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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report reviews the implementation of the wheat component of the Agro-Pocket under the National
Agricultural Growth Scheme for the 2023/24 and 2024/25 dry season farming programme. The National
Agricultural Growth Scheme-Agro-Pocket (NAGS-AP) was introduced to improve smallholder farmers’ access
to subsidised inputs through digital platform,” promote dry-season farming, and enhance staple crop
production in Nigeria. The intervention is funded by the African Development Bank (AfDB) through a 134 million
US dollar sector budget support facility and is implemented by the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Food
Security (FMAFS) via the NAGS-AP National Project Secretariat.

The NAGS-AP initiative was designed by the Federal Government of Nigeria to address persistent agricultural
productivity gaps through subsidised input distribution, extension services, agricultural insurance, and
improved access to credit. The wheat component specifically aims to reduce Nigeria’s heavy reliance on wheat
imports by strengthening domestic production and improving self-sufficiency. This objective is particularly
important in the context of rising global demand, increasing domestic consumption, and the country’s
vulnerability to international supply disruptions, all of which place sustained pressure on scarce foreign
exchange. The intervention primarily targets wheat farmers in established wheat-producing cluster states in
northern Nigeria.

Implementation, involving multiple stakeholders, reportedly benefitted a total of 107,429 wheat farmers
through the provision of subsidised inputs during the rollout phase in 2023/20242. However, despite official
reports indicating positive outcomes, several challenges have been identified. These include weak monitoring
systems, input diversion, and limited data transparency, raising concerns about the overall effectiveness,
inclusiveness, and accountability of the programme. In addition, findings from civil society organisations and
media investigations point to issues such as delays in input distribution, limited reach of subsidies, inadequate
communication with beneficiary communities, and the possible exclusion of vulnerable groups, including
women, youth, and persons with disabilities. These concerns underscore the need for evidence-based
assessment to distinguish verified outcomes from competing claims.

Accordingly, this ActionAid Nigeria Community Scorecard report assesses the provision of subsidised support
to wheat farmers under the FMAFS/ NAGS-AP dry season farming programme. The participatory approach
adopted ensures that the perspectives of wheat farmers directly inform the evaluation of programme
performance. The assessment employed a purposive sampling method and utilised a combination of research
tools, including focus group discussions, key informant interviews, on-site visits to some redemption centres
and wheat farms, as well as stakeholders’ validation workshop and post validation technical review meeting
with the NAGS-AP’s team.

The study also incorporated an initial desk review of relevant literature, including reports from the AfDB, the
National Bureau of Statistics, and the Central Bank of Nigeria; alongside a review of available programme data
from the NAGS-AP National Project Secretariat. Primary data collection relied on semi-structured instruments
and direct stakeholder engagement through field-based research conducted between January and February
2026.

1 An electronic system reportedly designed to enable farmers receive and redeem input subsidies transparently via e -vouchers,
thereby reducing corruption, improving efficiency, and ensuring that targeted beneficiaries particularly women, youth, and
vulnerable groups participate fully in agricultural value chains.

2This figure was extracted from an internal spreadsheet handout shared with the consultant following post validation technical
review meeting held at the NAGS-AP National Project Secretariat on Tuesday April 28, 2026.
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The study covered six selected wheat-producing states: Jigawa, Kaduna, and Kano in the North-West; Niger in
the North-Central; Gombe in the North-East; and Cross River in the South-South. These locations reflect
diverse agro-ecological zones and varying implementation contexts, enabling comparative analysis across
both established production clusters and newly introduced wheat areas. The overall design is implementation-
focused, examining programme delivery processes, governance structures, beneficiary experiences, and
institutional coordination under the NAGS-AP wheat intervention during the period under review.

Summary of core findings:

1.

Beneficiary selection process. According to the NAGS-AP Standard Operating Procedure/
Implementation Strategy, the registration and enumeration of farmers at the ward level involve
“clustering and biometric capturing of farmers along the commodity value chains as well as taking
their farm’s GPS”. However, information gathered from the fieldwork suggests that there are allegations
of “ghost” or politically selected farmers, referring to individuals reportedly included in beneficiary lists
due to political connections rather than genuine farming activity.

Delays in input distribution. The timeliness of inputs distribution is very key. Field data shows that
the inputs are often received late, which negatively affects production as wheat farming is highly
seasonal and time-sensitive. The delays in inputs distribution was consistently identified as a major
challenge by the farmers and other relevant stakeholders, who raised concerns about late delivery of
inputs.

Quality and adequacy of inputs. Views on the quality and adequacy of inputs varied across states.
Farmersin Kaduna, Kano, and Gombe reported that input supplies were more adequate in the 2023/24
season compared to 2024/25, which experienced delays and reduction in quantities. In contrast,
respondents in Jigawa and Niger considered the 2024/25 season to be better in terms of input delivery
and adequacy. The NAGS-AP Secretariat however attributes the variation in the quality and adequacy
of inputs to reduction in hectare allocated for wheat production from 1 — 0.5 hectare and the fact that
some farmers also received additional support from their state governments.

Also, views on seed quality were mixed: farmers in Gombe reported that imported wheat seeds
performed well and were of higher quality than local varieties, while farmers in Jigawa noted that
NAGS-AP seeds germinated faster than those obtained from some private aggregators. However, other
stakeholders, including ADP officials and farmers, maintained that poor-quality seeds and
agrochemicals were supplied in some cases. These mixed findings indicate inconsistencies and
weaknesses in input quality monitoring and accountability systems across locations.

Low visibility of extension agents in programme delivery. A recurring concern raised was the limited
involvement of extension agents which might undermine the post input follow-up supports to farmers.
The focus group participants claimed the extension staff were not adequately empowered to provide
post distribution support yet they are expected to guide the farmers from planting to harvesting. For
example, many States’ ADP offices claimed that poor synergy between federal implementers, ICT
service providers, and state extension services undermined overall programme effectiveness.
However, while acknowledging the inadequate number of Agricultural Extension Agents across all the
tiers, the NAGS-AP Secretariat insists that the extension agents are much needed for the post
distribution follow-up actions to guide the farmers properly during the farming process than at the
inputs redemption centers.

Access to agricultural financing or credit remains low, which is consistent with existing literature.
Being an agricultural inputs delivery initiative, the small-scale farmers interviewed at the grassroots
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10.

level however view as concerning the “Presidential Directive that all agricultural intervention funds
including NAGS-AP funded projects, be transferred and put in the custody and management of Bank
of Agriculture (BOA)”. Many of these farmers express a clear preference for sustained and increased
inputs subsidies threshold from the current 50 per cent coverage to 75% to mitigate financial barriers,
high production costs, low price of wheat in the market, and other inflationary pressures as against a
general reluctance towards bank loans.

Access to agricultural insurance is also very limited. Awareness and uptake of insurance products
were found to be very low due to several factors, including poor sensitisation, low acceptance of
insurance schemes, and reluctance to participate driven by perceived high premiums and
sociocultural or religious beliefs, with some farmers attributing losses to divine will. Key barriers
identified include low awareness, lack of trust in insurance systems, high premiums, unclear claims
processes, and weak reporting mechanisms.

Gender inclusion is formally integrated into the programme design, as reflected in the
participation of women and youth beneficiaries. However, a consistent barrier across all states
visited is the 50 per cent counterpart funding requirement, which disproportionately affects more
women farmers. This limits equitable access, as many women lack the financial capacity to meet the
requirement for input redemption. In some cases, this has reportedly led to female beneficiaries
selling their input packages to agro-dealers at reduced prices. This indicates a gap between policy
intent and practical outcomes in achieving gender equity. In addition, the involvement of civil society
organisations and women-based farmer associations, including the Small-Scale Women Farmers
Organisation in Nigeria (SWOFON), as well as persons with disabilities (PWDs), remains limited.

The NAGS-AP wheat intervention is perceived to have limited transparency. Key programme
documents, including M&E/ progress reports, project budget and procurement records, beneficiary’s
database, inputs redemption dashboard, etc. are not publicly accessible. This raises concerns about
the level of accountability in the NAGS-AP project implementation.

Poor sensitation and publicity leading to low level of awareness of the NAGS-AP programme. For
example, many farmers kept confusing the current wheat intervention with similar past efforts which
validate the limited awareness creation of the ongoing wheat intervention outside the project
communication loops. Besides, some farmers allegedly deleted text messages sent for inputs
redemption as a possible scam, others turn up at wrong redemption centres, expressed difficulties in
locating their centres, buttressing the need to improve programme communications strategy.

Allegations of sharp practices or corruption raised across the states. For example, some
respondents alleged collaboration between helpline staff and agro-dealers to divert inputs,
manipulation of beneficiary lists, and the inclusion of individuals who are not farmers. However, both
the NAGS-AP management and agro-dealers denied these claims. These allegations are unfounded or
misunderstanding of operational challenges rather than deliberate wrongdoings. According to NAGS-
AP officials, in many cases, the issue is not manipulation but a combination of logistical limitations,
time constraints, and beneficiary non-compliance with redemption timelines. These constraints,
combined with limited understanding of the database and redemption process, may contribute to
perceptions of exclusion, favouritism, or malpractice.

ix |Page




























































































































































