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Abstract  
This study done in urban and suburban zone of Bobo-Dioulasso was conducted by 233 breed farms. 
Results show that the breeders have some inadequate infrastructures for the manure collection. 
Indeed, 83.69% of the farmers abandon manure in the open air and 16.31% have some built 
excrement tanks with an evacuation frequency of 12±20. 
In the relation witch the types of improving the image of manure, four types of improving manure 
were identified. They are fertilizing fields (53%), selling (25%) to market gardeners, to cereal 
gardeners and to tree nursery men, exchanging against the  agricultural products and some agricultural 
sub products(18%) and producing biogas (4%). 
The management of the organic residues causes some environmental and sanitary problems to the 
farms residents who dread the smelling, the noise and the mosquitoes increasing. 
 
Introduction 
The breeding system nowadays enables to the developing countries to have low cost access to animal 
protein.  Indeed, many recent publications insisted on the key roles that are supposed to be under the 
responsibility of husbandry for developing agriculture in the Third-World countries [1; 2]. 
At that respect, even talk about revolution within the livestock sector particularly at cities’ borders to 
support population growth and moreover urbanization [1].  Indeed, in the context of the growing 
urbanization, two main issues emerge: food supply to urban people and create employment 
opportunities.  The suburban livestock contributes to address these major issues [3; 4]. 
In general, the option favoring the semi-intensive systems require to guarantee an annual growth of 
these systems that are less realistic. 
Despite the important roles urban livestock is playing, its practice in urban and suburban areas is 
raising many concerns about nature [5; 6].  These concerns are on one hand nuisance (bad smelling, 
noise, dirtiness, etc.) and on the other hand, water and air pollution. 
The present study focused on the environmental and health problems caused by manure management 
in the area of Bobo-Dioulasso. 
 
Material and methods 
 
Study area 
This study is carried out in the area of Bobo-Dioulasso, located at 365 km far from Ouagadougou 
(capital city of Burkina Faso).  Benefiting from climate of Sudanian type characterized by annual 
rainfall ranging between 800mm and 1,100mm, the site temperature is between 25 ° C and 30 ° C [7].  
In the area, 457 cattle farms and approximately 623 of pigs were identified including 15% of 
intensified farms [8].  .   
 
Data collection and analysis 
Data were collected in 2011 thanks to an exploratory survey in 233 urban and suburban farms (cattle, 
pigs, sheep, and poultry) in order to make the diagnosis (Table 1).  The survey was done in one time 
and the interest points retained kept with the study objective.  In total, 192 urban farms and 41 
suburban farms have been diagnosed. 
 
 



Table 1: sample distribution per farm and per species 

Species  
Number of 

farm 
Frequency 

( %) 

Pig  82 35.19 
Cattle  68 29.18 
Chicken  40 17.17 
Sheep  39 16.74 
Goat  4 1.72 

Total 233 100.00 
 
 
Results  
 
Waste collection and operations 
Existing feces collection material is summed up in Table 2.  The results point out that farmers own 
equipment and infrastructure that are inadequate to collect the produced waste.  In fact, 83.69% of 
farmers abandoned the waste in open air whereas 16.31% have constructed manure pits including 
evacuation frequency of 5 ± 11 for all the surveyed farms.  However, the monthly evacuation of 
manure pit is higher in urban areas (7 ± 16) than in suburban (2 ± 4). 
 
Table 2: Collection and management mode of manure at farm’s level  
 Variable Urban Suburban Sample  
Storage mode of 
manure 

Open air and abandon 80.73% 97.56% 83.69% 
Manure pit  19.27% 2.44% 16.31% 
Number of excreta removed 
per month 

7±16 2±4 5±11 

 
Drainage mode of 
waste (%) 

Channel toward pit 4.38% 7.23% 5.56% 
Outside enclosure 67.27% 32.44% 61.12% 
Roofless enclosure 6.20% - 4.13% 
Not determined 23.15% 61.23% 29.19% 

Litter  No litter 86.98% 79.27% 85.62% 
Presence of litter 13.02% 20.73% 14.38% 
Monthly number of litter 
change 

13±20 1±1 12±20 

 
Management and valorization practice of manure  
Management and valorization modes of manure are analyzed in table 3 with respect to farm 
geographical location.  Reading this table shed light on seven (7) forms of animal excreta valorization.  
The most common are fertilizing fields (61.97%), selling to market gardeners (23.32%), to cereal 
gardeners and to tree nursery men, as gift, exchanging against agricultural products and producing 
biogas.   
 
Table 3: Destination of manure 
Management choice Urban (%) Suburban (%) Sample (%) 
Fertilizing fields 59.90 71.95 61.97 
Selling 22.84 25.61 23.32 
Gift  7.11 - 5.88 
Thrown away  4.06 - 3.36 
No precise destination 3.05 2.44 2.94 
Biogas production 2.53 - 2.10 
Barter for getting back 
agricultural products 

0.51 - 0.42 



 
Issues generated from the manure production 
Animal waste production derived on environmental and sanitary issues experienced by farmers 
through bad smelling, noise, and mosquitoes increasing.  These problems that are similar to nuisance 
are stated on table 4.  From the analysis, it is revealed that 58.37% of the entire people surveyed assert 
to do not perceive harmful aspects of their activities.  In urban area, the non-perception of nuisance is 
however higher in urban (69.79%) than in suburban area (4.88%).    
All these nuisances mentioned are also perceived by residents neighboring the livestock units.  So to 
speak, flies, bad smelling emission and noise remain the concerns expressed by the neighboring 
residents and that are risky factors to the development of their business.    
 
Table 4: Perception of bad effects by breeders  

Type of bad 
effects 

Urban (%) Suburban (%) Sample (%) 

None   69.79 4.88 58.37 
Not determined 12.50 17.07 13.30 
Flies  7.81 31.71 12.02 
smelling 6.25 21.95 9.01 
Noise  3.65 24.39 7.30 
 
Discussion 
Analysis of the collection and management modes of manure at farm levels indicates that the open air 
is the most common in urban as well as in suburban areas.  This highlights the shortness in adequate 
storage equipment of manure.  This practice already highlighted is supportive to bad smelling 
emission [9; 10].  Indeed, to avoid nuisances particularly related to bad smelling emission, storing 
manure in pits is critical [11; 12; 13].  
The use of manure to fertilize fields is approximately of 59.90% in urban area and of 71.95% in 
suburban breeders.  These figures point out that livestock and agriculture are practiced in urban and 
suburban farms and that they are contributing to address social and economical issues [6; 14].  
In addition, the monthly number of changing litter reaches 13±20 in urban area and that of suburban is 
only of 1±1.  The high frequency of removing manure in urban area is practiced to avoid gathering 
huge amount of effluent that would cause nuisance and increase in mosquitoes.  Many questions have 
been already asked about the negative environmental impacts caused by waste and manure.  Work of  
[15; 3; 10; 16; 17; 18] emphasized water and soil pollution and bad smelling nuisance due to livestock 
units.    
 
Conclusion and perspectives 
The present study points out that the urban and suburban livestock of Bobo-Dioulasso is characterized 
by wide diversified aspects.  Environmental diagnosis revealed typology of problems and constraints 
due to the insertion of this activity in its area.  In fact, farms do not have manure storage infrastructure 
and pollution produced by the improper elimination of manure is an environmental issue.  However, 
maintaining the balance between urbanization and livestock is possible [2]. Thus, all the field actors 
must absolutely and necessarily adopt integrated and concerted approach capable to not only improve 
the performance of the production systems and reduce bad effects and health risks, but also to 
consider livestock production in urban development plans.  
Undoubtedly, an attempt to intensify livestock without acquiring the infrastructure necessary to 
control the issues related to effluents elimination may be the cause of multiplication and amplification 
of the pollution phenomena.  
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