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Introduction
Financing for development (FfD) remains a persistent challenge across developing countries like Nigeria. This is reflective of broader tensions experienced across the globe between Global South and Global North perspectives as to the modus operandi and shape which financing development should take. For Nigeria, like many developing countries in Africa, the Global South dichotomy views on financing for sustainable development centres around (i) structural inequalities (e.g. historical exploitation, unfair trade and financial systems terms skewed in favour of global north - (Amin, 1997), (Chang, 2002) (UNCTAD, 2015)); and (ii) equity in global governance while (iii) exploring alternatives for funding (e.g. support for UN-led process financing, south-south and regional financing, reparative justice and climate financing - (Stiglitz, 2002), (Stiglitz, Making Globalization Work, 2006), (Griffith-Jones, Ocampo, & Stiglitz, 2010). For the north, issues of (i) global aid governance and effectiveness (e.g. aid only effective with good policy environment - (Burnside & Dollar, 2004) (Easterly, 2006); (ii) domestic resource mobilization and private sector engagement (e.g. enabling environment for private investment, tax reforms and reduction of illicit financial flows, blended finance and PPP mechanism - (World Bank, 2015) (IMF, 2011) are key considerations for mobilization of finance for development. 
Nigeria's struggle to mobilize adequate resources for sustainable development is both theoretically complex and practically constrained. At its core, FfD in Nigeria is a matter of aligning national aspirations with an international financing architecture that remains unequal and often extractive. The 2015 Addis Ababa Action Agenda (AAAA) recognizes the need for a multidimensional approach to development finance—encompassing domestic resource mobilization, international public finance, trade, investment, debt sustainability, and systemic issues in global economic governance. This clearly reflects a blend of both global south and north perspectives. Thus, Nigeria's experience with these pillars is mixed. On the theoretical front, FfD in Nigeria is often idealized as a rational deployment of domestic and external resources to drive development objectives, but in practice, structural deficiencies undermine these assumptions. Weak tax systems, regressive fiscal policies, over-reliance on oil exports, and a narrow economic base limit the effectiveness of domestic resource mobilization. Simultaneously, global financial asymmetries—reflected in debt servicing obligations, illicit financial flows (IFFs), and volatile aid flows—constrain Nigeria's fiscal sovereignty and space for social investment. 
Within this context, Nigeria’s debt profile is somewhat in a flux. The Debt Management Office reports a 12.96% national debt decreased from 108 billion (Q4 Dec. 2023) to 94 billion USD (Q4 Dec.2024). However, with increase in domestic borrowing, exchange rate depreciation, Nigeria’s debt to GDP significantly increased to 55% (in 2024) from 37.1% (in 2023). The country’s debt servicing ratio has risen to over 70% of revenue as of 2023 (International Monetary Fund (IMF), 2023), reducing the fiscal headroom for development investments. Meanwhile, Nigeria loses an estimated $18 billion annually to IFFs (UNCTAD, 2020), exacerbating its inability to fund critical sectors. Although the ICPC[footnoteRef:1] estimates this at 10 billion USD annually. Trade imbalances, subsidy regimes, and institutional corruption further impede efforts to establish a predictable financing environment. These challenges are not just economic—they reflect entrenched political economy dynamics that must be addressed holistically. Clearly, implementation challenges for financing for development are particularly acute.  [1:  See https://icpc.gov.ng/nigeria-loses-10bn-to-illicit-financial-flows-icpc-chairman/?utm] 

The interlinkages between fiscal capacity and global governance structures—such as the international tax system, development assistance norms, and the role of multinational creditors—are central to how Nigeria approaches sectoral financing for development. Without reforming both domestic systems and enhancing how Nigeria interacts with global rules, financing for sustainable development will remain elusive. In view of this, our policy paper presents sectoral considerations necessary to guide discourse among CSOs to support efforts aimed at addressing financing architecture and addressing financing challenges. This will also play decisive role in the need for investment required for SDGs. 


Sectoral Analysis: Key Issues in Financing Sustainable Development in Nigeria
Education
Nigeria’s education financing crisis is chronic and deepening. Despite pledges and positive annual public education spending which grew at 2% from 5.1 to 7.2% of national budget between 2021 and 2022, this remains far below the UNESCO benchmark of 15–20%. By 2023, such estimates show that education spending dropped again to 5.11%. This underinvestment further contributes directly to Nigeria’s status as home to over 10 million out-of-school children—the highest number globally (UNICEF, 2023). Gender, geography, and disability further widen the education inequality gaps and costs the Nigerian economy between 7.83% and 13.03% of the annual GDP. Girls in Northern Nigeria are disproportionately excluded from schooling, while children with disabilities face inadequate support across the country. In states like Zamfara, Borno, and Bauchi, insecurity compounds school attendance, enrolment and completion challenges. Differences in sub-national spending for education which stands between 20-26% of annual budgets has not yet reduced gaps in much needed education infrastructure, teachers (and teachers training), and school safety. Investments are still required as there is a growing mismatch between the skills produced by Nigeria’s education systems and the demands of her labour market amidst high youth unemployment.

Overview of State Education Budget Allocation (2025)
	Four States met or exceeded the UNESCO recommended 26% benchmark for Education Budget
	Four States met World Bank minimum recommended standard of 20%
	States Allocated Less than 7% to Education

	Enugu (32.9%) 
	Sokoto (25%)
	Lagos (6.93%)

	Kano (31%)
	Oyo (21.4%)
	Delta (6.89%)

	Jigawa (26.4%)
	Nasarawa (20.43%)
	Bayelsa (6.83%)

	Kaduna (26.14%)
	Abia (20%)
	




Nigeria must increase budgetary allocation for education to at least 15% in line with global commitments. A shift toward results-based financing, debt-for-education swaps, and leveraging diaspora bonds for education infrastructure could expand fiscal space. To help guarantee tertiary education access, the investment of 77 million USD as student loans under the Nigerian Education Loan Fund (NELFUND), however continuous spending on student loans requires fiscal dexterity. Education-specific tax earmarking and social impact bonds can also help mobilize private capital. States like Lagos and Edo are piloting digital learning platforms that require sustained funding and technical support.

Health
The health sector illustrates the fragility of Nigeria’s social infrastructure. As of 2021, health spending stood at just 3.9% of GDP—far below the 15% Abuja Declaration target (World Health Organization (WHO), 2022 ). This systemic underfunding leaves over 70% of Nigerians to pay out-of-pocket for healthcare, pushing millions into poverty annually (World Bank, 2022). COVID-19 starkly exposed these weaknesses, as emergency health responses and service delivery were hampered by inadequate facilities and medical personnel. Nigeria’s continued reliance on donor funding for health projects further undermines sustainability and national ownership. Moreso, culminative efforts aimed at combating infectious diseases and strengthen health systems have declined due to the US government cutting one of the largest contributors to global health initiatives (i.e. the USAID). Like many developing countries, Nigeria’s dependence on health funding from the USAID means significant health finance targeting maternal and child mortality, tuberculosis, malaria and nutrition are at risk. Between 2020-2024, Nigeria received over 4.57 billion USD from USAID for HIV/AIDS, malaria, polio, maternal and child mortality programs. Government response has been to increase domestic resource mobilization and allocation to the health sector. However, majority of this has been in form of concessional loans from the World Bank (1 billion USD), bilateral financing agreements (e.g. France, 300 million EUR), and increase domestic budget allocation for the health sector (i.e. additional 200 million USD in the 2025 budget).  Also, despite plans for a Vulnerable Group Fund, improving private pharmaceutical supply chains and an active social register, the current health financing gap is sure to increase the number of health vulnerability among Nigerians as cost of drugs and other medical treatment is already on the rise. The health sector requires a diversified financing strategy that includes a scale-up of health insurance schemes, expansion of health taxes (e.g. on tobacco and alcohol), and strengthened Public Financial Management (PFM) for health. Nigeria can explore health impact bonds and pooled financing mechanisms with private and philanthropic partners.

Nigerian lawmakers approve $200 million to offset shortfall from US health aid cuts
ABUJA, Nigeria (AP) — Nigerian lawmakers have approved an additional $200 million for the health sector as part of its 2025 spending plan to offset the shortfall from U.S. aid cuts.
Nigeria, Africa’s most populous country with more than 200 million people, was among the top ten recipients of aid from the U.S. Agency for International Development in 2023. USAID’s funding has been frozen for 90 days by the Trump administration.
The Nigerian senate appropriations chair Sen. Adeola Olamilekan said during the parliament’s budget session on Thursday that the country could suffer “adverse effects” from the U.S. foreign aid cuts, especially affecting disease control efforts.
The $200 million spending plan, part of the $36.6 billion federal budget, will “fill the gap created by the U.S. Government’s suspension of intervention to the health sector,” according to the bill approved on Thursday. Much of the money is intended to supply vaccines and treatment for epidemic diseases.
The U.S. invested over $600 million in health assistance in Nigeria in 2023 alone, according to the U.S. Embassy in Nigeria, mostly to support efforts to prevent malaria, end HIV and deliver vaccines.
Source:https://apnews.com/article/nigeria-us-aid-budget-health-c6945ecc3864c39a40f1e6b1cb3b5216

Agriculture, Food Security, and Infrastructure
Agriculture, employing over 35% of the workforce, is still faced with financing gaps and challenges. Budget considerations indicate that government allocates less than 3% agriculture which falls far short of the 10% Maputo Declaration target. Besides this, there exists structural challenges with actual budget cash releases to the agriculture sector, with many policy analysts indicating this affects both fiscal performance and outcomes in the sector.
	Year
	Total Budget Size
	Budget for Agriculture

	2020
	2.844 billion USD
	422 million USD

	2021
	3.299 billion USD
	696 million USD


Source: BudgIT (2021) Increasing Budget Credibility for Access to Agriculture Input and Services in Nigeria
Since the global COVID-19 pandemic, government has created initiative for improved investment into the sector to guarantee food security and supply chains. The Anchor Borrowers’ Program driven by the Central Bank of Nigeria (CBN) aims to assist smallholder farmers increase the cultivation of staples like cereals, cotton, wheat, root crops, legumes, tomatoes and livestock with significant finance for inputs. The program also offers opportunity for microfinance and development banks to support small scale farmers. Despite these and other initiatives, Nigeria losses significant percent of agriculture produce due to ‘value added’ failures leading to agriculture produces losses due to storage and lack of investment in agriculture transformations systems. Since agriculture systems are still subsistent, food production (with losses) is emphasized to the chagrin of processing, manufacturing segment, and value chains. 
[image: ]
Source: Oyaniran, T. (2020), AfCFTA Workshop: Current State of Nigeria Agriculture and Agribusiness Sector

Cost associated with transportation and logistics also adds to Nigeria’s food security concerns and ability to export its produce and earn significant forex for development re-investment. The deficits of Nigeria’s import and export of agriculture produce has continued to grow significantly. In 2019 alone, this deficit was 1.9 billion USD (689.7 billion NGN), with Nigeria importing over 2.66 billion USD while exporting only 747.9 million USD. Import dependence persists, with over $5 billion spent annually on food imports. Simultaneously, post-harvest losses—due to inadequate storage and logistics—erase up to 30% of potential yields (Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), 2021).
Climate change, poor irrigation infrastructure, and insecurity in farming regions exacerbate food insecurity and Nigeria’s earnings from agriculture. Persistent floods cost Nigeria over 16 billion USD in 2012 and decreased economic productivity by 11% in 2020. With as much as 110,000 hectares of land loosed due to persistent floods and potentials for over 1 million children at the risk of severe malnutrition, Nigeria’s human development index is threatened without urgent financing addressing climate crises and food security. Northern and Mid-belt states like Kaduna, Kano, Niger, Benue, Plateau and Katsina—critical food baskets—are experiencing disruptions due to farmer-herder conflicts and climate shocks.
Also, Nigeria’s infrastructure deficit exceeds $100 billion annually (African Development Bank (AfDB), 2022). Access to reliable electricity remains below 50% despite reforms which constraining industrial productivity. Rural road networks and transport corridors remain largely dilapidated, affecting both mobility of people and market access. In states like Bayelsa and Benue, limited road and energy infrastructure severely restrict access to markets and services required to connect key hubs of the country. Public finance alone is inadequate to meet the scale of investment required for Nigeria’s infrastructure needs. Meanwhile, weak PPP frameworks and regulatory uncertainty deter private capital investment.
Nigeria must prioritize agriculture in both public budgets and credit markets. A national agro-financing facility backed by sovereign guarantees could crowd in private finance. Climate-resilient agriculture should be mainstreamed in green bond issuances, and targeted subsidies should be redirected toward productivity-enhancing investments. Infrastructure financing must combine concessional finance, infrastructure bonds, and PPP models underpinned by transparent governance. Dedicated infrastructure funds—possibly housed within the Nigeria Sovereign Investment Authority (NSIA)—can serve as vehicles to mobilize long-term capital, especially from pension funds and diaspora investors.

Climate Vulnerabilities Resilience and Finance for Environmental Sustainability
Most of the discussion around climate impact in developing countries are centred around the limited capacity to respond adequately. Nigeria’s weak infrastructure, limited resources for mitigation and adaptation, and high vulnerability spread across the country makes her one of the most climate-vulnerable countries in Africa. These contribute to severe economic, social and environmental consequences on livelihood for vulnerable communities. The World Bank Climate Risk Country Profile for Nigeria estimates that in the agricultural sector alone, persistent CO2 increase will result in 17% nutrient decline in rice (a major staple), while higher temperatures will reduce rice yields and cause starvation further as less than 1% of farms in Nigeria are irrigated. (World Bank, 2021). By 2050, extreme heat will also expose over 30 million outdoor workers in Nigeria to unsafe conditions making it one of the highest globally (Masuda, 2024). Since 2012 and 2022, floods have become more frequent displacing many. Floods and river rise are expected to grow by 500%; and coastal cities[footnoteRef:2] like Port Harcourt, Warri and Lagos predicted to partly be underwater by 2100. In semi-arid regions, drought and search for water is forcing communal conflicts[footnoteRef:3] with resultant displacement of about half a million people in Nigeria’s middle belt region. These challenges will no doubt increase the spread of diseases and pose health and livelihood risks to over 250 million Nigeria with specific environmental peculiarities.  [2:   See https://coastal.climatecentral.org/map/7/7.7584/6.3924/?theme=warming&map_type=decadal_slr&basemap=roadmap&contiguous=true&elevation_model=best_available&esl_model=ipcc_2021&percentile=p50&refresh=true&slr_year=2100&temperature_rise=3.0&temperature_unit=C]  [3:  See https://www.unhcr.org/news/stories/climate-change-fuels-deadly-conflict-nigeria-s-middle-belt#:~:text=Over%20the%20past%20decade%2C%20conflict,intensify%20over%20the%20coming%20decades.] 


[image: ]
Source: Oxfam & CODE (2024), State of Climate Finance in Nigeria Report


Yet, Nigeria’s annual climate finance needs have only mobilized $704 million which is insufficient. Estimated funding requirements to meet the nationally determined contributions (NDCs) at 177 billion USD still falls short of the domestic finance required. Estimates show that primary climate finance to meet Nigeria’s NDCs between 2020-2023 came from international donors (87.7%), lines of credit (4.1%) and domestic budgets (4.7%). (Oxfam; CODE;, 2024). Moreso, of the 4.928 billion USD climate finance Nigeria received from international development partners between 2015-2021, 75% (3.7 billion USD) as concessional debt financial instruments and not as grants, despite contributing least to climate change. Also, non-concessional debt financial instruments were at 12% (597 million USD). (Oxfam; CODE;, 2024). This exacerbates the country’s debt burden and limits real investment in adaptation. Subnational actors—such as Lagos State—are pioneering adaptation strategies, but most states lack climate finance readiness.
Nigeria must restructure its climate finance strategy around grant-based and blended finance instruments. Implementing the Climate Change Act’s Climate Fund and adopting subnational budget tagging for climate spending are critical. Closer collaboration with private sector funding, and sustainability of Green Bond initiatives can help unlock access to additional climate finance required to address climate impact and challenges in the country, while financing wholesome development. The government should also advocate at global forums for fairer access to adaptation finance and Loss and Damage funds.

Policy Recommendations and Strategic Pathways for Financing for Development
Domestic Resource Mobilization
Strengthening Nigeria’s domestic resource mobilization will be foundational to closing the financing gap for sustainable development. This means not only expanding the tax base through progressive taxation and digital economy integration but also enforcing better compliance using tools like the TaxPro Max and improved e-filing systems. This ultimately would mean enhancing digitized tax administration process, improving compliance and reducing tax evasion, while simplifying tax filing and payment systems for individuals and corporate entities. However, a fairer and more equitable tax system is imperative so as not to burden vulnerable Nigerians with taxation beyond what they can afford as the removal of fuel subsidies have pushed more Nigerians into poverty. Importantly, subnational governments must be empowered to diversify and increase their internally generated revenues. States with innovative revenue strategies, such as Lagos, should be supported to share their models through peer learning platforms. The progress and discourse around the Tax bill is something civil society must pay closer attention to mostly as to the utilization of mobilized resources via taxation for financing sustainable development. 
Illicit Financial Flows and Global Compliance
Illicit financial flows (IFFs) represent a significant leakage in Nigeria’s development financing landscape. Addressing this requires implementing global standards for transparency, including automatic exchange of tax information and the creation of a central asset recovery fund that explicitly earmarks resources for SDG-related investments. Nigeria has already re-affirmed her position to global standards of curbing illicit financial flows reflective of the collaboration between the Federal Ministry of Finance and OECD. Efforts must go beyond reports of collaboration towards identification of areas of significant leaks and flows using private banks and other sectors. These steps will not only improve Nigeria’s fiscal sovereignty but also build public trust in state capacity to commit recorded illicit finance towards sustainable development objectives.
Debt Management
Debt management is another area in need of reform required to mobilize finance for development. Nigeria should actively negotiate to convert high-interest commercial debts into concessional terms. In addition, the country could pursue debt-for-development swaps in priority sectors such as health, education, and climate adaptation—where social returns on investment are high. These innovative instruments would ease debt pressure while creating fiscal space for human development priorities. The 'austerity policies' of multilateral lending institutions (i.e., the IMF and World Bank) have been more detrimental than helpful. Additionally, bilateral landscapes of debt are declining, with multilateral credits pushing for stricter terms (e.g. debt for future crude oil sales) which mortgage future resources to debts. 
At the state level, development financing frameworks must be institutionalized. Establishing State Development Finance Units that can coordinate planning, budgeting, and access to concessional finance is essential. Encouraging states to formulate their own climate adaptation and resilience plans, as Lagos State has done, could also improve subnational readiness to access global climate funds. Furthermore, scaling up results-based financing models—particularly in education and health—will drive efficiency and accountability in spending.
Unlocking private and blended finance will demand more than rhetorical commitments. The federal government, in collaboration with the Nigeria Sovereign Investment Authority and development finance institutions, should establish a Development Finance Facility for de-risking public-private partnerships. The expansion of green bond instruments to subnational entities and SMEs will enable more actors to contribute to sustainable investment pipelines.
Climate Justice
Climate Change and Energy transitions are critical for Nigeria’s sustainable development financing. Climate action/energy transition should not be done at the expense of Africa's social, economic and energy security. While support is needed to combat climate change, African countries (like Nigeria) should not be overburdened with the fight. Moreso especially when the continent's contribution to global emissions is too little to count. Major polluters continue to pollute and advance economies who also are the major polluters have clearly shown that they would rather pursue energy security and economic interests over climate action. This means that the global financing architecture for energy projects will have to reshape their thinking and strategy regarding fossil fuel investments, not just in Africa but around the world. The challenge is that due to the Trump effect, many can really say what that position is right now. Also, it means that investment in mineral development also must shift from a global north serving architecture to one that is inclusive of African economic and social interests. 
Some Actionable Suggestions
	Timeframe
	Recommendations
	Key Actors

	Short term (0-1 year)
	Campaign to digital tax administration systems and information for fair taxes
	FIRS, MoF, Budget Office, CISLAC, BudgIT

	
	Launch public campaigns and legal action on illicit financial flows (IFFs) and asset recovery
	ICPC, EFCC, Tax Justice Network, Media

	
	Create State-level CSO consortium to co-lead financing for development dialogue
	CODE, Oxfam, CISLAC

	Medium term (1-3 years)
	Support campaign for budget tagging for climate finance and SDG financing
	Budget Office, States Ministries of Budget and Planning, CISLAC, Oxfam, CODE, 

	
	Support the creation of a Development Finance Facility to de-risk PPP in infrastructure and social sectors
	NSIA, MoF, DFIs, 

	Long term (3-5+ years)
	Champion climate justice financing at global forums (Loss and Damage, Adaptation access grants)
	Ministry of Environment, NCCC, COP Delegation, Oxfam

	
	Support institutionalization of peer learning platforms for innovative sub-national resource mobilization strategies for financing for development
	NGF, State MoFs, BudgIT, CISLAC, Oxfam, CODE



Conclusion
Financing sustainable development in Nigeria demands bold structural reforms, localized innovation, and global solidarity. As the FfD4 conference unfolds, Nigeria must assertively negotiate for a fairer financing ecosystem while deepening domestic reforms. Civil society, development agencies, and subnational actors must work in concert to turn financial commitments into transformative action. The 2030 Agenda remains within reach—but only if Nigeria and its partners decisively bridge the financing gap.
Nigeria’s engagement with the Fourth International Conference on Financing for Development (FfD4) must be strategic. The country should advocate for reforms that ensure fair taxation of digital economies, establish mechanisms for loss and damage financing related to climate change, and demand African representation in the global financial rule-making architecture. These reforms are essential to correcting the asymmetries that have historically marginalized developing countries.
Civil society organizations (CSOs) and development partners have a pivotal role to play. By strengthening budget tracking, expenditure reviews, and community-level monitoring, CSOs contribute to transparency and inclusion and supporting efforts which ensure strategies for financing for development align with sustainability and future outcomes. Establishing state-level consortiums to led finance for development (FfD) discourse would further institutionalize their role in co-creating and monitoring financing frameworks at state and federal levels. Lastly, multi-stakeholder platforms that bring together CSOs, private actors, and government representatives can enhance coherence and learning in Nigeria’s development financing strategy.
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In four years (2016-2019), Nigeria’s cumulative agricultural imports between
2016 and 2019 stood at N3.35 trillion, four times higher than the agricultural
export of N803 billion within the same period.
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