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Introduction



Background 

• National Policy on Food and Nutrition (NPFN) is 
the central framework for achieving optimal 
nutrition in Nigeria and is due for a review

• Objectives of the situation analysis were to:

Understand the 

extent and 

effectiveness of 

implementation of 

the 2016 National 

Policy on Food and 

Nutrition (NPFN)

1

Determine 

the 

successes 

of the 

NPFN and 

challenges 

faced

2

Identify 

opportunit

ies and 

threats 

for a new 

NPFN

3

Determine 

actions 

that would 

enable a 

more 

effective 

NPFN

4



Frameworks Guiding Situation 

Analysis:

1 – OECD DAC Evaluation 

Framework



Frameworks Guiding Situation 

Analysis:

2 – Enabling Environment 

Framework



Frameworks Guiding Situation Analysis:

3 – Forms of Political Commitment for 

Nutrition Framework



Methods for Situation Analysis

Desk 

review

Secondary 

data 

review

Online 

survey

Key 

informant 

interviews

Focus 

group 

discussion

s



Online Survey

Included questions across the three frameworks guiding 

the assessment

Targeted MDAs, development partners, CSOs, academia, and 

the private sector

Targeted federal, state, and local government levels

Federal, State, and Local Government Committees on Food 

and Nutrition were used to liaise with MDAs as much as 

possible
CS-SUN and SUN Business Network were used to target 

civil society organizations and private sector, 

respectively
Questions were tailored to each group of stakeholder 

using skips

Very few identifiers (sector and geopolitical zone) were 

collected to encourage honest feedback



Key Informant Interviews

Aimed to 

understand 

perspectives of 

stakeholders about 

the 2016 NPFN 

implementation as 

well as necessary 

actions to ensure 

a transformative 

new NPFN

Interviews were 

conducted with 

Chairman and 

Secretary of the 

SCFN in each state 

and the FCT, as 

well as Chairman 

and Secretary of 

the NCFN

Interviews 

additionally 

identified and 

targeted one other 

member in the SCFN 

per state that had 

been regular 

members of the 

SCFN over a long 

period and had a 

good understanding 

of the nutrition 

activities of the 

various MDAs over 

the 2016 to 2025 

period



Focus Group Discussions

Aimed to understand breadth of issues related 

to the implementation of the NPFN

Identified the challenges that different MDAs 

in the SCFN face in designing and 

implementing nutrition interventions

Facilitated consensus about priority actions 

that would need to be taken to achieve 

nutrition progress

FGDs were conducted using 6 members of each 

SCFN/LGCFN as a group



Survey Findings



Overview of Respondents 

(1,658) 

1,093

66%

565

34%

Female

Male



Overview of Respondents –

Organization  
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Distribution of MDAs (1,304)

Federal, 4%

Local 

government, 

59%

State, 36%

Federal Local government State



Overview of Respondents –

Sector  

6%

7%

6%

4%
1%

1%

3%

66%

1%
2%

1%
2%

3%

Academia

Agriculture

Economic/Budget and

Planning
Education

Environment
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Gender, Women, and

Youth
Health

Industry and Trade

Information/Communicati

ons
Science and Technology



Overview of Respondents – Job 

Role 

23% 44%

2% 1%

9% 5%

1%

8%

3%

6%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Advocacy

Service delivery/programme implementation

Enforcement/regulation

High-level financing

Monitoring and evaluation

Programme administration

Programme-specific financial management

Research



Implementati

on of 

Nutrition 

Intervention

s

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Sodium reduction

Biofortification

Workplace creches

Small animal husbandry

SQ-LNS

Community-Led Total Sanitation

Food fortification

Home gardening

School feeding

Provision of safe drinking water

Nutrition assessment

ORS

Long-lasting insecticide treated nets

Provision of handwashing facilities

Zinc supplementation

Micronutrient powder

Supplementary feeding

Hygiene education

MMS

Iron-folic acid supplementation

Nutrition advocacy

Food demonstration

Deworming

Management of acute malnutrition

Nutrition education

Vitamin A supplementation

IYCF

2021 -

2025

• Average of 9 

interventions 

implemented per 

organization in each 

period

• 20% implemented just 

one or 2 

interventions

• 5% implemented no 

interventions

• Some interventions 

were more prevalent 

in one period versus 

the other

• WASH interventions 

most prevalent non-

health sector



Challenges Affecting Ability to 

Implement Interventions

5%

6%

11%

12%

12%

18%

20%

23%

25%
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55%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Inadequate interest of target…
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Inconsistent government policies

Inadequate service delivery…

Inadequate or poor supply chain

Late release of funds

Insecurity

Inadequate number of staff

Inadequate or no budget for nutrition



Familiarity with the 2016 –

2025 NPFN

14%

26%

7%

34%

19%

Not familiar at all

Familiar to a very little extent ..

Not sure

Familiar to some extent

Very familiar



2016 – 2025 

NPFN & 

Population 

Needs

• 68% perceived NPFN 

addressed correct 

target populations

• Needs most met:

• Pregnant women

• Children 6-23 mos

• Children 24-59 mos

• Children <6 mos

• Needs not met:

• Elderly

• Adult men

• Adolescent boys

• PLWD

• Institutional 

populations

2%
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21%
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22%

17%

18%
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9%

10%
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0% 20% 40%
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Adult men
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The elderly
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Adolescent boys
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Pregnant women and/or…
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No, 1,008, 

61%

Yes, 650, 

39%

Have a Physical or Electronic 

Copy of NPFN

No

Yes



Perceived Political Commitment 

for Nutrition

19%

32%

13%

25%

10%

No political commitment

at all

Very little political

commitment

Not sure

Some political

commitment

Very high political

commitment

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%



Scored Political Commitment 

for Nutrition

Rhetorical 

Commitment 

= 

1.75

Institutio

nal 

Commitment 

= 

1.48

Operationa

l 

Commitment 

= 

1.17

Embedded 

Commitment 

= 

1.46

System-

Wide 

Commitment 

= 

1.40

Widespread 

Awareness, 

Verbal 

Commitment

Policies, 

Laws, 

Regulations, 

Structures

Human, 

Technical, 

Financial, 

Resources

Multisector

al 

Nutrition 

Impact

Communities, 

Civil 

Society, 

Private 

Sector 

Sustain 

Impact



Findings from 

Interviews & FGDs



Perceptions about 2016 – 2025 

NPFN (1)
• Relevant and well aligned with national and 

international goals

• Inadequately adaptable to rapidly changing 

socioeconomic situations, e.g., inflation and 

displacement

• Limited domestication across states

• Low policy awareness among stakeholders in some 

states

1.Relevanc
e

• Increased awareness of nutrition importance among 

government and the public

• Institutional frameworks (e.g., nutrition 

departments, committees, budget lines) have been 

established, and multi-sectoral collaboration 

fostered

• Donors and development partners rally around a common 

framework

• Progress is generally fragmented and characterized by 

isolated successes amidst systemic failures

• Limited effectiveness because of unreliable and 

inadequate funding; weak M&E; bureaucratic 

bottlenecks; intersectoral conflict; and insufficient 

human and technical resources

1.Effectiv
eness



Perceptions about 2016 – 2025 

NPFN (2)
•Aligned with other national frameworks 

and has minimal conflicts, reflecting 

external coherence

•Limited internal coherences due to 

poorly defined roles and 

responsibilities and overlapping 

stakeholder mandates

3.Cohere
nce

•Delays in release of available funds

•Inadequately coordinated efforts

•Insufficient data for planning/decision-

making

•Waste of resources due to duplicated 

interventions

3.Effici
ency



Perceptions about 2016 – 2025 

NPFN (2)

•Limited impact

•Some positive outcomes were recorded 

such as reduced malnutrition in some 

states and increased breastfeeding rates

•Some deterioration, such as stunting in 

some states 

3.Impact

•Government funding was inconsistent and 

insufficient

•Over-reliance on external donors 

undermined long-term sustainability

•Legal and institutional frameworks for 

nutrition were still under development or 

were insufficiently empowered

3.Sustaina
bility



Conclusions

NPFN has catalysed 

improvements in 

nutrition 

awareness, 

institutionalizatio

n, and multi-

sectoral 

collaboration.

Aspects of the NPFN 

related to 

interventions and 

service delivery 

were poorly 

implemented due to 

inadequate 

capacity, funding, 

and coordination




