 49.59 1015.67 10.77

Brinjal 44.72 123.95 6510.00 10.26

 Shak 17.04 72.35 1281.50 10.26

Garlic 34.47 24.54 724.69 8.21

Cauliflower 90.60 150.82 12381.82 5.64

Table 3.7 Acreage, yield and total production of non-vegetables/cereal crops

Crops Area (decimal) Total production (kg) % of total

Paddy 125.22 2512.76 78.46

Lentil 708.60 524.17 43.08

Jute 53.89 658.61 27.18

Maize 33.66 144.51 21.54

Wheat 39.83 577.38 20.51

Tobacco 104.49 1314.07 13.85

Kheshari 66.24 1078.22 6.67

Mustard 194.71 967.41 3.59

Betel leaf 16.91 975.00 2.56

Sugarcane 92.81 103280 2.05

Others 157.72 12339.70 7.69

Source: Field Survey, 2017
Note: Others included Kalai, coriander, turmeric, green pea and sesame.
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Table 3.9 Acreage, yield and total production of fruits

Fruits Area (decimal) Total production (kg) % of total farmers

Banana 68.615 582.25 10.26

Jujube (Boroi) 68.615 582.25 1.03

Guava 68.615 18302.3 2.56

Mango 52.471 8762.35 8.72

Source: Field Survey, 2017

3.11 Use of Organic Fertilisers
Table 3.10 shows the number and percentage of 
farmers who previously used organic fertilisers as well 
as those who never used organic fertilisers. About 77 
percent of the sample respondents (149) had positive 
response towards the use of organic fertilisers i.e. they 
have used organic fertilisers in their fields. However, 
37 respondents (18.97 percent) had negative response 

towards the use of organic fertilisers i.e. they had not 
used organic fertilisers. Nine farmers (4.61 percent) 
had no response on the use of organic fertilisers. Figure 
3.5 shows the responses of farmers on the use of 
organic fertilisers.

3.10 Acreage, Yield and 
Production of Fruits
Table 3.9 shows the acreage, yield, and production of 
fruits and percentage of farmers producing different 
types of fruits. About 10 percent of farmers produced 
banana, which had an acreage of 68.615 decimal and 
total production was 582.25kg. However, about 9 

percent of farmers produced mango with acreage of 
52.471 decimal and total production was 8762.35kg. 
Jujube (Boroi) and guava both has acreage of 68.615 
decimal with total production of 582.25 and 18302.3 
kg respectively. Only about 1.03 percent and 2.56 
percent farmers produce jujube and guava in the 
study areas.

Vegetables Acreage (decimal)
Yield (kg/
decimal)

Total production (kg) % of total

Cabbage 23.93 67.78 1261.25 4.10

Kochu 22.28 62.88 1270.00 4.10

Radish 13.57 56.95 521.50 3.08

Others 17.44 293.39 1487.13 14.36

Source: Field Survey, 2017

Notes: a. Others included tomato, bottle gourd, cucumber, bean, ladies finger, pumpkin, sweet potato, amaranth, 
bitter gourd and green pea; b. Shak includes various types of green edible leaves such as red spinach, creeping 
spinach, spinach and radish leaves.
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Table 3.10 Use of organic fertilisers

Use of organic fertilisers Number of respondents Percent

Yes 149 76.41

No 37 18.97

No response 9 4.61

Source: Field Survey, 2017

3.12 Use of Organic Fertilisers in 
Different Market Segments

Table 3.11 illustrates farmers’ use of organic fertilisers 
such as cow dung, compost, co-compost for different 
crops. It is evident from the table that cow dung is 
widely used in the study areas. The dosage of cow 
dung is 25.80, 101.67, 14.78 (kg/decimal) for the 
field crops (non-vegetables), vegetables and fruits 
respectively. However, the total usage of cow dung 
were 2592.9, 3331.2, 503.47, 20, 120, 0.25 kg for field 
crops (non-vegetables), vegetables, fruits, flowers, 
homestead gardening and nursery respectively. 
Compost has a per unit/decimal dosage of 4.15, and 
8.71 and total use were 195.75, 277.35 kg for the field 
crops (non-vegetables) and vegetables respectively. 
Per unit/decimal dosage of co-compost was 5.47, 3.44, 
29.87, 3.12 and total usage was 142.5, 88.28, 257.14, 
50 kg for the field crops (non-vegetables), vegetables, 
fruits, and flowers respectively. Per unit/decimal 
dosage of other organic fertilisers such as oil cake, 
poultry litter, by-product of biogas was 19.90 and the 
total usage was 4347 kg for all crops.

Figure 3.5: Responses of using organic fertilisers
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3.13 Use of Organic Fertilisers and 
Prices of Agricultural Produces 
Table 3.12 shows the number of respondents who 
received higher prices for the products where organic 
fertilisers i.e cow dung, compost, co-compost were 
used. Of the total 195 respondents, 103 respondents 

(52.82 percent) reported that they did not receive 
higher prices for the products where organic fertilisers 
were used. About 74 (37.95 percent) respondents 
reported that they received higher prices for the 
products where organic fertilisers were used. Eighteen 
(about 9 percent) had no response.

Table 3.11 Use of organic fertilisers for different crops

 Crops

Type of organic fertilisers

Cow dung Compost Co-compost Others

Dose/
unit

 Total
use

Dose/
unit

 Total
use

Dose/
unit

 Total
use

Dose/
unit

 Total
use

Field Crops

Non-vegetables 25.80 2592.9 4.15 195.75 5.47 142.5 - -

          Vegetables 101.67 3331.2 8.71 277.35 3.44 88.28 - -

          Fruits 14.78 503.47 - - 29.87 257.14 - -

          Flowers - 20 - - 3.12 50 - -

 Homestead gardening - 120 - - - - - -

Nursery - 0.25 - 0.3 - - - -

Roof garden - - - - - - - -

 All crops (field crops,
vegetables)

- - - - 19.90 4347.5

Source: Field Survey, 2017

Note: Others include oil cake, poultry litter, by-product of biogas.

Table 3.12 Do you receive higher prices with the products where organic fertilisers were used?

Received higher prices Number of respondents Percent

Yes 74 37.95

No 103 52.82

No response 18 9.23

Source: Field Survey, 2017
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Figure 3.7: Knowledge of availability and use of co-compost

3.16 Reasons for Not Using 
Co-compost 
Table 3.15 shows the reasons for not using co-
compost despite of having knowledge of it. About 
75 percent farmers reported ”unavailability in 
the markets” as one of the main reasons. Other 
reasons are lack of or no encouragement or absent 
of promotional activities (reported by about 18 
percent farmers), knowledge gap (reported by about 
14 percent), and no habituation (reported by 6.82 
percent farmers), potential harm to other crops for 
example onions (reported by 4.55 percent farmers). 
Some other reasons are: difficulty in transportation, 
low profitability, lack of price information, fear of 
low production (reported by 2.27 percent farmers). 
Apart from that, the study inquired economic, social, 
religious, cultural, and health barriers in accepting 
co-compost.

Table 3.14 Knowledge about the availability 
and use of co-compost in agricultural fields

 Do you know about
co-compost?

 Number of
respondents

Percent

Yes 44 22.56

No 151 77.44

Source: Field Survey, 

Figure 3.6: Use of co-compost

Yes No

2.56%
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3.14 Use of Co-compost

The field survey inquired about the use of co-
compost, compost made with organic waste and 
faecal sludge. Table 3.13 shows the number and 
percentage of respondents who had used co-compost 
along with those who never used co-compost. About 
190 respondents (97.44 percent) had negative 
responses i.e. they never used co-compost; some 
of them had no knowledge of the availability and 
use of co-compost as agricultural input. Most of the 
non-users reported that they neither heard of co-
compost nor did they see co-compost in the markets. 
However, only 5 respondents (2.56 percent) had 
positive responses. They have used co-compost in 
their agricultural fields. All actual compost users and 
almost all non-users perceived co-compost as positive 
or ”good” input for increasing soil organic matter 
and crop growth. Figure 3.6 shows the responses of 
farmers on the use of co-compost.

Table 3.13 Use of co-compost

 Did you use
co-compost?

 Number of
respondents

Percent

Yes 5 2.56

No 190 97.44

Source: Field Survey, 2017

3.15 Knowledge about Availability 
and use of Co-compost
Table 3.14 shows respondents’ knowledge about 
availability and use of co-compost. Of the total, 151 
respondents (about 77 percent) mentioned that they 

have no knowledge about the availability. At least 44 
respondents (22.56 percent) said they know about 
availability and use of co-compost in agricultural fields.

22.56%

Yes No

77.44%

Yes
No
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3.17 Economic Barriers in 
Accepting Co-compost
The respondents who have knowledge about the 
availability and use of co-compost as agricultural 
inputs were asked if they faced economic barriers 
in accepting co-compost for their agricultural fields. 
Table 3.16 shows the responses on the economic 

barriers faced by the farmers in accepting co-compost. 
Of the total 44 respondents, 31 respondents (70.05 
percent) said they have no economic barriers in 
accepting co-compost. About 13 respondents (29.72 
percent) indicated some sorts of economic barriers in 
accepting co-compost. Figure 3.8 shows the responses 
regarding economic barriers.

Table 3.16 Responses on economic barriers in accepting co-compost

Do you face any economic barriers in accepting co-compost?  Number of farmers  Percent

Yes 13 29.55

No 31 70.45

Source: Field Survey, 2017

Table 3.15 Reasons for not using co-compost

Reasons Number of farmers
 Percent of

farmers
Rank

Cannot bring from far place/Bulky 1 2.27 6

Complex to make 1 2.27 6

Do not have cow/Livestock 1 2.27 6

Knowledge gap 6 13.63 3

May hamper other crops like onion 2 4.55 5

No encouragement/advertisement 8 18.18 2

 Do not feel like using 1 2.27 6

Not profitable 1 2.27 6

Unavailability in markets 33 75.00 1

Use of faecal sludge but not as co-compost 1 2.27 6

Extra time required 1 2.27 6

Never took it seriously 2 4.55 5

Not habituated 3 6.82 4

Production quantity may decrease 1 2.27 6

Do not know about the price 1 2.27 6

Source: Field Survey, 2017
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Figure 3.8: Economic barriers in accepting co-compost

Table 3.17 Economic barriers in accepting co-compost

 Economic barriers Number of farmers Percent of farmers Rank

Dealer’s price is not reasonable 1 3.85 4

 High price 13 50.00 1

Inconsistency between price and quality 9 34.62 2

Transportation cost 2 7.69 3

Consistency between prices of compost & other fertilisers 1 3.85 4

Source: Field Survey, 2017; Multiple answers were considered.

Table 3.17 shows the different types of economic 
barriers of the farmers in accepting co-compost 
as agricultural input. About 50 percent of the 
respondents reported that the high price of co-
compost as one of the main economic barriers. The 
current market price of Aprokashi co-compost was 
used as a reference price. Second major barrier is 
inconsistency in price and quantity/quality which was 
reported by about 35 percent farmers. Transportation 
cost was identified as a barrier by about 8 percent 

of the respondents. Unreasonable asking price of 
dealers, and consistency in the prices of co-compost 
and other fertilisers were the other economic barriers. 
Further discussions with farmers revealed that price 
of co-compost must be low and should not be more 
than Tk 12 per kg. Farmers who perceived compost 
as expensive considered different cost components 
such as collection of raw materials, cost of production, 
packaging and transportation.  

3.18 Social Barriers in Accepting 
Co-compost
Similar to economic barriers, the respondents who 
have knowledge about the availability and use of 
co-compost as agricultural input were asked if they 
faced social barriers in accepting co-compost for 
their agricultural fields. Table 3.18 shows if there 

were social barriers in accepting co-compost. Of the 
44 respondents 32 respondents (about 73 percent) 
reported that they have no social barriers in accepting 
co-compost. Only 12 respondents (about 27 percent) 
reported some social barriers in accepting co-
compost. Figure 3.9 shows the responses of farmers 
regarding social barriers in accepting co-compost.
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70.45%

No

Yes
No
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Table 3.19 shows the number of respondents facing 
social barriers in accepting co-compost and different 
types of social barriers. The social barriers were 
generally derived from different negative belief about 
co-compost. For example: it might cause diseases, 
might hamper production, and reduce soil fertility, 
could produce bad smell in the crop fields. Moreover 
there are some psychological barriers such as avoiding 
vegetables or fruits grown with co-compost, not to 
work in the fields where co-compost had been used. 

These sorts of barriers are generated due to the fact 
that co-compost is made by faecal sludge. Many 
farmers also fear that oldest members of families may 
oppose the use of co-compost. These social barriers 
were more frequently seen among the rural and 
older farmers. So, to remove the social barriers, the 
common misconceptions and psychological ignorance 
must be removed, as the social barriers are the 
results of misconceptions and psychological ignorance.

Table 3.19 Social barriers in accepting co-compost

 Social barriers
 Number

of  farmers
 Percent of

farmers
Rank

Farmers of other nearby fields may dislike 10 19.2 4

 Problem of bad smell may damage social relationship 9 17.3 4

Senior members of family may dislike/Peer pressure 11 21.2 1

Lease farmers need permission from the landlord that might create conflict 4 7.7 5

 Hesitation to use due to potential conflicts among the fellow farmers 8 15.4 6

Other people may tease 10 19.2 5

Source: Field Survey, 2017; multiple answers considered 

Table 3.18 Responses on social barriers in accepting co-compost

Do you have any social barriers in accepting co-compost?  Number of farmers Percent

Yes 12 27.27

No 32 72.73

Source: Field Survey, 2017

Figure 3.9: Social barriers in accepting co-compost
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3.19 Cultural and Religious 
Barriers in Accepting Co-compost  

Table 3.20 shows the cultural barriers in accepting co-
compost. About 18 respondents (about 40 percent) 
mentioned that they do not have any cultural barriers 
in accepting co-compost. 26 respondents (about 
59 percent) expressed some cultural concerns in 
accepting co-compost. Most of the respondents were 
older in age and very strict towards their cultural and 

personal opinions. They oppose using co-compost i.e. 
human excreta in their fields, especially in the fields 
of vegetable and fruits. The barriers were less strict 
among the younger and urban farmers. Many urban 
roof gardeners and nursery owners said they had no 
cultural and religious barriers in using co-compost. 
The cultural barriers come largely from seniors in rural 
areas. Figure 3.10 shows the responses of farmers on 
cultural/religious barriers in accepting co-compost.

Table 3.20 Responses on cultural barriers in accepting co-compost

 Do you have any cultural and religious barriers in
 accepting co-compost?

Number of respondents Percent

Yes 26 59.06

No 18 39.94

Source: Field Survey, 2017

Table 3.21 presents religious barriers in accepting 
co-compost. The major and most frequent religious 
barrier was ”religious obligation”,  which limits the 
farmers from using co-compost in their agricultural 
fields. Of the farmers who reported there are cultural/
religious barriers, 19 farmers (about 72 percent) 
reported that their religion did not allow the use of 
faecal sludge in the crop fields growing food for human 
consumption. This was mentioned mostly by the older 
and aged farmers. About 28 percent of them said that 

there was a sentiment against use of faecal-based 
compost. But urban and younger farmers, for example 
gardeners, had almost no religious barriers in using 
co-compost.

Figure 3.10: Cultural and religious barriers in accepting co-compost
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3.20 Concerns about Health Hazards

Irrespective of the knowledge level, the respondents 
who have knowledge of the availability and use of 
co-compost as agricultural input and the respondents 
who do not know about co-compost were asked if 
they were concerned about any health hazards. Table 
3.22 shows the responses on potential health hazards 

from co-compost use. Only 6.67 percent of farmers 
were concerned about potential health hazards. This 
observation mainly came from rural areas where 
diseases could have been caused by other factors.

Figure 3.11 shows the farmers’ responses on potential 
health hazards from co-compost use. 

Figure 3.11: Responses on potential health hazards from co-compost
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Table 3.22 Responses on potential health hazards from co-compost

 Do you think there could be any health hazard due to
co-compost use?

 Number of respondents Percent

Yes 13 6.67

No 182 93.33

Source: Field Survey, 2017

Table 3.21 Religious barriers in accepting co-compost

Religious barriers 
Number of

farmers
Percent of 
farmers

Rank

 ”Religious obligation” since it is produced from
 human excreta

19 72.00 1

 Sentiment of people (do not want to eat such
 produce)

7 28.00 2

Source: Field Survey, 2017
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The main health hazard identified by the farmers 
was ”use of co-compost may cause various diseases” 
i.e. gastric (Table 3.23). Some of the farmers also 
reported that psychological problems may occur and 
bad smell may cause headaches. However, some of 
the farmers who were sceptical of co-compost pointed 
out that faecal matter can spread diseases such as 

gastric. These farmers assumed that consumers would 
avoid food crops in which co-compost was used. The 
majority of the farmers who were positive about co-
compost stressed their particular interest in ”organic” 
fertiliser and indicated that if faecal sludge is well 
composted, it would be both less health hazardous 
and less expensive compared to inorganic fertilisers. 

Table 3.23 Potential health hazards for using co-compost

 Health hazards Number of farmers Percent of farmers Rank

May cause disease (i.e. gastric) 9 69.23 1

Bad smell may cause headaches 1 7.69 3

Psychological problems 3 23.08 2

Source: Field Survey, 2017

3.21 Buying channels of Co-compost
The schematic diagram shows the major buying 
channels of organic fertilisers. Most of the sample 
farmers using organic fertilisers had their own 
domestic production from their livestock, i.e. cow 
dung. But those who had not, but wanted to use 
organic fertilisers had to buy those from different 

sources. The farmers bought organic fertilisers mainly 
from relatives or neighbours. Some of the farmers 
bought organic fertilisers from local dealers or shops. 
Other farmers were also a buying source of organic 
fertilisers. The poultry farms also supplied organic 
fertilisers like poultry litter to some farmers. Figure 
3.12 shows the sources of compost/co-compost in the 
studied areas.

Farmers

Local
Shops

Neighbours

Local
Dealers

Relatives

Other
Farmers

Poultry
Farms

Figure 3.12: Different sources of compost/co-compost



46 MARKET ACCEPTANCE STUDY ON CO-COMPOST AS ORGANIC FERTILISER IN KUSHTIA

Table 3.24 Measures need to be taken to promote the use of co-compost

Measures Frequency Rank

Demonstration 85 1

Training 67 2

Better pricing 52 3

Promotional activities 43 4

Better market linkage 32 5

Local-level dealership 24 6

Free/Low-priced trial versions 11 7

Farmers field school 9 8

Agricultural extension services 9 9

Easy market availability 8 10

Model farmers 7 11

Quality assurance/Testing for better yield 5 12

Popularise among and encouragement by local dealers 4 13

Easy access 4 14

Source: Field Survey, 2017; multiple suggestions considered

3.22 Measures Need to be Taken 
to Promote the Use or Marketing 
of Co-compost
Table 3.24 shows the measures need to be taken 
to promote the use or marketing of co-compost, 
as suggested by the sample farmers. The most 
frequent suggestion was to organise adequate 
demonstration on the application of co-compost 
in various agricultural crop productions. Next was 
training farmers on the application of co-compost. 
Better pricing was the next frequently mentioned 

measure. Heavy promotional activities as well 
as better market linkage were the also measure 
identified. The recurrently suggested measures were 
ensuring local level dealerships, distribution of free- 
or low-priced packs for trial, arranging farmers field 
schools, providing adequate agricultural extension 
services, ensuring timely availability of co-compost 
in the markets, development of model farmers and 
observing the benefits of using co-compost, ensuring 
quality, encouraging local dealers to supply co-
compost and ensuring easy and better access.



4.1 Introduction
This section provides the results of the individual focus group discussion on market acceptance, 
promotional measures, and prices of compost in general and co-compost in particular. The views, 
existing practices, willingness to use, and other major issues such as who else is producing and 
marketing compost and co-compost in that area and nearby areas were also discussed.

4.2 FGD 1: KUSHTIA SADAR UPAZILA, KUSHTIA

Major Findings

l	 The majority of the participants mentioned that they know about the organic fertilisers in 
general such as compost made from cow dung. They also reported that they know about the 
vermi-compost. They never heard about any compost which is being made by faecal sludge 
and organic waste and/or by tryco-darma. Also, they know about the organic fertiliser being 
marketed by private company such as ACI. 

DISTRICT
Kushtia

UPAZILA
Kushtia Sadar

NAME OF THE
VILLAGE/BLOCK

Bitti Para

NUMBER OF
PARTICIPANTS

10

FGD:3

Chapter 4

RESULTS FROM THE FOCUS 
GROUP DISCUSSIONS (FGDs)
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l The participants are using chemical fertilisers which 
is very common countrywide. Some participants 
reported that they prepare vermi-compost and use 
cow dung in their agricultural fields (vegetables/
field crops). They are not engaged in production of 
flowers, fruits, and or rooftop gardening with a few 
exception like homestead fruits mangoes, bananas.

l		They reported that they know about compost which 
is called Jaibo Sar and said that Jaibo Sar could be 
used as agricultural input. Some of the participants 
said the advantages of using Jaibo Sar but did 
not know any disadvantages. The availability and 
market prices are the major problems in accepting 
co-compost as reported by more than 50 percent 
of the FGD participants.

l The participants never used any co-compost as 
far their knowledge went. They never heard about 
the term co-compost. They have used organic 
fertilisers such as compost, vermi-compost, 
and cow dung. However, they have mentioned 
that chemical fertiliser is cheaper than compost 
fertiliser when they compare with the yield 
responses. There is less insect attack and disease 
if they use chemical fertiliser.

l		The participants mentioned that field experiments 
could be done to show the effects of co-compost on 
agricultural production. If there was a good result, 
then they would be interested in using co-compost.

l		There is no psychological, social, and religious 
barrier as long as co-compost is not used in 
production of vegetables and fruits. However, 
demonstration and field experiments could 
help to increase interest in using co-compost in 
vegetables and fruits production.

l		Majority of the participants never heard of 
Aprokashi in relation to co-compost but they have 
had heard of Baradi plant. They knew that Baradi 
plant produces compost, but did not know about 
the composition, faecal sludge and organic waste.

l		The participants did not have any idea of current 
market system, how the current marketing 
system could be improved and who were the 
actors in the market. But since the product 
was new to them, they believed that the 
demonstration and awareness build-up through 
farmers training could increase its marketability.

l		High price of the organic fertiliser was the main 
economic barrier. Sometimes they buy compost 
fertiliser from the market for Tk 40 per kg. The 
price of co-compost should be within Tk 6 and Tk 
15 per kg.

l		Most of the participants mentioned that they 
were not concerned about potential health hazard 
from using co-compost, as they believed that the 
manufacturers’ test and approve the products only 
when the products do not have any health hazards. 
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Major Findings

l		Similar to the other FGDs participants, the 
majority of the participants knew about the 
organic fertilisers in general such as compost 
made from cow dung, cow dung plus oil cake and 
sawdust, and knew about vermi-compost. 

l	 All participants were using chemical fertilisers 
like Urea, TSP, MoP, DAP, gypsum, boron for crop 
production. The major crops in their areas were 
banana, tobacco, maize, lentil (Kheshari), potato, 
brinjal and chilli.

l		Many of the participants prepare vermi-compost 
and use it in their agricultural fields. Some of 
the participants use organic fertiliser made from 
poultry litter.

l		Since they purchase very little from the markets, 
they do not have any brand preference. 

l		They reported that they did not know about co-
compost and even Aprokashi which is producing 
co-compost. They never used co-compost for 
cereals, vegetables, fruits and flower production. 
Some of the participants used compost but they 
never tried to understand the ingredients of it.

 l		Some of the participants were using poultry litter 
and vermi-compost. Therefore they could use co-
compost as long as it was free from bad odour. 
There was no social, health and psychological 
issue in using co-compost. They strongly 
mentioned that at the beginning it would not be 
that easy to introduce but once the farmers found 
that it is beneficial, they would use co-compost 

without hesitation as they have seen the same 
trend when they started using vermi-compost in 
their crop fields. 

l		The participants did not have any idea about co-
compost though they mentioned that there was 
no limitation in producing co-compost. They could 
not say anything about current marketing system 
of co-compost because many of them never heard 
of co-compost. 

l		The participants mentioned that publicity and 
awareness about the product was very important 
which could be achieved through seminars, 
and workshops. Apart from that they strongly 
suggested organising field demonstrations so that 
everyone could see the benefits of co-compost.

l		The price of co-compost should be low. They 
were willing to pay the equal price of ACI organic 
fertiliser if quality of co-compost fertiliser was 
very high. The price of ACI organic fertiliser is Tk 
600 per 40 kg, which is Tk 15 per kg.

l		The participants mentioned a few barriers in 
preparing co-compost. Cow dung is mostly used 
by the participants or other people for cooking 
after sun-drying. On the other hand, a lot of time 
was needed to prepare compost and get it ready 
for apply in the field.

l		The participants did not report any cultural, 
religious and social barriers in accepting co-
compost. The participants also mentioned that 
there were no health hazards, but bad odour 
could be a problem.  

4.3 FGD 2: CHITTALIA UTTAR PARA, MIRPUR, KUSHTIA

DISTRICT
Kushtia

UPAZILA
Kushtia Sadar

NAME OF THE
VILLAGE/BLOCK

Chittalia Uttar 
Para/Mohiskhola 

NUMBER OF
PARTICIPANTS

10

FGD:4
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Major Findings

l		The majority of the participants knew about the 
organic fertilisers in general such as compost 
made from cow dung, cow dung plus oil cake and 
sawdust, and knew about vermi-compost. 

l		All participants were using chemical fertilisers like 
Urea, TSP, MoP, DAP, and gypsum. for major crop 
production. The major crops in their areas were 
Boro rice, jute, whole black gram (Mashkalai), 
Moong bean, banana, tobacco, maize, lentil 
(Kheshari), potato, brinjal and chilli. Some 
participants use organic fertiliser made from 
poultry litter, but they did not have any brand 
preference. 

l		They reported that they did not know about 
co-compost or Aprokashi. They never used co-
compost for cereals, vegetables, fruits and flower 
production.

l		Co-compost should be produced in isolated places 
beyond the localities which would be good for the 
environment, society, and health.

l		Some of the participants were using poultry litter. 
Therefore, they could use co-compost as long as it 
was free of bad odour. There was no social, health 
and psychological issue in using co-compost.

l		The participants did not have any idea about co-

compost although they mentioned that there was 
no limitation in producing co-compost. They could 
not say anything about current marketing system 
of co-compost because many of them never heard 
of co-compost. 

l		The participants mentioned that publicity and 
awareness about the product were important 
which could be achieved through seminars, 
workshops, and field demonstrations.

l		The price of co-compost should be low. They 
were willing to pay the equal price of ACI organic 
fertiliser if quality of co-compost fertiliser was good. 
The price of ACI organic fertiliser is Tk 15 a kg.

l		The participants mentioned a few barriers in 
preparing co-compost. Cow dung is mostly used 
by the participants or other people for cooking. 
Preparing compost was time consuming.

l		There were no cultural, religious and social 
barriers in accepting co-compost. The participants 
also mentioned that there were also no health 
hazards, but bad odour could be an issue.

l		Government initiative was important for 
encouraging farmers in using co-compost. 
Subsidy and other advantages should be given by 
the government, like building a house for a co-
compost users.

4.4 FGD 3: CHANDGRAM, BHERAMARA, KUSHTIA

DISTRICT
Kushtia

UPAZILA
Bheramara

NAME OF THE
VILLAGE/BLOCK

Chandgram

NUMBER OF
PARTICIPANTS

10

FGD:3

l		Government initiative was important for 
encouraging farmers in using co-compost. 
Subsidy by the government should be given as 
much as possible and other advantages could be 

given to the farmers who would use co-compost. 
For example, government could help build one 
house for the co-compost user.
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Major Findings

l		There were eight participants in the focus group 
discussion. The majority of them knew about 
organic fertilisers like cow dung, fym, GM, vermi-
compost, poultry litter, oil cake, ash, which were 
being applied mostly in nursery beds and leafy 
vegetables.

l		All participants were using chemical fertilisers 
for the production of their major crops like Aman 
and Boro rice, jute, maize. They also grew lentil, 
kheshari, Moong bean and cauliflower, cabbage 
and leafy vegetables. Some pumpkin producers 
mentioned that yield was twice when they use 
compost fertilisers. 

l		Some of the participants heard about co-compost 
from Shaikh Shiraj’s programme where it was said 
that the vegetable production would be higher, 
the shape of the vegetables would be better, and 
the vegetables would be tasty if they applied co-
compost in vegetables production.

l		Some of the participants reported that they heard 
of Aprokashi, as they visit Kushtia Sadar often but 
they did not know their activities.

l		The participants mentioned that there was 
no problem in using co-compost if there was 
no health issues and bad odour. There might 
be hesitation or psychological barriers at the 
beginning and those should be overcome through 
awareness building, educating people, research 
and field demonstrations. 

l		They said that there should be research and 
demonstration on co-compost effects on crop 
production. People should be educated through 
training and positive side of the co-compost 
should be presented.

l		They did not know about the current marketing 
system of co-compost, but they said that there 
was a huge demand for organic fertiliser and 
suggested that there should be enough supply 
of co-compost in the market and the price of co-
compost should be affordable, not more than Tk 
8 to Tk 12 a kg with subsidy. Currently, the price 
of compost fertiliser is between Tk 15 and Tk 16 
per kg.

l		ACI and Nafco were in the market, but their 
quality was not as good as vermi-compost as they 
were producing compost fertiliser mixing sawdust 
and there was also bad odour as mentioned by 
the participants.

4.5 FGD 4: BHERAMARA, KUSHTIA

DISTRICT
Kushtia

UPAZILA
Bheramara

NAME OF THE
VILLAGE/BLOCK

Boria/ Botfoil

NUMBER OF
PARTICIPANTS

08

FGD:4



52 MARKET ACCEPTANCE STUDY ON CO-COMPOST AS ORGANIC FERTILISER IN KUSHTIA

Major findings

l		The majority of the participants knew about the 
organic fertilisers in general, such as compost 
made from cow dung. They reported that they 
knew of vermi-compost. They never heard of 
compost that is made from faecal sludge and 
organic waste and/or by tryco-darma. They knew 
about the organic fertiliser being marketed by 
private companies, such as ACI.

l		The participants were using chemical fertilisers 
common used countrywide. Some participants 
reported that they prepare vermi-compost and 
use cow dung in their crop fields (vegetables/field 
crops). They were not engaged in flowers, fruits, 
and or rooftop gardening, apart from homestead 
fruits because the areas was largely low-lying. 

l		They reported that they knew about compost 
which is called Jaibo Sar. Some of them reported 
the advantages of using Jaibo Sar. Many of them 
never found any disadvantages of using compost. 
Availability and market prices were their major 
problems as reported by more than 70 percent of 
the FGD participants. 

l	 The participants never used any co-compost. 
They never heard the term co-compost. They 
used organic fertilisers such as compost, vermi-
compost or cow dung.

l		They prefer ACI, as they knew compost made by 
only this company.

l		The FGD group did not have any idea 
about Aprokashi in relation to co-compost 
production and marketing. Although, there was 
demonstration of Aprokashi in Kumarkhali; 
festoon and leaflets were distributed there.

l		The respondents did not report any limitation in co-
compost production because they never heard of it.

l		Demonstrations were highly recommended in 
increasing the current marketability of co-compost. 

l		Price should be as low as possible to introduce 
co-compost, they suggested fixing the price lower 
than that of other compost being marketed there 
but should be between Tk 8 and Tk 12 per kg.

l		They did not report any potential economic 
barriers, nor did they report any cultural, religious 
and social barriers in accepting co-compost. 

4.7 Conclusions

From the five FGDs, it can be summarised:

l		There is a demand for organic fertiliser either 
from composting of different manures or co-
composting of faecal and municipal wastes for 
vegetables and ornamental plants or flowers 
production. Participants could use co-composted 
organic fertiliser as long as there was no bad 
odour. Most of the participants mentioned that 
there were no social, cultural and religious 
barriers of using co-compost.

l		The participants mentioned that publicity and 
awareness on co-compost was very important 
which could be achieved through seminars and 
workshops. Most importantly, field demonstrations 
could be an effective way of showing benefits of 
co-compost organic fertiliser. 

l		The current market price of organic fertiliser sold 
by different organisations is Tk 15 to Tk 16 per kg. 
The participants suggested that the price should 
be between Tk 8 and Tk 12 per kg with subsidy for 
gaining the market. The government should take 
strong initiatives for promoting co-compost. 

4.6 FGD 5: KUMARKHALI UPAZILA, KUSHTIA

DISTRICT
Kushtia

UPAZILA
Kumarkhali

NAME OF THE
VILLAGE/BLOCK

Buzrai Rakhai

NUMBER OF
PARTICIPANTS

12

FGD:5



5.1 Key Informant Interviews (KIIs)
The key informant interviews were conducted with professors; experts; related government 
officials; local government, DAE, environmental professionals, and professionals in the food 
chain. A total of 24 key informant interviews were conducted not only in Kushtia but also in 
Dhaka, Bogra, Jessore and Mymensingh.

5.1.1 KII with Assistant Director, Rural Development Academy 
(RDA), Bogra (KII 1)
Salient features of interview with Assistant Director, RDA, Bogra are given below:

l	The RDA has four Biogas plants, each of 120m3 capacity. Human excreta are used in one 
biogas plant and cow dung and kitchen wastes are used in the other plants for biogas 
production. Digested slurry i.e. Bio-slurry from these four plants is used for drying and 
preparing bio-fertiliser or organic fertiliser.

Dry organic manureBiogas plant 50 kg pack

Biogas and dry organic manure production in RDA, Bogra

Chapter 5

RESULTS FROM THE KEY 
INFORMANT INTERVIEWS
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l		The RDA in 2012 started production of organic 
fertiliser. The RDA is producing 2.5 tonnes of Palli 
Jaibo Sar i.e. Palli Organic Manure (brand name of 
organic fertiliser) per day. They sell Palli Organic 
Manure to ACI Ltd for Tk 340 per 50 kg packs at 
the farm gate (in RDA). ACI is their marketing 
partner. The RDA does not have any marketing 
cost as ACI is marketing their product. If the RDA 
does not have enough organic fertiliser to sell to 
ACI Ltd, they purchase organic fertiliser for Tk 4-5 
a kg from the farmers where they have installed 
RDA biogas plants. 

l		Nothing is mentioned regarding source on the 
packs, only composition is mentioned.

l		There is a high demand of Palli Jaibo Sar among 
local vegetable growers and home gardeners 
which the RDA gained through demonstration.

l	 No clear idea about co-compost though it has 
been mentioned more than one product for 
composting.

l		Compost increases soil health and fertility, there 
is no clear idea on health hazard using organic 
fertiliser. 

l		The key informant mentioned that it is difficult 
to get licence and the licence has to be renewed 
every year.

The key informant suggested that demonstrations 
should be made to increase awareness.

5.1.2 KII with Senior Engineer, Kazi 
Compost Plants, Kazi Farm Group, 
Rangpur Regional Office, Rangpur 
(KII 2)

Salient features of interview with Senior Engineer are 
given below:

l		Six Kazi farms in different places of northern 
Bangladesh are producing compost fertiliser 
using 70 percent poultry litter and 30 percent dry 
matter (sawdust/rice straw). Average production 
of compost fertiliser per day is 170 to 180 tonnes 
where moisture content of compost fertiliser is 15 
percent.

Applying sawdust on poultry litter
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Mixing sawdust Composting chamber

l		The respondent mentioned that local price of 
their compost fertiliser is Tk 2 a kg, whereas 
the dealer level price is Tk 8 per kg. The dealer 
price is calculated considering production and 
transportation cost, including small profit margin. 
Arnapurna is selling compost in their area.

l		Increases soil fertility, and no harmful substance 
for human health. 

l		The government policy should be easier for 
getting licence, since approval from ministry of 
agriculture and directorate of environment is 
required.

l		The respondent mentioned that the current 
marketing and use of compost can be improved 
through field day and demonstrations involving 
the DAE. 

Dry bio-slurry Vermi-composting

5.1.3 KII with Proprietor of Big Bang 
Farm, Phulpur, Mymensingh (KII 3)

Salient features of interview with proprietor are given 
below:

l		Co-composting is done using bio-slurry from 
biogas plant where cow dung from 106 cows and 

faecal from one latrine (used by the labours) are 
used for producing biogas. Bio-slurry from biogas 
plant is used for vermi-composting as they believe 
that quality of organic fertiliser is increased.

Kazi Compost Plant, Nandigram, Bogra
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l		70 percent co-compost is used on own land for 
fodder production and 30 percent is sold to local 
farmers and gardeners.

l		The respondent mentioned that soil health 
increases and plant growth will be higher if 
compost fertiliser is used.

l	 The respondent is not concerned about human 
health hazards. No pathological test was done.

l		The price of compost is fixed at Tk 10 per kg 
minimum taking example of Comilla from where 
vermi was collected. Sometimes they sell compost 
fertiliser for Tk 20 a kg locally. The farm does not 
have fixed marketing channel, but is trying to 
established linkage with ACI Ltd and RDA, Bogra 
to market their product.

l		The respondent asked to make government policy 
easier for getting licence for marketing their 
compost fertiliser. 

l		The DAE can play major role in building 
awareness and popularising compost fertiliser 
through training and demonstrations.

5.1.4 KII with Professors (Soil 
Science), Bangladesh Agricultural 
University, Mymensingh (KII 4-5)

The team interviewed Prof Dr M Jahiruddin and Prof 
Dr Md Rafiqul Islam, Department of Soil science, 
Bangladesh Agricultural University, Mymensingh. The 
findings of the interview are given below:

l		Two professors have been involved for a long 
time (more than 35 years) in research and 
development on compost fertiliser, micro-
nutrients, and their effects on plant growth.

l		More than one source or multiple sources of 
wastes and their mixing can be called co-compost.

l	 Soil health reduces due to the use of chemical 
fertilisers. For increasing soil health and 
fertility, organic fertiliser, which is very good for 
vegetables, horticulture crops, floriculture and 
roof gardening, is needed.

Liquid bio-slurry

Big Bang Farm, Phulpur, Mymensingh
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KII with Prof Dr M Jahiruddin & Prof Dr Md 
Rafiqul Islam at the Department of Soil Science, 
Bangladesh Agricultural University, Mymensingh

l		Higher amount of compost fertiliser needs to be 
used in a land compared to chemical fertiliser for 
meeting up nutrient demand of cereal crops. For 
example, one kg Urea is needed for providing 
460gm N; on the other hand, 3kg compost 
fertiliser is needed for providing the same amount 
of N in the field. The cost of compost fertiliser 
is higher, which limits its use in cereal crops. 
Handling and transportation of liquid bio-slurry is 
a major problem as there is no proper handling 
and transportation methods.

l		Pathogenic risk of faecal co-compost needs to be 
reduced through proper decomposition. There is 
a health risk if fertiliser inputs were not properly 
decomposed. Bacterias like Salmonella and E-coli 
can be transmitted to humans through leafy 
vegetables.

l		Human excreta or faecal matter can be decomposed 
properly and used as good organic fertiliser. The 
government initiative and national policy are needed 
in this regard to make faecal based co-compost 
pathogen free. The government also should give 
subsidy in buying and using of compost fertiliser.

l		Northern Agro in Dinajpur and Anapurna in 
Nilphamari are doing good business with compost 
fertiliser, but they do not mention the sources of 
raw materials for compost fertiliser.

5.1.5 KIIs with Upazila Agricultural 
Officers (UAO) in Kushtia (KII 6-9)

The study team interviewed Md Abdul Mozid, UAO, 
Bheramara; Romesh Chandra Ghosh, UAO, Mirpur, 
Md Salim Ahmed, UAO, Kumarkhali and Md Salim 
Hossain, UAO, Kushtia Sadar. The findings of the 
interviews are given below:

l		The respondents are involved in marketing and 
distribution of agricultural inputs like seeds, 
fertilisers, and provide suggestions to farmers at 
upazila level. However, they are also involved in 
implementing national policy at upazila level.

l		There are initiatives to increase production and 
marketing of vermi-compost at farmers’ level. 
There is no direct involvement of UAOs in co-
composting. Sadar UAO knows about Aprokashi 
activity in co-composting in collaboration with 
Kushtia municipality. 

l		Celon vermi-compost, Nafco, Aprokashi, Intefa, 
ACI and Bengal are selling compost fertiliser in 
the market.

l		Crop quality and yield are increased if compost 
fertiliser is used for crop production. Use of 
compost fertiliser in the field reduces pollution 
and help sustain soil fertility.

l		There are serious social/religious/psychological 
barriers in some farmers accepting co-compost.

l		Approval is required from the authorities 
concerned and a declaration that co-compost 
prepared from faecal sludge is needed. The 
benefit of co-compost has to be proven through 
extensive research. The results of the research 
are to be published and demonstrated. 
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l		Extension and motivation work, involving the 
DAE, is required for creating awareness among 
farmers. These can be done through field day, 
demonstrations and trainings.

l		The price of co-compost should not be more than 
Tk 10-12 per kg.

5.1.6  KII with Scientific Officer, BARI 
Research Station, Jessore (KII 10)

Salient features of interview with Shimul Mondol, SO, 
BARI are given below:

l		The respondent is involved in the experiment on 
the production of vegetables and flowers using 
co-compost, and gets co-compost from Kushtia 
Municipality.

l		In case of leafy vegetables and flowers, co-
compost increases both yield and quality. It 
improves the preservation of flowers, increases 
the size of the flowers, such as Gladiolus.

l		The limitations of co-compost are (a) increase 
amount of sand (last year 30 percent sand was 
added in their research field), (b) inconsistent 
texture and moisture content (sometime very wet 
having as high as 40 percent moisture content 
and sometime very dry).

l		The analysis of co-compost was done with the help 
of icddr,b and not harmful pathogen was found.

l		There are co-compost plants in Satkhira and 
Jhenaidah. Many NGOs and progressive farmers 
are working and producing co-compost.

l		Quality of co-compost can be improved by 
reducing impurities and keeping moisture and 
texture at desired levels.

l		More extensive research is needed to find 
beneficial effects of co-compost on crop 
production, which may help to motivate farmers. 

5.1.7  KII with Deputy Director, 
BADC, Kushtia (KII 11)

The study team interviewed Md Kamruzzaman Sarker, 
Deputy Director, Bangladesh Agricultural Development 

Corporation (BADC), Mirpur, Kushtia. The findings of 
the interviews are given below:

l		The respondent heard of vermi-compost, tricho-
compost, MSK compost, but not the compost 
from faecal sludge. The BADC buys compost and 
applies it in their farms.

l	 Compost fertiliser increase soil fertility and 
structure, eventually increasing and sustaining 
crop productivity.

l	 It is speculation that compost from kitchen waste/
co-compost may contain Pseudomonas, which 
may increase the incidence of wilting in potato/
tomato, but there is no problem of pseudomonas 
in case of well decomposed cow dung.

l		There are Annapurna, Mazim, Biozin and 
Chukchuk compost fertilisers in the local market.

l		Higher authorities of the BADC need to be 
convinced for using co-compost in all BADC farms. 

l		The optimum price of co-compost should be       
Tk 10/kg. 
 

5.1.8  KII with Lead Farmer and 
Community Leader in Kumarkahli, 
Kushtia (KII 12)
The study team interviewed President of a local 
cooperative and community leader. The findings of the 
interviews are given below:

l		The key informant is not involved in marketing and 
distribution of agricultural inputs, like seeds and 
fertilisers, but provides suggestions to farmers. 

l		There are initiatives to increase production 
and marketing of vermi-compost at farmers’ 
level. There was no direct involvement of this 
lead farmer in co-composting. He never heard 
of Aprokashi’s activity in co-composting in 
collaboration with Kushtia Municipality. 

l		There is vermi-compost of ACI available in the 
market and he and his fellow farmers use ACI 
compost.

l		Crop quality and yield increase if compost fertiliser 
is used for crop production, especially vegetables.
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President of a local cooperative and 
Community Leader

Interview with Ranver Ahmed, Town 
Planner, Kushtia

l		Use of compost fertiliser in the field reduces 
environment pollution and helps sustain soil 
fertility.

l		There are serious social/religious/psychological 
barriers to accepting co-compost by some 
farmers.

l		Co-compost prepared from faecal sludge needs 
approval from the authorities. The benefit of 
co-compost has to be proven through extensive 
research. The results of the research need to be 
published and demonstrated. 

l		Farmers need to be made aware through 
campaigns involving the DAE. These can be done 
through field day, demonstrations, and training.

l		The price of co-compost should not be more than 
Tk 8-12 a kg.

5.1.9 KII with Town Planner, Kushtia 
Municipality, Kushtia (KII 13)

Salient features of interview with Ranver Ahmed, 
Town Planner, Kushtia are given below:

l		Kushtia Municipality collects faecal sludge from 
households using VACUTAG vehicle and supplies it 
to Aprokashi.

l		The Municipality gets a royalty of Tk 50,000 
annually from Aprokashi.

l		Farmers are made aware through campaigns 
involving BARI, BRRI, Horticulture Centre and 
the DAE. 

5.1.10 KII with Bangladesh 
Agricultural Research Council (KII 14)

The study team interviewed Dr M Baktear Hossain, 
Principle Scientific Officer, Soil Unit, Bangladesh 
Agricultural Research Council. The Organic Agriculture 
Policy 2017 document mentioned the ingredients 
which can be used for producing compost. Nothing 
is written about co-compost being made from faecal 
sludge. The government of Bangladesh provides 
licence to produce and market compost. 

5.1.11 KII with Micro-biologist and 
University Professor (KII 15)
The study team interviewed Professor Dr Sukumar 
Saha, Department of Micro-biology & Hygiene, 
Bangladesh Agricultural University, Mymensingh. 
However, KIIs were also done with an advisor 
on sustainable energy for development, GIZ; 
Micro-biologist, Department of Micro-biology and 
Hygiene, Bangladesh Agricultural University; 
Country Coordinator, Water Supply and Sanitation 
Collaborative Council (WSSCC); and Asifur Rahman, 
Supervisor of the Baradi Plant, and an employee of 
Aprokashi. It is very clear from the KIIs that compost 
improves soil health and crop productivity, but 
awareness building work was needed. 
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5.2 Conclusions

From the KIIs, we can summarise that:

l	 Co-compost would be very good source 
of fertilisers for growing flowers, fruits, 
vegetables and other crops as long as it is 
properly composted to make it pathogen free. 
Researchers mentioned that faecal sludge 
based co-compost needs to decomposed 
properly for avoiding potential health risk. 
BARI station, Jessore mentioned that co-
compost collected from the Aprokashi was 
free from harmful pathogens as tested by 
the icddr,b, and the leafy vegetable and 
flower production were better. But, the 
sand deposition in their research field was a 
problem mentioned. More research is needed 
for finding proper dosage for particular crop. 
The benefit of co-compost has to be proven 
through extensive research.

l	 Extension and motivation work can be done 
involving the DAE. Field day, demonstrations, 
training of farmers and related stakeholders 
are necessary. 

l	 Licensing organic fertilisers in the present 
situation is quite cumbersome and time- 
consuming and it should be made easier.

  l	There are big players like ACI and Kazi Farms 
in the organic fertiliser market who are 

selling compost for Tk 15 per kg and Tk 8 
a kg (at dealer price) respectively. To make 
marketability of co-compost, the price should 
be between Tk 10 and Tk 12 per kg. If possible, 
the price could be even lowered further with 
subsidy. 

Meeting with Professor Dr Sukumar Saha, 
Department of Micro-biology & Hygiene, 
Bangladesh Agricultural University, Mymensingh 
as a part of KII

Pathogens in faecal sludge depend on temperature 
(Mesophilic or Thermophilic conditions) and 
composting time. Pathogens i.e. spore former 
pathogens (Clostridium, Bacillus etc) require high 
temperature (700C) or low temperature to be of risk to 
health. More composting time is needed to kill them. 
Therefore, faecal sludge based co-compost needs to 
decompose properly for avoiding potential health risk.



6.1 Introduction
This chapter provides the marketing plan, measures to be taken to promote co-compost and the 
optimum price of co-compost. 

The goal of a marketing plan is to explore effective marketing ventures, learn what marketing 
technique is best, and integrate the plan and action steps into the daily operation for future 
growth, promotional opportunity and increased sales.

6.2 Objective of the Aprokashi
To increase volume sale of co-compost. 

6.3 Situation Analysis using SWOT
Field data analysis revealed that there are opportunities for co-compost marketability. In 
examining the opportunities, consideration will be given to Aprokashi’s strengths and weaknesses 
as well as the competitive threats. The situation analysis is presented next page. 

Chapter 6

MARKETING PLAN 
INCLUDING MARKET 
ACCEPTANCE, MEASURES 
AND OPTIMUM PRICE
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Figure 6.1 shows the product positioning in Kushtia 
and beyond. Co-compost boosts soil’s organic matter. 

The product can be used in agricultural crop production 
including for ornamental flowers, fruits and nurseries. 

6.5 Product Positioning

6.4 Product Features

Table 6.1 SWOT analysis 

Strengths Weaknesses 

·	 It maintains the soil health and enriches the soil’s 

organic matter

·	 Good quality

·	 Eco-friendly

·	 New formulations 

·	 New technology, innovativeness in production

·	 Wider potential market segments

·	 Easy availability of raw materials

·	 New concept for farmers

·	 Not available in the markets

·	 Farmers are not habituated to using co-compost

·	 Lack of proper knowledge about the markets 

and the demand

·	 Weak distribution channel

·	 Needs micro-biological testing by accreditated 

authority so that co-compost is pathogen free

·	 Farmers want to see quick results 

Opportunities Threats 

·	 Less competitive market

·	 No existing commercial co-compost producers

·	 Support from various non-government organizations

·	 Low level of competition

·	 Increasing popularity of flowers markets

·	 Government focus to increase fruit production

·	 Huge untreated surface

·	 Professional business expertise

·	 Government embargo on separate license for 

co-compost

·	 Chance of rejection by the farmers

·	 Various social,cultural and religious barriers

·	 Subsidy on chemical fertilisers

·	 No co-compost guideline

Brand name  : Aprokashi 

Quality : Good 

Product line :  Organic fertiliser co-compost

Unique characteristics : Locally produced 

Packaging :  Small package or in bulk
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Figure 6.1: Positioning of co-compost

Table 6.2 Crop statistics of Kushtia district 

Name of the crop
Acreage (acre)

Kushtia Jessore

Food crops

         Aus rice 87909 84651

         Aman rice 196542 322552

         Boro rice 90174 388284

Wheat 16199 3048

Maize 15030 739

Sugarcane 10259 1346

Mustard 6788 26858

Onion 21714 3160

Lentil 14662 26058

Non-food crops

Jute 86044 56558

Tobacco 3900 -

Fruits and vegetables

Banana 3980 1860

Papaya 118 300

Guava 379 370

Brinjal 2264 6440

Cabbage 970 2244

Cauliflower 851 1808

Tomato 706 1293

Potato 2118 3165

Flowers

Marigold 617

Rose 106

Others 16

CO-COMPOST

Kushtia
and beyond 

All crops
including

ornamental
flowers, fruits,

nurseries

BANGLADESH
Organic
matter
booster

Table 6.2 shows the acreage of food, non-food crops, 
fruits, vegetables and flowers in Kushtia and Jessore 
districts. So, at the beginning, Kushtia district could 

be targeted for product positioning and later it could 
be extended to Jessore.
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6.6 Potential Target Markets
Organic waste management has multifarious roles 
to play in a developing country like Bangladesh. 
Hundreds of tons of bio-degradable organic waste are 
being generated in the urban and sub-urban areas 
of the country, creating problems pertaining to their 
disposal. This waste, along with the human excreta, 
can be converted into valuable compost. While 
looking at major bio-product markets and the demand 
for such products, all major cities, such as Dhaka, 
Chittagong, Khulna, Rajshahi, Sylhet, Rangpur, and 
Kushtia, are attractive local markets. Co-compost can 
be prepared with any type of bio-degradable waste 
such as crop residue, weed biomass, vegetable waste, 
hotel refuse, agro-industry waste, biodegradable 
portion of urban and semi-urban waste, human 
excreta, poultry litter etc. In addition to the potential 
market segments in terms of acreage of different 
crops presented in the earlier section, the potential 
market segments on the basis of broader areas are 
as follows:

a. Public works (social forestry)

b. Nurseries/Flowers

c. Agricultural production systems

d. Fruits orchards

e. Aquaculture 

f. Others (public and private institutions)

Potential Consumers of Co-compost as per 
Farming Categories: 

The following potential compost consumers/farming 
were identified:

a.  Peri-urban farming: Vegetable farmers, non-
vegetable field crop farmers, homestead 
farmers, fruit producers and nursery gardeners 
for fruits and ornamental flowers in the study 
areas and beyond.

b.  Urban farming: Roof top gardeners, homestead 
gardeners in the study areas and beyond.

c.  Rural farming: Non-vegetable field crop 
producers; vegetables producers; fruits 
producers, nursery and ornamental producers.

6.7 Promotion and Communication 
Measures
A promotional method must be effective in reaching 
the targeted market or customer base. Advertising 
should be consistent over a period of time. People 
should be provided with co-compost use guidelines 
and some pictorial presentation for unschooled. People 
should know the benefits of using co-compost.

The following actions should be taken: 

l		For better marketing, the producer/company 
should first think how the product can reach 
the customers. Since the product is co-compost 
fertiliser and it is needed in large amounts, there 
is a challenge in transportation; therefore, small 
farmers, such as those who have small cultivable 
land, may not be willing to buy the product. So, 
if possible the products should be sent to the 
farmers’ doors as per each farmer`s demand. A 
proper transportation and handling method of co-
compost should be developed. The transportation 
cost could be borne by the company. 

l		Another way is to provide a certain amount 
of co-compost free of cost to the farmers of a 
specific area for a certain period to increase its 
acceptability and  exhibit the usefulness of the 
products.

l		DAE officers, NGO staffs and other private sector 
organizations can help to introduce product 
quality and performance to the farmers.

l		There should be various sizes of bags according to 
the demand of farmers like 1 kg, 5 kg, 25 kg, 50 
kg etc. 

l		The price of the products produced from using 
co-compost should be lower than the prices of 
other composts being offered by other companies/
entrepreneurs. 
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Table 6.3 Communication strategies 

Targeted Group Objectives Tools/Media

Farmers Mass communication  TV commercial 

Farmers
Showing the efficacy of the product on 
crops  

Sample in small packs on a large 
scale 

Farmers
Showing the efficacy of the product on 
different crops specially Boro rice

Result demonstration & Field Day

Farmers Brand awareness
Promo materials like – Mini poster, 
Leaflet 

Selective farmers, retailers Product information and technology transfer Training programme  

Selective farmers, retailers Product information and technology transfer Personal communication 

Farmers Product information and technology transfer Task force

DAE officials Product information DAE meeting

Wholesalers and retailers Increasing sales Cash incentive, Gift, Product bonus

The following communication strategies should be followed:

Result demonstration is the most effective 
communication where a farmer can see the difference 
in yield. Training program for selective farmers, 
dealers and/or retailers is important for imparting 
the significance of co-compost in the crop fields. Mini 
posters on a massive scale, stickers with positioning 
statement and personal communication with selective 
farmers and retailers are the other tools to promote 
the use/marketing of co-compost. 

6.8 Nutritional Quality of Compost 
and Co-compost
Table 6.4 shows the nutrient content of commonly 
used compost in the country. The nutritional content 
of town compost presents 1-2% N, 1% P and 1.5% 
K. Table 6.5 shows the nutrient content of Polli Jaibo 
Sar and Aprokashi Sar. The N, P, K of Polli Jaibo 
Sar are 0.5-4%, 0.5-1.5% and 1.0-3.0% percent 
respectively. These are 1.47%, 0.83% and 1.00% in 
the case of Aprokashi Jaibo Sar. These indicate that 
the nutrient contents of town compost, Polli Jaibo Sar 
and Aprokashi Jaibo Sar are more or less similar. The 
figure shows the nutrient content of Polli Jaibo Sar 
and Aprokashi Jaibo Sar. 
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Table 6.4 Commonly used composts & their nutrient content (%)

Sl. Manure N P K

1 Compost (general) 0.4-0.8 0.3-0.6 0.7-1.0

2 Compost (town) 1-2 1 1.5

3 Compost (water hyacinth) 2-3 1-2 3-4

4 Cow dung 0.5-1.5 0.4-0.8 0.5-1.9

5 Urine (cow) 1 Trace 1.35

6 Farmyard manure (FYM) 0.5-1.5 0.4-0.8 0.5-1.9

7 Poultry manure 1.6 1.5 0.85

8 Mustard oil cake 5.1-5.2 1.8-1.9 1.1-1.3

9 Groundnut oil cake 7-7.2 1.4-1.6 1.3-1.4

10 Sesame oil cake 6.2-6.3 2-2.1 1.2-1.3

11 Dried blood 10-12 1-1.5 0.6-0.8

12 Fish meal 4-10 3-4 0.5-1.5

13 Bone meal 4 9 -

14 Ash - - 2.3-1.2

15 Dhaincha (GM) 0.62 0.02 0.3

16 Sunnhemp (GM) 0.75 0.12 0.51

17 Cowpea (GM) 0.71 0.15 0.58

18 Black gram (GM) 0.85 0.18 0.53

19 Moong bean (GM) 0.72 0.18 0.53

20 Rice straw 0.52 0.52 1.61

21 Wheat straw 0.63 0.46 0.86

22 Sugarcane leaves 1.29 0.52 0.86

23 Weed 0.8 0.3 0.2

Source: DAE, 2016
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Nutrient content of Polli Jaibo Sar and Aprokashi Jaibo Sar

Table 6.5: Nutritional content of Polli Jaibo Sar and Aprokashi Jaibo Sar (co-compost)

  Major Nutrients Polli Jaibo Sar Aprokhasi Jaibo Sar

N 0.5-4% 1.47%

P 0.5-1.5% 0.83%

K 1.0-3.0% 1.00%

6.9 Cost of production of 
Co-compost
The production cost of per tonne co-compost in Baradi 
plant is within the range of Tk 10,000 to Tk. 11,000 
(personal interview-Asifur Rahman). This includes the 
cost of labor, preparation, packaging etc. This does 
not include the cost of collection of raw materials such 
as fecal sludge and organic waste. The Paurashava 
collects the raw materials and brings them to the 
Baradi plant without incurring any cost. This collection 
cost is incurred by the Municipality.

6.10 Pricing Strategies
Pricing strategy refers to the method companies 
use to fix the prices of their products or services. 

Almost all companies - large or small - fix the price 
of their products and services on production, labour 
and advertising expenses and then add on a certain 
percentage so that they can make profit. Some viable 
strategies are:

Mark-up Pricing: Mark-up pricing is the method of 
adding a certain percentage of a mark-up to the cost 
of production to determine the selling price. In order 
to apply mark-up pricing, firstly, the companies must 
determine the cost of a product and decide on the 
amount of profit to be earned over and above it and 
then add that much mark-up to the cost.

Market Penetration Pricing: Penetration strategies 
aim to attract buyers by offering lower prices on 
goods and services. While many new companies use 
this technique to draw attention away from their 
competition, penetration pricing does tend to result  
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in an initial loss of income for the business but later 
recovers the initial loss.

Economy Pricing: Being used by a wide range of 
businesses, including generic food suppliers and 
discount retailers, economy pricing aims to attract 
the most price-conscious of the consumers. With this 
strategy, businesses minimise the costs associated 
with marketing and production in order to keep 
product prices down. As a result, customers can 
purchase the products they need without hassle.

Price Skimming: Designed to help businesses 
maximise sales on new products and services, price 
skimming involves setting rates high during the 
introductory phase. The company then lowers prices 
gradually as competitor goods appear on the market.

Bundle Pricing: With bundle pricing, small businesses 
sell multiple products for a lower rate than consumers 
would face if they purchased each item individually. 
Not only is bundling goods an effective way of moving 
unsold inventory that is taking up space in the facility, 
it can also increase the brand perception in the eyes of 
the customers, since the company is essentially giving 
them something for free.

Table 6.6 shows the sources of organic fertiliser, 
names of organic fertiliser, and prices reported by the 
sample farmers. The main sources of organic fertlizer 
in the study areas are local dealers, local shops, 
neighbours, ACI etc.

Table 6.6 Sources of different organic fertilisers and prices

Sources of Organic Fertiliser Name of the Organic Fertiliser (Price (Tk/Kg

Local Dealer (3.73%) Cow dung Own source, Lumpsum

Neighbour (30.60%)
Cow dung Own farm

Vermi-compost Own production

ACI (65.0%) Compost Tk 15-25/Kg

Poultry Farm (30.65%) Compost (Poultry litter) Exchange

Own (54.48%) Cow dung Own farm

Others (2.98%) Co-compost 10-15

Note: Parentheses indicate the percentage of the respondents who reported that source 

The personal survey and FGDs indicated that 
the price of compost should be similar to other 
composts already available in the markets. In order 
to understand the range of prices of currently used 
compost, secondary data was collected from websites, 
relevant documents and personal visits to different 
company offices. List of organic fertiliser factories 
registered with DAE is presented in Table 6.7 and 
prices of organic fertilisers of different companies and 
marketing system are presented in Table 6.8. This 
indicates the number of competitors working in the 
compost market across the country. 



69MARKET ACCEPTANCE STUDY ON CO-COMPOST AS ORGANIC FERTILISER IN KUSHTIA

Table 6.7 List of organic fertiliser factories registered with DAE

1 Name of the Company Name of Fertilisers 

2 Advance Agro Tech, Dhaka Miracle Fertiliser 

3 Samadhan, Khulna Samadhan Compost

4 SPS - PRISM/Bangladesh/SEMP, Khulna Organic Fertiliser

5 Prodipan, Khulna Prodipan Compost

6
Uttarbanga Fertiliser Ltd.
Singerdabri, Rajarhat, Kurigram

Organic Fertiliser 

7
Kartoa Agro Products Ltd. 
Vadra, Mirzapur, Sherpur, Bogra.

Organic Fertiliser 

8
Modern Agro Chemicals 
Sharishabari, Jamalpur

Organic Fertiliser

9
Agro-Organic Food Complex Ltd. 
Komorpur, Faridpur

Organic Fertiliser

10
Alo Organic Fertiliser Ltd.
Dupchachia, Bogra

Organic Fertiliser

11
MSA Agro Chemicals Co.
12 Mirer Bazar, Gazipur

Organic Fertiliser

16
Dhaka Agro Industries 
Bandodakpar, Keraniganj, Dhaka

Organic Fertiliser

17
Ahmadia Agro Services Ltd. 
Kazirhat, Domar, Nilphamari

Organic Fertiliser

18
Northern Agro Services Ltd.
Pulhat, Ramsagor Road, Mohorompur, Dinajpur

Northern Compost Jaibo Sar

19
Ayub Agro Trading 
BGB Camp Field Chuadanga

Vermi-compost

20 ACI Fertiliser 
Organic Fertiliser (Polly/Waste 
Concern Jaibo Shar)

21
Faruque Fertiliser Ltd.
116/C, Monipuripara, Farmgate, Dhaka

‘Champa’ - 100% pure Organic 
Fertilisers

22 Annapurna Agro Services Ltd. Organic Fertiliser

23
Waste Concern
Vulta, Rupgonj, Narayangonj

Waste Concern Organic Fertiliser

24
Grameen Shakti
Depal C Barua 6, Borobag, Mirpur, Dhaka

Poultry litter based Jaiba Sar

25
Grameen Shakti
Depal C Barua 6, Borobag, Mirpur, Dhaka

Cow dung based Jaibo Sar

26
Meghna Fertiliser Company Ltd.
Musurikhola (Hemayetpur), Savar, Dhaka

Megna Jaibo Sar
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27
Mojumder Agro Services
Bijoypur Bazar, Comilla Sadar South, Comilla

Super Green Field

28
Intefa Hisan Jaibo Sar 
Wireless Rail gate, Boro Mugbazar, Dhaka-1207

Jaibo Sar

29
CoCo Fertiliser Mills
Chachra Check post, Jessore

CoCo Dust Compost Sar

30
Agro Organic Food Complex
Ltd, Comorpur, Faridpur

Urbora Shakti Jaibo Sar

31
Agro Arina Associates
R B K Road ,Chachra, Jessore

Orko Jaibo Sar

32
Surma Fertiliser Industries Ltd
Notun para (Vorari), Rajfulbaria, Savar, Dhaka

Lalteer Compost Jaibo Sar

33
R K Agro Products Ltd.
Paiti, Damra, Dhaka.

R K Taza Jaibo Sar

34 Rural Development Academy, Bogra Palli Jaibo Sar

35
Molla Productivity Corporation
Block-A, Road-20, Khilgao Tilpara, Dhaka-1219

Molla Jaibo Sar

36
Ria Fertiliser
Domdom, Shahbajpur, Sirajgonj

Manik Ratan Jaibo Sar

37
Paragon Agro Ltd.
Paragon house 5, Mohakhali, Dhaka

Paragon Jaibo Sar

38
Reyna Associates
174/175 East Tejturibazar, Tejgaon, Dhaka

IGL Jaibo Sar

39
RUSTIC 
House 11, Road 6, Sonadanga, Khulna

Rustic Compost Jaibo Sar

40
Sebok Agrovet Ltd.
Madrasa Road, Pukuria, Khondokar para, Bashkhali, Chittagong

Sebok Jaibo Sar

41
Mati Organics Ltd.
Vawal Mirzapur, Purbo Para, Sadar, Gazipur

Biojen Jaibo Sar

42
Mazim Agro Industries ltd.
Chakpara, Maona, Sripur, Gazipur

Mazim Organic Fertiliser

43
Nafco (pvt) Ltd.
Zadurchar, Hemayetpur, Savar, Dhaka

Nafco Jaibo Sar

44
Nirvana Agro Ltd.
Saidabad, Sadar, Sirajgonj

Nirvana Jaibo Sar

45
Krishibid Farms Ltd.
801 Rokeya Soroni, Kazipara, Mirpur, Dhaka

Krishibid Jaibo Sar

46 Aprokashi, Muktijoddha Market, Santahar, Adomdighi. Bogra Aprokashi Jaibo Sar
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Prodipan compost, RUSTIC compost Jaiba Sar, Both-
aid Vermi-compost, BRAC compost, Samadan compost 
and Focus Super compost are the major organic 
fertilisers found in Kushtia. Reza & Sons at Khan Jahan 
Ali Road, Khulna is marketing RUSTIC compost Jaiba 
Sar in the name of Prodipan compost. In this case, 
level of Prodipan compost is being used on small 
packets. RUSTIC sells compost at Tk 7/kg at wholesale 
rate. The ACI dealers sell compost to the farmers of 
Khulna, Satkhira, Natore, Munshiganj, Mollahat and 
other areas at the rate of Tk 15-25 per kg. 
 
Other companies are Annapurna Agro Services 
-Dinajpur, Waste Concern-Dhaka, Grameen Shakti, 
Majumder Agro Services Limited-Comilla, Bio- 
Stimulans, Ria Fertiliser-Sirajganj, Rina Associate-
Mymensingh, Rina Associate-Munshiganj, Mohammadi 
Fertiliser-Chuadanga, MATI Organics Limited-Gazipur 
and Rural Development Academy. Of the companies 
Annapurna Agro Services, Waste Concern, Grameen 

Shakti and Rural Development Academy produce and 
sell organic fertilisers through regular sales channel. 
IWMI (2015) reported that the price of regular 
compost, when sold directly by manufacturers to 
the farmers, is within the range of Tk 13 to Tk 20/
kg. When sold through dealers and sub-dealers, the 
average price of compost is Tk 18/kg. Waste Concern 
sells compost to ACI at Tk 7-8/kg and ACI sells to 
customers at Tk 11-12/kg (includes transportation, 
storage and promotional cost). Vermi-compost is sold 
at Tk 20/kg and the selling price of nutrient enriched 
compost manufactured by Faruk Fertiliser Ltd. is Tk 
55/kg. All these mean that price of compost would 
ultimately be determined by the type of compost, 
the transportation and marketing strategy, and by 
consumer segments. The prices of organic fertilisers 
of different companies and their marketing system are 
presented in Table 6.8. The major marketing channels 
identified are as follows. 

BA

C
D

E

Company
Local Dealer
Retailer

Company
Representative
Retailer

Company Representative
and Courier
Retailer

Order By Phone
Retailer

Company Representative
and Phone Call
Retailer
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Table 6.8 Prices of organic fertilisers of different companies and marketing system

Company name Name of fertilisers
Pack 
sizes 

Purchase 
price

Selling price
Marketing 
Channel

ACI Fertiliser Bumper Jaibo Sar
1 kg,
5 kg,
40 kg 

Tk 20/Kg, Tk 
5/100kg,
Tk 40/600kg  

Tk 25/kg, 
Tk 5/125kg
Tk 40/680kg

ACI ACI Polli Jaibo Sar
Dealer price: 
Tk 40/480 kg

40kg/550 Tk

ACI  Bumper Jaibo Sar
 Price Tk
40kg/480

Waste Concern 
(ACI is marketing)

5kg/100 Tk
 5kg/105 Tk
 Retail price: Tk
kg/25

Krishan Agro Krishan Jaibo Sar
5 kg,
25 kg

Tk 5/60kg,
Tk 25/300kg 

Tk 5/80kg, 
Tk 25/375kg

Company 
Representative  
Retailer

Ispahani Agro Bio-Darma kg 1 kg/80 Tk kg/82 Tk

Company 
Representative 
& By Courier      
Retailer

 ADRA Bangladesh
 Women
 Empowerment
Project

Vermi-compost kg 1 kg/8 Tk Tk 10/kg
Order By Phone  
Retailer

 GKSS Agro
Enterprise

Vermi-compost,
Trico-compost

kg 5
5kg/60 Vermi: Tk
5kg/70 Trico: Tk

 Order By Phone
Retailer

Toamoni Agro
TricoDarma Jaibo 
Sar

kg 40 40kg/500 Tk

 Company
 Representative,
 Retailer & by
     Phone Call
Retailer

Intefa
 Hisan Organic
Fertiliser

1 kg,
5 kg,
25 kg

Tk 1/25kg,
Tk 5/100kg,
Tk 25/500kg

Tk 1/30kg,
Tk 5/125kg,
Tk 25/580kg

 Company
 Representative
Retailer

Sources: Websites and Personal Communication

Table 6.8 indicates the prices of compost of different sizes offered by competitors in the market. The prices range 
between Tk 10/kg to Tk 30/kg. So, considering the competitors prices, cost of production of the co-compost 
of Aprokashi and the ingredients such as fecal sludge, the recommended pricing policy is penetration pricing. 
Penetration pricing may be followed to introduce and gradually increase the sales of co-compost. This will ensure 
about 10 percent profit from the business and help in expanding the business. The optimum suggested price 
is 13-12 Tk/kg. The suggested price will be a competitive one for high quality product and also attract all the 
market segments.

Company
Local Dealer
Retailer



7.1 Conclusions
The market acceptance of the co-compost in Kushtia Pourashava was studied with the following 
scopes of work: (i) To analyse the market acceptability of co-compost, (ii) to recommend 
initiatives to be taken to improve the marketability of co-compost and (iii) to propose an 
optimum price for the co-compost. Both primary and secondary data were used to accomplish the 
scopes of work. Primary data was collected from four different Upazilas in Kushtia district. The 
Upazilas are Kushtia Sadar, Mirpur, Bheramara and Kumarkhali. The primary data was collected 
through field survey with structured questionnaire along with checklists for FGDs and KIIs.

The study revealed that there is demand for compost in the study areas. The most comes from 
large-scale producers. Thus, compost stations have to be located in the peri-urban fringe and not 
in the city itself, so that city’s waste management and compost preparation and marketing could 
be done properly. 

7.2 Recommendations 
For commercial farmer groups with high requirements for the product and its quality, packaging 
of different types of compost like chemical fertiliser is recommended. On-farm demonstration 
trials are necessary as suggested by the farmers without actual compost experiences. Awareness 
building in order to increase the willingness to purchase and use of the co-compost in different 
agricultural crops is must. 

The following recommendations are given:

l	 Strong government initiative is required to take necessary policy actions and regulatory 
measures for fecal sludge management and re-use of end-product such as co-compost.

l	 Capacity building of the service provider, policy makers and private entrepreneurs for the 
management of fecal sludge as co-compost is must. 

Chapter 7

CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS
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l	 Strong awareness building about the existing 
status of fecal sludge management and its bad 
effect on the environment and also how the fecal 
sludge can be converted to a valuable organic 
fertiliser through co-compost is to be created.

l	 Massive communication strategies is to be 
undertaken to increase the acceptability of co-
compost by overcoming the economic, social, cultural 
and religious barriers in accepting co-compost.

l	 An extensive research work is needed to document 
all the benefits of using co-compost in crop 
production including the improvement of crop 
yield, quality and soil fertility. It is also to be 
proven with evidence that use of co-compost, 
particularly with fecal sludge does not have any 
harmful pathogen or heavy metals causing any 
human health hazard. The research findings are to 
be made available to all the stakeholders such as 
farmers, consumers, social workers etc. 

l	 To make the farmers aware about the benefits of 
co-compost in crop production, field demonstration 
is to be done incollaboration with DAE and local 
NGOs working in the respective area. In this case, 
lead and progressive farmers of a particular area 
are to be targeted. 

l	 To create demand for the co-compost, consumers 
are to be made aware about safe food production 
through the use of co-compost and how safe 
food can lead to a nutritional diet and, thus a 
healthy life. Information on the use of chemicals, 
particularly pesticides in crop production and their 
harmful effects on human health and environment, 
are to be circulated among all the stakeholders. 

l	 Advocacy and awareness raising strategies need 
to be taken among the farmers to increase the use 
of co-compost to maintain soil health and combat 
environmental quality degradation.

l	 For awareness building, priority ofthe use of co-
compost is to be emphasized among the potential 
farmers’ segment such as flower growers, 
vegetable growers (such as brinjal, cauliflower, 
carrot etc.), fruit growers (such as banana, guava, 
pineapple etc.) etc. Use of co-compost can also 
be given priority in the production of grain crops 
having international market such as aromatic and 
or fine rice.

l	 Comparatively higher price of the products that 

are produced through use of co-compost is to 
be offered so that farmers using co-compost are 
encouraged. In that connection, a strong linkage 
between the farmers and the super shops in the 
city areas such as Agora, Uni-mart, Meena Bazar, 
Swapna etc. and also between the farmers and 
exporters is to be created. 

l	 Political will and support of local government 
and private entrepreneurs for the preparation, 
marketing and use of co-compost in crop 
cultivation is very essential.

l	 Strong cooperation is needed among the DoE, 
DPHE, DAE and LGED.

l	 The Fertiliser Recommendation Guide is being 
prepared by the Bangladesh Agricultural 
Research Council (BARC) which must report the 
recommendations of organic fertiliser doses for 
different crops in different agro-ecological zones. 
After proper micro-biological test with approval 
from accredited authority, the Department of 
Agriculture Extension (DAE) could control the 
process technology of co-compost production and 
promote the use of co-compost so that it serves 
two purposes, such as combating the environmental 
degradation and maintaining soil health and turning 
fecal sludge along with organic waste into high 
value compost for agricultural input. 

l	 Getting license for selling compost should be 
easier and needs government intervention. This 
can include co-compost production if accredited 
authority recommends that ‘co-compost’ is 
pathogen free. It will help to produce and market 
compost being produced using fecal sludge.   

l	 Since there is an embargo from the DAE, more 
micro-biological tests are recommended so that 
DAE withdraws the embargo on the production and 
marketing of co-compost. In this case, the safe 
food authority of the Government of Bangladesh 
and Institute of Public Health could come forward.

l	 The recommended optimum price is within the 
range of Tk 12 to Tk 13/kg. This optimum price 
has been considered based on the market price 
and cost of production of co-compost.   

l	 Similar to inorganic fertilisers, price subsidy for 
the use of co-compost is highly recommended, at 
least for some years initially so that farmers get 
acquainted with the use of co-compost.  



75MARKET ACCEPTANCE STUDY ON CO-COMPOST AS ORGANIC FERTILISER IN KUSHTIA

REFERENCES

Agyekum, E. O., (2015). “Knowledge, perception 
and willingness to pay for faecal waste reuse in 
agriculture by farmers in the ningo-prampram 
and shai-osudoku districts of Ghana”. A M.Phil 
thesis submitted to the Department of Agricultural 
Economics, Agribusiness & Extension, College of 
Agriculture & Natural Resource, Kwame Nkrumah 
University of Science & Technology, Ghana. 

Ahmad (2012). Pre-feasibility of vermi-composting 
production, packaging and marketing in Pakistan. 

Arkin, H., and R.R. Colton 1963. “Tables for Statisticians”. 
2nd Ed. New York: Harper and Row Publishers.

Bhattacharjee, A. K., & Ghosh, P. K. (2012). Assessing 
Farmers’ Attitude Towards Compost Generated From 
Kcc Solid Waste. Khulna University.

Cofie, O., Nikiema, J., Impraim, R., Adamtey, N., Paul, J., 
and Kone, D. (2016). Co-composting of solid waste 
and faecal sludge for nutrient and organic matter 
recovery. Colombo, Sri Lanka: International Water 
Management Institute (IWMI). CGIAR Research 
Program on Water, Land and Ecosystem (WLE). 47p. 
(Resource Recovery and Reuse Series 3).  

Cross, P. (1985). Health Aspects of Nightsoil and Sludge 
Use in Agri-culture and Aquaculture - Part I: Existing 
Practices and Beliefs in the Utilisation of Human 
Excreta. International Reference Centre for Waste 
Disposal (now SANDEC), Duebendorf, Switzerland. 
Report No. 04/85.

DAE (2016). Field Survey Wing, Department of Agriculture 
Extension, Ministry of Agriculture, Government of the 
People’s Republic of Bangladesh, Dhaka.

Drangert, J.O. 1998. Fighting the urine blindness to 
provide more sanitation options. Water South Africa, 
24(2):157–164.

FRG (2012). Fertiliser Recommendation Guide, 
Bangladesh Agricultural Research Council (BARC), 
Farmgate, Dhaka 1215. 274p.

GOB (1998) National Policy for Safe Water Supply and 
Sanitation, Local Government Division, Government 
of Bangladesh. 

GOB (2011) Sector Development Plan (2011-25) of Water 
Supply and Sanitation, Local government Division, 
Government of Bangladesh. 

HIES (2010). Report of the Bangladesh Household 
Income and Expenditure Survey (HIES), Bangladesh 
Bureau of Statistics. Statistics and Information 
Division, Ministry of Planning, Dhaka.

Hoornweg, D., L. Thomas and L. Otten (1999). 
Composting and its applicability in developing 
countries. World Bank, Urban Development Division, 
Washington, DC.

Hossain S. T. (2012). Organic farming in populated area: 
Bangladesh – an example of case study, Friends in 
Village Development Bangladesh, Bangladesh. 

Hossain, M., and A. Bayes (2009). Rural Economy 
and Livelihoods Insights from Bangladesh, AH 
Development Publishing House, Dhaka, Bangladesh. 

Islam M. S. (2006). Use of bio-slurry as organic fertiliser 
in Bangladesh agriculture. Prepared for Presentation 
at the International Workshop on the Use of 
Bio-slurry Domestic Biogas Programme, 27-28 
September 2006, Bangkok, Thailand.



76 MARKET ACCEPTANCE STUDY ON CO-COMPOST AS ORGANIC FERTILISER IN KUSHTIA

IWMI (2015). VeSV - Value at the end of the Sanitation 
Value Chain. International Water Management Institute, 
IRC International Water and Sanitation Centre, BRAC 
Water, Sanitation and Hygiene Programme.  

Jensen, P. K., Phuc, P. D., Dalsgaard, A., & Konradsen, 
F. (2005). Successful Sanitation Promotion Must 
Recognize the Uses of Latrine Waste in Agriculture. 
Bulletin of World Health Organization, 83(11), p. 11.

Kabir H., Musharraf M., Haque M. M. and Khan M. (2015). 
Technical efficiency of Boro rice production in 
Bangladesh: A case of bio-slurry application. Journal 
of Bangladesh Agricultural University, 13(1): 101–108

Larsen, T. and Guyer, W. (1996). Separate Management 
of Anthropogenic Nutrient Solutions (human urine). 
Water Science & Technology, 34 (3-4):87-94.

Lukehurst C. Frost P. and Al Saedi T. (2010). Utilisation 
of digestate from biogas plants as bio-fertiliser. IAE 
Bioenergy. 

Otterpohl, R., Albold A., Oldenburg, M. (1999). Source 
Control in Urban Sanitation and Waste Management: 
10 Options with Resource Management for Different 
Social and Geographic conditions (Part 2). Water 
Science and Technology, 37 (3&4). 

Rahman, M (2009) Sanitation sector status and gap 
analysis, Bangladesh. Global Sanitation Fund, Water 
Supply and sanitation Collaborative Council. 

SANDEC (2002). Co-composting of faecal sludge and 
solid waste preliminary recommendations on design 
and operation of co-composting plants based on the 
Kumasi pilot investigation. Project Report, October, 
2002.

Schroder, J.L., H. Zhang, D. Zhou, N. Basta, W.R.Raun, 
M.E. Payton, and A. Zazulak (2008). The effects of 
long-term annual application of bio-solids on soil 
properties, phosphorus and metals. Soil Science 
Society of America, 72:73-82.

Seadi T. A. and Lukehust C, (2012). Quality 
management of digestate from biogas plant used as 
fertiliser. IEA Bioenergy.

Strauss, M., Heinss, U., Montangero, A. (2000). On-Site 
Sanitation: When the Pits are Full – Planning for 
Resource Protection in Faecal Sludge Management. 
In: Proceedings, Int. Conference, Bad Elster, 20-24 
Nov. 1998. Schriftenreihe des Vereins fuer Wasser-
,Boden- und Lufthygiene, 105: Water, Sanitation 
& Health – Re-solving Conflicts between Drinking 

– Water Demands and Pres-sures from Society’s 
Wastes (I.Chorus, U. Ringelband, G. Schlag, and 
O. Schmoll, eds.). IWA Publishing House and WHO 
Water Series. ISBN No. 3-932816-34-X.

Timmer, L. (1999). Gestion des excréments humains et 
leur utilisationcomme fertilisant pour l’agriculture 
dans la zone de Niono, Mali.Royal Tropical Institute, 
Amsterdam; Alphalog-Mali and CRRA-Mali.

Timmer, L. and Visker, C. (1998). Possibilities and 
impossibilities of theuse of human excreta as 
fertiliser in agriculture in sub-Saharan Africa.Royal 
Tropical Institute and University of Amsterdam, 
Amsterdam, The Netherlands.

ToR (2013). Market acceptance study on co-compost 
as organic fertiliser in Kushtia. SNV, Terms of 
References. 

UNEP (2009). Developing Integrated Solid Waste 
Management Plan Training Manual. Vol.4. ISWM plan.

Visker, C. (1998). Utilisation des excréta comme 
fertilisant dansl’agriculture en zones urbaines et péri-
urbaines de Bamako, Mali. Royal Tropical Institute, 
Amsterdam and Cabinet d’Etudes Keita – Kala-Saba/
UWEP-Mali, Bamako, Mali.

WASH (2016). Co- composting of faecal sludge and 
municipal organic waste for sustainable crop 
production in southern Bangladesh. Netherlands 
Development Organization (SNV).

WHO/UNICEF. (2001). World Health Organisation (WHO) 
and The United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF). 
Access to Improved Sanitation:, Joint Monitoring 
Programme for Water Supply and Sanitation Coverage 
Estimates 1980-2000. Indonesia.

World Health Organization (WHO) (1989). Health 
Guidelines for the Use of Wastewater in Agriculture 
and Aquaculture. Report of a WHO Scientific Group, 
WHO Technical Report Series 778.

Yousuf, T. N., and Waled M., (2015). A Study on Situation 
Analysis and Business model development of 
Faecal Sludge Management of Faridpur Municipality. 
Practical Action, Bangladesh & WaterAid Bangladesh. 

Zurbrugg, C., Drescher, S., Rytz, I, Sinha, M., 
Enayetullah, I (2002). Decentralised Composting in 
Dhaka, Bangladesh Production of Compost and its 
Marketing. ISWA 2002 Annual Congress, Istanbul 
July 8-12, 2002.



77MARKET ACCEPTANCE STUDY ON CO-COMPOST AS ORGANIC FERTILISER IN KUSHTIA

ANNEXURE



78 MARKET ACCEPTANCE STUDY ON CO-COMPOST AS ORGANIC FERTILISER IN KUSHTIA

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE (Vegetables/Field Crops/Fruits/Flowers/Homestead/Nursery 
Owners/Roof Gardeners)

Strictly Confidential
Only for Research

Dear Respondent:
I would like to request you for assistance in participating in a survey concerning a research 
study being conducted on 'Market Acceptance Study on Co-compost as Organic Fertiliser in 
Kushtia'. Your participation in the study is completely voluntary, and will take no more than 
60 minutes of your time. Your responses on the survey will be recorded anonymously. You are 
free to refuse to participate in this activity and to stop filling out the survey at any time.

Are you willing to participate in this survey? (Y/N)

I. General particulars:

1. District  .......................................................................................................
2. Thana  .........................................................................................................
3. Union  .........................................................................................................
4. Village .........................................................................................................

Scrutinised

Spot Checked

Re-interviewed

Edited

Coded

Name of the Interviewer

Date of Interview

ANNEX 1

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
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II.  Basic information about the farmers:

1. Name of the Farmer: ........................................ 2. Farmer No.: ….......................................

3. Sex: .................................................................... 4. Mobile Number: ...................................

5. Primary occupation: ......................................... 6. Secondary Occupation: ........................

7. Age: ................................................................... 8. Level of Education: ...............................

9. Family Size: ...................................................... Male: ......... Female: ......... Children: ........

10. Information on Land ......................................

Sl. Tenural Status
Amount

(decimals)
Sl. Tenural Status

Amount
(decimals)

a. Homestead f. Shared out

b. Owned cultivable land g. Rented out

c. Shared in h. Mortgaged out

d. Mortgaged in

e. Rented in Total

11. Household Income from various sources

Sl. Sources
No. of members 

involved
Earnings from the source  

(Tk/Year)

a. Agriculture

b. Business

c. Service

d. Other Sources (please specify)…………

12. Crop wise acreage (vegetables/crops/homestead) and yield

Sl. Crops 
Acreage 

(decimal)
Yield 

(kg/decimal)
Total  

production (kg)

a. Field Crops/Non-vegetables 

1.

2.

3.

b. Vegetables

1.

2.

3.

c. Fruits

1.

2.

3.
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d. Flowers

1.

2.

3.

e. Homestead gardening 

1.

2.

3.

f. Nursery

g. Roof garden

13 Do you use organic fertiliser in your crops?    Yes / No

If No, why?

a.
b.
c.

If Yes, what amount of organic fertiliser you used in your crops? 

No. Crops 
Type of Organic Fertiliser Dose/

Unit Total Use

Cow 
dung Compost Co-compost Others 

(Specify.....)

a.
Field Crops/Non-
vegetables

1.

2.

3.

b. Vegetables

1.

2.

3.

c. Fruits

1.

2.

3.

d. Flowers

1.

2.

3.

e. Homestead gardening 

1.

2.

3.

f. Nursery

g. Roof garden
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14. What is the yield level if organic fertiliser (cow dung/compost/co-compost/IPNS/others) is 

used (compared to the situation where organic fertiliser is not used)?

No. Crops 

Yield level (kg/decimal)

With organic fertiliser only  
(cow dung/compost/ co-

compost/others)

Without organic 
fertilisers (chemical)

Both organic & 
chemical (IPNS)

a.
Field Crops/Non-
vegetables

1.

2.

3.

b. Vegetables

1.

2.

3.

c. Fruits

1.

2.

3.

d. Flowers

1.

2.

3.

e. Homestead gardening 

1.

2.

3.

f. Nursery

g. Roof garden
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15. What is the quality level of your produce if organic fertiliser (cow dung/compost co-
compost/others) is used (compared to the situation where organic fertiliser is not used)?

No. Crops 

Quality parameters

Taste 
(better/worse)

Nutritional value 
(higher/lower) 

Others (specify....): i. e., cooking 
quality (better/worse)

With Without With Without With Without

a. 
Field Crops/ 
Non-vegetables

1.

2.

3.

b. Vegetables

1.

2.

3.

c. Fruits

1.

2.

3.

d. Flowers

1.

2.

3.

e.
Homestead 
gardening 

1.

2.

3.

f. Nursery

g. Roof garden
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16. Do you receive higher prices with the products where organic fertiliser (cow dung/ 
compost/co-compost/others..................) is used (compared to the situation where 
organic fertiliser is not used)? Yes/No

If yes, what is the price gap?

No. Crops 
Price (Tk/kg)

With (cow dung/compost/co-compost/ 
others...............)

Without

a. Field Crops/Non-vegetables

1.

2.

3.

b. Vegetables

1.

2.

3.

c. Fruits

1.

2.

3.

d. Flowers

1.

2.

3.

e. Homestead gardening 

1.

2.

3.

f. Nursery

g. Roof garden

17. Sources of organic fertiliser (cow dung/compost/co-compost/others.....................) 

No Names of organic fertilisers  
Sources 

Own
Purchase 

Where from? Price (Tk/Unit)

a. Cow dung

b. Compost

c. Co-compost 

d. Decomposed poultry litter

e. Others (Specify...............)
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18. Have you ever used co-compost? Yes/No (Attention: This question is valid only if 
farmers reported that they are not using co-compost)

If Yes, what were the names of the company or sources? 

a.
b.
c.

If No, do you know about the availability & use of co-compost in agriculture? Yes/No 

If Yes, why don’t you use co-compost?  

a.
b.
c.

19. Are there any economic barriers (high price, ability etc) to use (in accepting) co-compost? 
Yes/No

If Yes, what are the barriers?

a.
b.
c.
d. 

If high price is a barrier would you use co-compost if it is available with subsidised price/ lower 

price? Yes/No (Price of co-compost                    Tk/kg

If Yes, how much subsidy do you expect?           Tk/Kg

20. Are there any social barriers to use (in accepting) co-compost? Yes/No

If Yes, what are the barriers?

a.
b.
c.
d. 

21. Are there any cultural/religious barriers (taboos) to use (in accepting) co-compost? 
Yes/No

If Yes, what are the barriers?

a.
b.
c.
d. 

22. Are you concerned about health hazards from co-compost? Yes/No

If Yes, what are the hazards? 

a.
b.
c.
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23. What measures need to be taken to promote the marketing/uses of co-compost? (e.g., 
market linkage, better price, promotional activities, demonstration, farmers training, farmers 
field school, etc.)

a.

b.

c.

24. What are the sale channels of your produce?

a.

b.

c.

d. 

25. What are the buying channels of organic fertilisers?

a.

b.

c.

d. 

Thank you very much for your time. 

.......................................................
Signature of the Enumerator
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I would like to thank you all for coming here. I am ............................... and my assistant 
is............................... We are conducting discussions because we are doing a research 
about market acceptance study on co-compost as organic fertiliser in Kushtia. Co-compost is 
............................... We would like to ensure you that this discussion is entirely confidential. 
When we prepare the results, your name will not be mentioned. We expect your active 
participation in this discussion as your opinion is essential for our study. Please feel free to talk 
and we value all of your opinions. 

General information:

Upazila: ........................................................  District: .....................................................

No. of participants in FGD, Total: ....................  Male: .................... Female: .........................

Total no. of farmers in the market segments (vegetables/field crops/fruits/flowers/homestead/ 

nursery owners/roof gardeners):..........................................................................................

As an introduction, let’s go around so that you can introduce yourselves, and tell us what type of 
work you do.

Question 1: Do you know about organic fertilisers?     Y/N 
If yes, what are the organise fertilisers you know about?

Question 2: What are the fertilisers you use in your vegetables/field crops/fruits/flowers/ 
homestead/nursery/roof gardening)?
Probe: cow dung, compost, co-compost, vermi-compost, chemical. 

Question 3: What do you know about the co-compost as an agricultural input? Probe: 
composition, availability, market price, advantages and disadvantages.

ANNEX 2

FDG CHECKLIST
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Question 4: Have you ever used co-compost? If yes, what are the names of the company? 

Question 5: Have you preferred/do you prefer any specific brand?  Yes/No
If Yes, what are the reasons? 

Question 6: Do you have any idea about Aprokashi in relation to co-compost production and marketing?
Probe: market price, location, composition, activities.
 
Question 7: Why do you use (not use) co-compost in your vegetables/field crops/fruits/flowers/homestead/ 
nursery/roof gardening)?
Probe: availability, price, benefits, psychology, risk, health hazards.

Question 8: Can you please tell us whether there is any limitation in co-compost production? 
Prob: composition, bad odour, health, psychology, social acceptance.

Question 9: How can the current limitation in co-compost production  be improved?
Prob: removing bad odour, awareness building, motivation, demonstration.

Question 10: Do you know the current marketing system (i. e market actors, functions) of co-compost? 
Prob: marketing actors, marketing cost, marketing functions.

Question 11: How can the current marketing system (i. e market actors, functions) be improved?
Prob: decreases of market actors, market linkage development.

Question 12: How can the current marketability of co-compost be increased? 
Prob: decrease of odour, awareness building, motivation, demonstration, promotion, decrease of price.

Question 13: Who else is producing & selling co-compost/other organic fertilisers in your areas?
Prob: ACI, NGOs, enterprenuers.

Question 14: What are the prices of co-compost and other organic fertilisers?  
Prob: price per unit - co-compost, organic fertilisers.

Question 15: What should be the optimum price of co-compost?
Prob: price per unit, what’s the current price for compost? Comparative pricing?

Question 16: Are there any economic barriers (high price, ability etc) to using (in accepting) co-compost? Yes/No,

If Yes, what are the barriers?
a.
b.
c.
d. 

If high price is a barrier, would you use co-compost if it is available with subsidised price/lower price? Yes/No 
(Price of co-compost                       Tk/kg)
If Yes, how much subsidy do you expect?                       Tk/Kg
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Question 17: Are there any cultural, religious and social barriers in accepting co-compost? Yes/No
If Yes, what are the barriers?
 
Question 18: Are you concerned about health hazards from co-compost? Yes/No
If Yes, what are the hazards? 

a.
b.
c.

Question 19: Does anyone have any further comments/suggestions on co-compost?

Question 20: Does anyone have any question on co-compost?

We would like to thank you all very much for your participation in this discussion.

 

Date: 

...............................................................................
Signature of the Moderator 
Name of the Moderator:..............................................
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1.  What are the experiences you have in implementing the agro input policies? 
2. What do you know about co-compost? 
3.  What is your involvement in production/marketing/use of co-compost? 
4.  What are the advantages of using co-compost (i. e., soil fertility improvement)?
5.  Can you please tell us whether there is any limitation in the current co-compost production/ 

marketing/use? 
6.  Are there any policy barriers in producing, marketing and using  co-compost for agricultural 

production?
7.  Are you concerned about any health hazards from co-compost? Yes/No
 If Yes, what are the hazards? 
8.  What strategies are you following in marketing co-compost/organic fertilisers?
9. Who else are producing and selling co-compost/organic fertilisers?
10.  How can the current production/marketing/use of co-compost  be improved?
11. How do you fix the price of co-compost?
12.  How do you fix the prices of organic fertilisers?
13.  What should be the optimum price of organic fertiliser?
14.  What kind of role can you play in promoting the use of co-compost? 

Thank you very much for your time.

Date:

Signature of the Moderator:

Name of the Moderator:

General information:
Name: ............................................................................................................................
Designation: .....................................................................................................................

Organisation: ....................................................................................................................

Location/place: .................................................................................................................

Address: ...........................................................................................................................

Contact Number: ............................................................................................................... 

ANNEX 3

KII CHECKLIST

Experts/Government Officials of Department of Environment/Health & Nutrition 
Professionals/Local Government (Mayor, Upazila Chairman)/DAE (Upazila Agriculture 
Officer)/Aprokashi/Organic Fertiliser Producers/Company (RDA, ACI, and Kazi Farms)/NGOs 
& Development Partners/SRDI Official/Professionals in Food Chain (Organic Food Producers, 
Sellers/Promoters)/Successful Entrepreneurs (Phulpur, Mymensingh)
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Table A1: List of key informants

No. Name Title Address

1 Md. Kamruzzaman Sarker Deputy Director

Amla Farm 
Bangladesh Agricultural Development Corporation 
(BADC)
BADC, Mirpur, Kushtia, Bangladesh 

2 Prof. Dr. Md. Johiruddin Professor
Department of Soil Science
Bangladesh Agricultural University 
Mymensingh-2202, Bangladesh

3 Prof. Dr. Md. Rafiqul Islam Professor
Department of Soil Science
Bangladesh Agricultural University 
Mymensingh-2202, Bangladesh

4 Suprio Paul Deputy Director
Bangladesh Agricultural Development Corporation 
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Table A2: Number of agriculture holding by tenure in Kushtia

Upazila
Total farm

holding
Owner holding

Owner cum
Tenant

Tenant holding

Kushtia Sadar 49502 23425 24641 1436

Bheramara 22456 11122 10715 619

Daulatpur 78000 32000 28000 18000

Khoksa 16808 9715 7093 3243

Kumarkhali 38768 19012 18951 805

Mirpur 35462 30315 22530 15429

Total 240996 125589 111930 39532

Table A3: Land area on the basis of utilisation, 2008

Upazila Total area
Permanent 

cropped area
Temporary 

cropped area
Permanent 
fallow area

Others

Kushtia Sadar 78606 3560 55712 450 18945

Bheramara 33463 2922 19528 181 10832

Daulatpur 115833 6200 72700 350 36583

Khoksa 25870 2281 18404 55 5130

Kumarkhali 63799 3196 41480 700 18423

Mirpur 73224 1845 51160 245 19974

Total 390795 20004 258984 1981 109887

Table A4: Use of chemical fertiliser, 2010-11

Upazila Urea TSP MP DAP Other

Kushtia Sadar 14000 2320 3000 3640 2686

Bheramara 231 77 40 35 30

Daulatpur 14200 7744 9886 3319 9109

Khoksa 3100 400 400 600 790

Kumarkhali 7063 1284 940 1532 1050

Mirpur 15434 5371 8046 1534 6333

Total 54028 17196 22312 10660 19998

Table A5: Distribution of chemical fertilisers, 2010-11

Upazila Urea TSP MP DAP HP NPK SP Others

Kushtia Sadar 14000 2320 3000 3640 0 1650 670 346

Bheramara 231 77 40 35 0 0 0 30

Daulatpur 14200 7744 9886 3319 0 0 0 9109

Khoksa 2747 436 399 616 0 0 0 790

Kumarkhali 8829 1605 1175 1685 0 0 0 1313

Mirpur 15434 5371 8046 1534 0 0 0 6333

Total 55441 17553 22546 10829 0 1650 670 17921
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Table A6: Land utilisation (temporary cropped area), 2008

Upazila
Current
fallow

Temporary cropped area Productivity
of cropSingle Double Triple Net Gross

Kushtia Sadar 212 5800 38000 11740 55540 107020 192.7

Bheramara 158 5000 7528 7000 19528 41056 210

Daulatpur 200 12000 44200 16500 72700 156100 0.7

Khoksa 5 3960 11110 3334 18404 36182 197

Kumarkhali 120 5285 15595 20600 41480 98275 237

Mirpur 0 4000 18535 28625 51160 126945 2.48

Total 695 36045 134968 87799 258812 565578 839.88

Table A7: Broad soil classification, 2008

Upazila Total
Soil classification

Doash Bele Etel Kankar Others

Kushtia Sadar 75604 66468 1778 7358 0 0

Bheramara 33463 18463 7000 8000 0 0

Daulatpur 90000 30000 20000 40000 0 0

Khoksa 21558.12 8390 1730.12 11438 0 0

Kumarkhali 57624 31884 12680 13080 0 0

Mirpur 64825 58140 7004 8080 0 0

Total 343074.12 213345 50192.12 87956 0 0

Table A8: Area and production of rice crops, 2010-11 (Area in acre and production in mt)

Upazila
Aus Aman Boro

Area Production Area Production Area Production

Kushtia Sadar 35111 38161 47390 54653 32308 55884

Bheramara 5176 3454 12649 12661 4479 7280

Daulatpur 14870 7740 44340 14227 14227 23000

Khoksa 5904 4713 13000 14898 4607 8274

Kumarkhali 18290 19123 30233 33321 13437 22893

Mirpur 28855 33541 52382 58440 21448 33244

Total 108206 106732 199994 188200 90506 150575
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Table A9: Area and production of wheat, jute and sugarcane, 2010-11 (Area in acre and production in mt)

Upazila
Wheat Jute Sugarcane

Area Production Area Production Area Production

Kushtia Sadar 3340 4486 8245 7348 620 18003

Bheramara 3750 5076 6700 6861 4600 103440

Daulatpur 12000 17903 43500 32200 1430 31917

Khoksa 4814 4313 7460 6892 3365 51855

Kumarkhali 5470 7575 8645 5637 1970 43340

Mirpur 2060 3255 16812 16476 1094 1931

Total 31434 42608 91362 75414 13079 250486

Table A10: Area and production of lentil (Masur), Moong and maize crops, 2010-11 (Area in acre and 
production in mt)

Upazila
Lentil (Masur) Mug Maize

Area Production Area Production Area Production

Kushtia Sadar 2320 974 110 45 4372 9618

Bheramara 605 272 47 22 139 355

Daulatpur 1486 839 45 19 3684 6979

Khoksa 3360 1630 6 3 31 57

Kumarkhali 5000 3000 30 20 1900 3040

Mirpur 1575 969 25 6 13 29

Total 14346 7684 263 115 10139 20078

Table A11: Area and production of pulse by type, 2010-11 (Area in acre and production in mt)

Upazila
Gram Motor Khesari Mash-Kalai

Area Production Area Production Area Production Area Production

Kushtia Sadar 97 29 365 146 153 62 186 97

Bheramara 51 23 35 16 262 123 315 51

Daulatpur 45 19 105 40 200 116 215 45

Khoksa 64 33 148 83 558 391 75 64

Kumarkhali 110 44 299 150 1110 555 630 110

Mirpur 32 13 55 21 566 127 117 32

Total 399 161 1007 456 2849 1374 1538 399
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Table A12: Area and production of potato by type, 2010-11 (Area in acre and production in mt)

Upazila
Potato Sweet potato Total Potato

Area Production Area Production Area Production

Kushtia Sadar 550 3989 50 258 600 4247

Bheramara 480 4012 45 174 525 4186

Daulatpur 4062 4054 185 670 4247 41201

Khoksa 22 172 58 372 58 372

Kumarkhali 122 1171 35 70 157 1398

Mirpur 170 1301 47 143 217 1443

Total 5406 14699 420 1687 5804 52847

Table A13: Area and production of oil seed by type, 2010-11 (Area in acre and production in mt)

Upazila
Rape and mustard Ground nut Til

Area Production Area Production Area Production

Kushtia Sadar 680 204 79 89 194 71

Bheramara 456 162 77 64 77 34

Daulatpur 1700 950 515 197 32 9

Khoksa 750 270 0 0 503 214

Kumarkhali 899 449 66 40 2220 999

Mirpur 1590 671 0 0 368 108

Total 6075 2706 737 390 3394 1435

Table A14: Area and production of pepper, onion and garlic, 2010-11 (Area in acre and production in mt)

Upazila
Pepper Onion Garlic

Area Production Area Production Area Production

Kushtia Sadar 367 429 2650 11859 207 566

Bheramara 102 196 335 1097 112 171

Daulatpur 572 3835 3502 16138 1346 2832

Khoksa 204 86 2573 7770 168 304

Kumarkhali 100 90 10744 41364 494 998

Mirpur 278 104 292 1168 273 549

Total 1623 4740 20096 79396 2600 5420



96 MARKET ACCEPTANCE STUDY ON CO-COMPOST AS ORGANIC FERTILISER IN KUSHTIA

Table A15: Area and production of turmeric and ginger, 2010-11 (Area in acre and production in mt)

Upazila
Turmeric Ginger

Area Production Area Production

Kushtia Sadar 351 1568 36 152

Bheramara 207 497 26 51

Daulatpur 398 2133 21 120

Khoksa 191 466 7 9

Kumarkhali 131 660 11 41

Mirpur 242 399 0 0

Total 1520 5723 101 373

Table A16: Area and production of tomato, radish and bean, 2010-11 (Area in acre and production in mt)

Upazila
Tomato Radish Beans

Area Production Area Production Area Production

Kushtia Sadar 270 1710 301 2083 363 1804

Bheramara 84 458 132 674 45 153

Daulatpur 156 989 136 508 254 477

Khoksa 114 456 169 1524 49 128

Kumarkhali 108 648 239 2008 65 221

Mirpur 107 381 140 480 68 130

Total 839 4642 1117 7277 844 2913

Table A17: Area and production of pumpkin, parble (potol) and cabbage, 2010-11 (Area in acre 
and production in mt)

Upazila
Pumpkin Parble (potol) Cabbage

Area Production Area Production Area Production

Kushtia Sadar 355 2203 208 681 277 1305

Bheramara 112 626 31 39 103 754

Daulatpur 224 14116 110 265 148 696

Khoksa 115 1266 78 203 192 925

Kumarkhali 74 185 148 858 112 1366

Mirpur 55 221 100 288 124 667

Total 935 18617 675 2334 956 5713



97MARKET ACCEPTANCE STUDY ON CO-COMPOST AS ORGANIC FERTILISER IN KUSHTIA

Table A18: Area and production of brinjal, lady’s finger/okra and arum, 2010-11 (Area in acre 
and production in mt)

Upazila
Brinjal Lady’s finger Arum

Area Production Area Production Area Production

Kushtia Sadar 572 2542 170 382 751 7215

Bheramara 150 588 63 115 251 759

Daulatpur 274 546 125 171 278 1809

Khoksa 114 321 75 248 321 1400

Kumarkhali 163 848 70 84 169 406

Mirpur 366 1210 42 39 150 327

Total 1639 6055 545 1039 1920 11916

Table A19: Area and production of cauliflower and cucumber, 2010-11 (Area in acre and 
production in mt)

Upazila
Cauliflower Cucumber

Area Production Area Production

Kushtia Sadar 267 791 187 918

Bheramara 100 534 30 26

Daulatpur 125 4727 52 239

Khoksa 146 501 52 115

Kumarkhali 100 620 35 98

Mirpur 152 766 46 93

Total 890 7939 402 1489

Table A20: Area and production of papaya, guava, lime and lemon, 2010-11 (Area in acre and 
production in mt)

Upazila
Papaya Guava Lime and lemon

Area Production Area Production Area Production

Kushtia Sadar 254 7080 42 2637 13 935

Bheramara 20 487 31 990 40 580

Daulatpur 99 28661 840 2587 45 945

Khoksa 29 4 269 588 49 528

Kumarkhali 42 672 56 293 150 141

Mirpur 111 16 13 260 66 1323

Total 555 36920 1251 7355 363 4452
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Table A21: Area and production of jackfruit, banana and pineapple, 2010-11 (Area in acre and 
production in mt)

Upazila
Jackfruits Banana Pineapple

Area Production Area Production Area Production

Kushtia Sadar 846 9323 1750 25380 0 0

Bheramara 17.12 1792 217 1806 0 0

Daulatpur 1104 55720 522 1808 0 0

Khoksa 77 4258 45 676 0 0

Kumarkhali 86 2808 1260 12600 0 0

Mirpur 2.33 42 3.66 4061 0 0

Total 2132.45 73943 3797.66 46331 0 0

Table A22: Area and production of mango, litchi and blackberry, 2010-11 (Area in acre and 
production in mt)

Upazila
Mango Litchi Blackberry

Area Production Area Production Area Production

Kushtia Sadar 1074 8613 59 416 47 376

Bheramara 74 1024 34 169 5 192

Daulatpur 905 9054 140 613 91 1972

Khoksa 290 2069 87 799 8 81

Kumarkhali 156 3498 20 61 33 76

Mirpur 5 5465 225 250 35 2201

Total 2504 29723 565 2308 219 4898

Table A23: Area and production of water melon/melon (bangi), 2010-11 (Area in acre and 
production in mt)

Upazila Area Production

Kushtia Sadar 88 417

Bheramara 57 329

Daulatpur 38 277

Khoksa 78 430

Kumarkhali 27 93

Mirpur 22 88

Total 310 1634



99MARKET ACCEPTANCE STUDY ON CO-COMPOST AS ORGANIC FERTILISER IN KUSHTIA

Table A24: Area and production at tobacco, 2010-11 (Area in acre and production in mt)

Upazila Area Production

Kushtia Sadar 310 217

Bheramara 2340 1704

Daulatpur 22000 17188

Khoksa 0 0

Kumarkhali 151 113

Mirpur 20265 14692

Total 45066 33914

Table A25: Cotton and sericulture cultivation, 2010-11 (Area in acre and production in mt)

Upazila
All cotton Sericulture

Area Production Area Production

Kushtia Sadar 0 0 0 0

Bheramara 410 271 0 0

Daulatpur 1510 940 100 01

Khoksa 0 0 0 0

Kumarkhali 0 0 0 0

Mirpur 17 3 0 0

Total 1937 1214 100 01

Table A26: Nutritional composition of major fertilisers and manure including compost/commonly 
used fertilisers in Bangladesh

Sl. 
No.

Chemical name Chemical formula Nutrient

1 Urea CO(NH2)2 46% N

2 Triple Super Phosphate Ca(H2PO4)2 48% P2O5

3 Murat of Potash KCl 60% K2O

4 Mono Ammonium Phosphate NH4H2PO4 11% N, 48% P2O5

5 Di Ammonium Phosphate (NH4)2HPO4 21% N, 54% P2O5

6 Potassium Nitrate KNO3 13% N, 44% K2O

7 Potassium Sulphate K2SO4 50% K2O

8 Gypsum CaSO4.H2O Ca (33%), S (18%)

9 Magnesium Sulphate MgSO4.H2O S (13%), Ca (9.5%)

10 Zinc Sulphate ZnSO4.H2O Zn (36%), S (18%)

11 Zinc Oxide ZnO Zn (78%)

12 Boric Acid H3BO3 B (17%)

13 Borax Na2B4O7.10H2O B (10.5%)

Source: Adapted from Fertiliser Recommendation Guide by BARC, 2012
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Table A27: Nutrient uptake by different crops at a specific yield level 

Crops Yield (t/ha)
Total uptake (kg/ha)*

N P K S

Rice 7.0 116 20 103 11

Wheat 4.5 123 23 99 12

Maize 9.0 169 31 133 32

Millet 0.7 30 7 53 4

Potato 30 131 20 93 14

Jute 3.0 98 20 200 35

Cotton 10 26 9 70 na

Tobacco 2.0 130 18 199 10

Sugarcane 100 140 25 325 51

Mustard 1.5 82 15 92 33

Groundnut 2.5 189 15 91 17

Soybean 3.5 237 19 140 22

Sesame 1.5 72 12 53 12

Sunflower 3.5 140 30 200 12

Chickpea 1.5 91 6 47 9

Lentil 1.0 57 7 18 na

Blackgram 1.5 118 10 82 na

Mungbean 1.0 106 21 59 na

Pigeonpea 1.2 85 8 16 9

Cabbage 70 110 11 120 24

Cauliflower 50 100 18 116 20

Tomato 50 140 29 158 30

Carrot 30 125 24 167 na

Cucumber 40 70 22 100 na

Brinjal 60 175 17 250 na

Pumpkin 50 90 31 133 na

Radish 20 120 26 100 na

Sweet potato 40 190 33 283 na

Spinach 25 120 20 166 na

Onion 35 120 22 133 26

Banana 40 250 26 350 15

Pineapple 50 185 24 290 2

Tea 2.0 128 17 60 na

Source: Adapted from Fertiliser Recommendation Guide by BARC, 2012
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