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1. INTRODUCTION

¢+ Circular biowaste recycling using black soldier fly (BSF) is
emerging as a promising solution?.

“*» Poultry farmers adopting BSF-based feeds achieved higher
profit margins and return on investment compared to
conventional feeds?.

*» Despite the environmental and economic potential, the adoption
of BSF innovations is still low and can vary greatly depending on
perspectives on their usefulness and feasibility.

* Knowledge on the perceptions and socioeconomic factors
influencing BSF innovations is limited.

2. OBJECTIVES

1. To assess stakeholder perceptions of black soldier fly (BSF)
farming for organic waste management.

2. To evaluate BSF Farming and conventional composting
profitability

3. METHODS

*» Multistage sampling to select 328 organic waste producers in 7
counties of Kenya (Busia, Siaya, Kisumu, Homa Bay, Kisii,
Murang’a, and Embu).

*» Technology adoption model to assess perceived usefulness,
ease of use, and attitude towards use of BSF.

¢ Gross profit margin analysis

5. IMPACT

“*Findings from study will guide strategies for improving
perceptions and scaling of BSF innovations for circular waste
management.

“+ Evidence generated informs policymakers to mainstream BSF
iInnovations with national development policies.

* Promotion of BSF innovations among the interested
communities will improve waste management, income and food
security through circular economy.

6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusion
“* There is high willingness to adopt BSF by more than 80%
“* Awareness creation is low

“* There is wide diversity of waste for BSF production across
different counties in Kenya

** Use of BSF is profitable
Recommendation

** There is diverse waste streams for BSF with potential for job
creation

* There Is need for sensitization, awareness creation and
training on BSF among youth

4. RESULTS

4.1:Map showing the distribution of organic 4.2: 85% of the respondents were willing to
waste producers. use BSF for organic waste management.
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4.3: Majority of the respondents (48%) 4.4: Composting and disposing on landfills is
were unsure of the usefulness of BSF for the most common practice of waste handling
organic waste management. by most waste producers

50
Slaughterhouse i
40 School
Prison
< 30
(] .
@ Pig/poultry Farmer I
8
3
o 20 Market
Hotel .
10
Food processor _
S N N D 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Moderate Useful Very useful  Not useful Waste use (%)
Perception level BComposting D Animal feed BDisposing in the landfills D Burning ®Selling the waste

4.5: BSF farming is profitable compared to conventional composting methods
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