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Recomendación de aprobación 

Se invita a la Junta Ejecutiva a que autorice al Presidente a negociar y formalizar un 

acuerdo con la Fundación Bill y Melinda Gates para la provisión de fondos suplementarios 

con los que respaldar actividades de financiación rural en Nigeria, sobre las bases del 

Programa de Creación de Instituciones de Financiación Rural, apoyado por el FIDA. 

Propuesta de aceptación de fondos suplementarios de la 
Fundación Bill y Melinda Gates  

I.  Antecedentes 
1. Se invita a la Junta Ejecutiva a tomar nota de que el FIDA se propone obtener 

fondos suplementarios de la Fundación Bill y Melinda Gates, una organización 

filantrópica sin fines de lucro con sede en Seattle (Washington, Estados Unidos de 

América). A tal fin, el Presidente solicita a la Junta Ejecutiva que lo autorice a 

negociar y formalizar un acuerdo para la provisión de fondos suplementarios, que 

se ajustará sustancialmente a los términos y condiciones expuestos en el presente 

documento. 

2. De conformidad con la declaración de intenciones firmada con la Fundación Bill 

y Melinda Gates y presentada a la Junta Ejecutiva para información en 

su 105º período de sesiones, el FIDA ya ha firmado tres convenios de donación 

con la Fundación Bill y Melinda Gates. Uno de ellos concierne a una iniciativa en 

curso en apoyo de actividades de fomento de la cadena de valor de los pequeños 

rumiantes en la India. La Junta Ejecutiva autorizó al Presidente a negociar y 

concluir este convenio en su 114º período de sesiones, celebrado en abril de 2015. 

3. Sobre las bases de estas experiencias, el FIDA procura obtener una nueva 

contribución de fondos suplementarios de la Fundación Bill y Melinda Gates a fin de 

financiar actividades tendientes a fortalecer la labor de apoyo normativo a la 

financiación rural y de inclusión financiera del Programa de Creación de 

Instituciones de Financiación Rural, que se encuentra actualmente en ejecución en 

Nigeria, y contribuir a la sostenibilidad y la ampliación de escala de esta labor tras 

la finalización del programa en 2017. El monto de los fondos rondará entre los 

USD 300 000 y los USD 500 000, y las actividades tendrán lugar durante un 

período de 36 meses. 

4. La Fundación Bill y Melinda Gates reconoce la buena relación que existe entre el 

Gobierno de Nigeria y el FIDA, y considera al FIDA un asociado muy valioso a la hora 

de hacer frente a los problemas vinculados con la inclusión financiera rural en Nigeria. 

5. Se prevé que el producto de los fondos suplementarios provenientes de la 

Fundación Bill y Melinda Gates sea el apoyo normativo directo a las iniciativas de 

inclusión financiera del Gobierno de Nigeria, concretamente, a la formulación y el 

perfeccionamiento de políticas en el ámbito rural. Son numerosas las iniciativas 

que pueden prestar servicios en las zonas rurales; sin embargo, necesitan de 

apoyo considerable para garantizar una amplia cobertura. A su vez, las tareas de 

formulación y perfeccionamiento de las políticas requieren de un apoyo continuo y 

recursos suficientes. 

6. En el apéndice de este documento se incluye un resumen de la propuesta 

preliminar del programa. 

7. La Junta Ejecutiva es el órgano competente para decidir si se acepta tanto 

administrar fondos suplementarios como las condiciones y restricciones conexas. 

No obstante, la Junta decidió delegar en el Presidente una parte de esta facultad, 

concretamente la de recibir y administrar donaciones de cualquier fuente para 
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financiar programas del FIDA en curso, así como donaciones de Estados Miembros 

para financiar estudios y actividades de asistencia técnica a cortoplazo relacionadas 

con las operaciones del FIDA, en condiciones análogas a las consignadas, 

respectivamente, en los documentos EB 1986/28/R.47 y EB 1987/30/R.28. Ahora 

bien, dado que la Fundación Bill y Melinda Gates no es un Estado Miembro del FIDA 

y que los fondos suplementarios propuestos no están destinados directamente a 

cofinanciar un programa del FIDA en curso, se invita a la Junta Ejecutiva a que 

autorice al Presidente a negociar y formalizar con la Fundación un acuerdo para la 

provisión de fondos suplementarios. 

8. Se aplicará un principio de recuperación total de los costos (el 5 %, además de la 

retención de intereses), y los costos indirectos se sufragarán mediante estos 

honorarios de gestión. Los costos directos del FIDA se incluirán en el presupuesto 

de las actividades del programa. 

9. El acuerdo firmado se presentará a la Junta Ejecutiva, a título informativo, en un 

período de sesiones posterior.  

II. Recomendación 
10. Se invita a la Junta Ejecutiva a que autorice al Presidente a negociar y formalizar 

un acuerdo con la Fundación Bill y Melinda Gates para la provisión de fondos 

suplementarios con los que respaldar actividades de financiación rural en Nigeria, 

que se ajustará sustancialmente a los términos y condiciones expuestos en este 

documento. 
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Annotated proposal

Technical Assistance to Strengthen Rural and Development Finance

I. Background

1. Developments in Nigeria indicate that there is significant potential to
enable rural people’s access to basic financial services. The Federal Ministry of
Finance is in a position to coordinate and work alongside key stakeholders in the rural
and development finance space; particularly in the public sector. There is a need for
policy dialogue to keep abreast of issues impacting rural, agricultural and development
finance and seek for the implementation of initiatives aimed at eliminating or reducing
them.

2. Despite the significant potential of microfinance, the actual financial
outreach figures are quite disappointing. The ‘Access to Financial Services in Nigeria’
survey of 2014 indicates that 40% (37 million out of 94 million) of the adult population
was totally excluded from financial services which included exclusion from deposit
banking services, other formal and informal services like insurance, pension, savings
clubs and money lending services. The level of exclusion was even higher, at 51% of the
adult population, if those who have access to only informal services such as savings
groups and moneylenders are also considered as excluded.

3. This wide gap in financial inclusion in the rural areas is a major challenge
for IFAD's target group and affects the effectiveness, impact and sustainability
of project interventions. Though the financial inclusion survey results do not
separately report on the rural status, it is obvious that in the rural areas, which have
53% of the total population (World Bank, 2014) and much thinner density of formal
financial services, the level of financial exclusion is likely to be much higher than the
national aggregate. A number of constraints are responsible for this gap in rural outreach
as highlighted below:

i. The financial inclusion approach does not prioritise rural outreach:
Although it is acknowledged that the extent of financial exclusion in the rural
areas is much wider, CBN’s financial inclusion strategy so far does not have
special rural focus. Meanwhile, there is a lack of thrust on specialised
products, methodologies and approaches to enable rural penetration of
financial services in a scalable, profitable and sustainable manner. At present
the coordination mechanisms for galvanising and harmonising the initiatives
of different departments on financial inclusion is not very strong. Initiatives
through the IFAD-supported Rural Finance Institution Building Programme
(RUFIN) and the BMGF-sponsored Financial Inclusion Secretariat (FIS) have
been supporting financial inclusion. Consequently, technical assistance
through the Federal Ministry of Finance could provide a good organising
platform.

ii. Weak farmers’ organisations and groups at the community level:
There is a long history of failure of farmers’ organisations, cooperatives and
groups that were hastily mobilised for delivering credit, inputs and other
handouts without proper screening, training and institutional development
inputs. They often disintegrated or became dormant after receiving the
benefits leaving behind a negative reputation of fraudulence, repayment
problems and weak credit culture. The financial operators are highly
influenced by this negative image of poor business culture and the perception



Appendix EB 2016/118/R.40

2

of excessive credit risk in rural areas and are ready to consider only strong
rural groups where members can effectively cross guarantee the loans.
However, the financial operators lack adequate experience and knowledge
about group mobilisation, their business orientation and mechanisms for
developing group solidarity and effective cross guarantee orientation. In
addition, the initial cost of these activities discourages microfinance operators
from starting rural operations.

iii. High costs of the rural lending: The high cost of rural lending arises due to
the need for frequent visits to manage a portfolio of relatively small loans
distributed amongst a large group of clients scattered across vast large
geographical area with poor transportation infrastructure. In addition, road
security risks add to the costs and, in the absence of digital banking solutions
in the rural space, mechanisms for lowering costs are limited. When these
costs are further loaded with the credit risk factors and cost of funds (10-15%
from commercial banks) the interest rates to the final borrowers become very
high. With the backdrop of targets to keep interest rates to single digits and
availability of subsidised public funds at capped interest rates of 9%, the
microfinance operators choose to stay away from the rural markets fearing
that reducing interest rates will make rural operations unviable and increasing
interest rates may be controversial.

iv. Challenges facing agricultural production loans and agricultural value
chain financing: Financial operators generally avoid agricultural production
loans even though it is the mainstay of the rural economy. Financing
agricultural production loans is considered risky due to factors such as
improper cultivation practices, underdeveloped extension services, and gaps
in inputs supply, lack of insurance against crop production and crop damage
risks and weak marketing mechanisms. Microfinance institutions usually do
not have special agricultural financing products and specially, value chain
lending practices are totally absent. Even commercial banks, which otherwise
have a large private sector client list comprising potential and existing
agricultural off takers, usually do not venture into the agricultural production
space in partnership with the private sector clients, except for a handful of
banks such as the Union Bank.

The first reason for this is the general production, market and price risks for
the farmers and consequently for the finance providers. Secondly, lack of
presence of commercial banks in the rural areas has resulted in their limited
exposure to agricultural production and marketing systems. Third, the volume
of low-cost credit lines available to the commercial banks for structuring
single digit production loans is very limited. Lending from their own resources
can cost the final borrower between 20 to 25%, which against the backdrop of
a single digit interest rates agenda for the rural sector, can generate
controversies and repayment risks. Although there is private sector
involvement in agricultural value chains, their growth in outreach is very
limited due to the lack of agricultural production financing for the final
borrower, third-party selling risks and lack of safeguards against production
and price risks. Moreover internal financing of the value chains through off
takers and input suppliers is very limited.

v. Underdeveloped micro-insurance and agricultural insurance
mechanisms: The underdeveloped agricultural insurance market is another
major gap. This market is dominated by the Nigerian Agricultural Insurance
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Company (NAIC), a public sector entity delivering its products through banks
and financial institutions, with very little product innovations over time.
Consequently, the agricultural insurance market remains supply driven with
little awareness and demand by farmers themselves. Similarly, the target
group households do not have access to life, health, and asset insurance
facilities. This lack of agile insurance mechanisms in the rural sector is also a
major deterrent against increase in the outreach of rural financial services.

II. Rationale

4. The Rural Finance Institution Building Support Programme (RUFIN) implemented by
the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (FMARD) has been working
with the Central Bank of Nigeria to strengthen the financial inclusion through existing
financial service operators in the rural space. RUFIN has promoted several ground level
interventions that have policy implications. RUFIN started a system of adequately trained
volunteers to replicate group formation and group mentoring across the RUFIN
communities even after RUFIN closure. The experience has shown that the engagement
of the volunteers is a viable mechanism for replicating strong groups and potentially
reducing costs of rural financial operators. Also, RUFIN has clearly demonstrated that
strong women’s involvement and savings led approach generate solidarity and business
culture within farmers’ organisations/rural groups and make them capable of strong
linkages with financial operators. RUFIN has developed and mentored around 12,000
groups, a substantial number of which are based on criteria such as only women. RUFIN
has demonstrated that a guided and well-structured rural business planning exercise is
often very revealing for microfinance operators to clearly perceive the cost benefit
aspects of rural operations. The RBP approach has helped microfinance operators,
including the Bank of Agriculture, to understand the approach, institutional structure,
human and infrastructure investment required for rural operations from their current
resources.

5. As RUFIN is reaching its last year of implementation, policy support in the Federal
Ministry of Finance would be critical to ensure that the operation lessons that have been
learnt can be mainstreamed for the sector. There are several areas of policy gap which
has affected rural penetration by financial operators. The entire community of NGO-MFIs,
which have strong social motives and much better rural presence, are still not regulated
either directly by the CBN, or through self-regulatory mechanisms through the
Association of Microfinance Institutions (ANMFIN). Being unregulated in nature, they are
considered relatively risky which has curtailed the full utilisation of their potential.
Similarly, the areas of micro-insurance and agricultural insurance remain underdeveloped
due to limited policy efforts to revitalise and make this space attractive for investment by
other insurance companies beyond the monopoly of NAIC. The microfinance policy and
regulatory framework too has several areas which act as barriers rural outreach. For
example, unit banks which already had their main office/branch in an urban center are
not allowed to start full rural branches making it efficient rural expansion very hard.
Similarly, CBN lowering the capital adequacy ratio requirements for MFBs which develop
rural outreach can release substantial equity funds for expanding their rural portfolio.
Another major area of policy intervention is the capping of interest rates at 9% for
MSMEDF instead of encouraging mechanisms for reducing the cost of delivery,
competition and market led reduction of the interest rates. This cap has so far been
counterproductive as the larger microfinance operators have not accessed the MSMEDF
and the overall draw-down is only moderate. While the Bank of Agriculture has initiated
the BoA Rural Business Initiative, which promotes savings, Know Your Client (KYC)
techniques, group lending, tailored conditions and follow up on loans, this new way of
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working has not been mainstreamed trough the BOA and it continues to incur losses
through poor repayment. Although RUFIN has initiated a regular policy review
mechanism, changes occur through sustained dialogue over time and there are still
several policy issues which needs attention in order to promote rural sector outreach.

III. Proposed Outputs

6. Policy support would be of great value to directly key into Ministry of Finance and
CBN’s financial inclusion initiatives. The proposed outputs of this policy support would
include policy development and policy refinement in the rural space. There are
multiple initiatives that can deliver services in the rural areas, however need substantial
support to ensure outreach. The process of policy development and refinements needs
continuous reinforcement of messages and adequate resources.

IV. Proposed Activities

7. Identify lessons learned and promote visibility, adoption, sustainability
and wider replication of successful interventions: This will be carried out through
the following activities:

i. Mapping of rural, agriculture and development finance stakeholders
ii. Identification and documentation of rural, agriculture and development

finance initiatives conducted in Nigeria (provide timeframe)
iii. Collation of key learnings from initiatives (including online publication of

learnings)
iv. Stakeholder workshop to promote/discuss key learnings

8. Work on an enabling policy framework: Through the Federal Ministry of
Finance, promote policy dialogue with stakeholders like the CBN in areas such as de-
capping of interest rates, lowering of guarantee requirements by microfinance operators
for accessing wholesale financing, de-risking agricultural production loans through shared
guarantee mechanisms and developing the agricultural micro-insurance sector. Enabling
rural, agriculture and development finance policies will be promoted through discussions,
joint publications and policy forums. Policy dialogue will be practiced in strong
partnership with other development partners.

9. Promote success stories over wider geographical areas: Promote innovative
ideas by financial service providers to provide savings, loans, payment and insurance
products to farmers. Insurance services will be promoted to ensure formal protection of
farm revenue, reduction in distressed sales of farm assets and increase in the sense of
security.


