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ABSTRACT

The study examined rice value chain in Niger State to ascertain the extent of coordination and profyy
Margins among actors. It determined the benefits accruing to actors and the supports received.
Multistage and stratified random sampling techniques were used to select 315 input providers, farmers,
collectors, processors, wholesalers and retailers from Agaie, Katcha and Lavun Local Governmeny
Amqs of the State. Data were collected on socis-economic characteristics, access to value chain SUppon
services, value chain relationships, costs and returns as well as constraints faced by the actors,
Descriptive statistics and budgetary techniques were used to analyze the data. Results revealed that the
actors were in their economically active age (less than 60 years) and married with large household sizes.
Vertical coordination was high among the actors but horizontal coordination was weak. All actors
realized profits. Profit margin per bag was highest for wholesalers and retailers and lowest for
processors. However, the processors earmed the highest return on investment (4.63), followed by
wholesalers (1.49), farmers (1.35), paddy collectors {1.29), retailers (1.27) and input providers (1.13}.
While coordination among the actors was strong, value chain support was weak, Therefore, it was
concluded that even though there were positive profit margins and retums on investment, opportunities
existed for increasing them by providing value chain support in the form of forming and strengthening
clusters of actors, providing financial linkages, offering effective extension and advisory services,
training actors on business management skills and contract negotiation, providing effective contract
enforcement mechanisms, promoting central warehousing and establishing large-scale processing
plants.

INTRODUCTION
Rice is commercially the second most important cereal after wheat, worldwide. It is also widely

consumed and there is hardly any country where it is not utilized in one form or another, In Nigeria, not
only is it widely consumed, but it has risen to a position of predominance among staple foods with
consumption incréaging at about 10% per annum since the 1970s (Akande, 1999), In fact, rice has
become a food security commodity while also generating more income than any other cash crop for the
Nigerian farmers who normally sell up to 80% of total production (USAID, 2009).

Notwithstanding the significance of rice in the Nigerian economy, domestic production of the
commodity falls far short of the consumption, resulting in massive importation to bridge the gap. Until
recently, rice constituted one of the most important Nigeria's agricultural import items, making the
country the highest importer of the product in Africa, and the second highest in the world (NRDS,
200r9). However, with the current economic recession, coupled with acute scarcity of foreign exchange,
the Nigerian government has been compelled to drastically restriet importation of the commodity and
is attempting import substitution in the sector,

One of the areas where increased rice produetion is being promoted is Niger State, which is
already one of the major rice producing States. Efforts are currently being made 1o substantially raise
rice production in the State by upgrading its value chain, Such efforts are spear-headed not just by the
State government, but also donor-assisted projects such as Fadama 11l Additional Financing and
International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD). To achieve this successfully, however, it is
necessary o analyze the rice value chain to identify the existing actors, opportunities and the gaps. Only
then would it be certain, what supports and interventions are required to promote the commaodity's value
chain and (thereby) increase its output in the State and perhaps nationally. The objectives of this study
therefore are o:

i. identify the main actors, supporters and activities in rice value chain in Miger State
ii. describe the level of coordination among actors in the chain
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ine the profit margins of actors and
i Iwhf‘ L-.m:'-""i““ of the actors,
i :

'nll'l'ill.}'ﬂﬂl.{m"r'

:il:l“.‘ "II-":C sllld,'!" was conducted in Nl'gtl State tﬁ!'—l |"3{]' N: 3“]0'-?’10‘ E-} It iz bordered h‘}f the
rign S1ale pi'h:mftumm the north cast, the Federal Capital Territory to the south east, Zamfara State
N gorth, Kebbi State (o the west, Kogi and Kwarn States f0 the south and south west, respectively,
.1.'“' oy the Republic _n:llhimr:ltu the Nnﬂh West, ﬂver_ng;: annual rainfall varies from 1,100 mm - 1,600
. Farthermore, ?‘f" & ur: ] Hl:;i of more than 8.6 million hectares (about 9.3% of the country’s total),
S (5% ol “"“’1'. is cultivable, and a low population density, the State holds great potentials for
oI food security and agricultural exports for Nigeria, This is further underscored by climate and
5 -IIMW”“"::§:;E“;LT;$E:&? uitabe for the production of mast of Nigeria's crops and
ok, Bl L ¢ niage in rice ion given i i i
IJI;U::;ahIL tor both irrigated nd rainfed :ultivut[i;:m production given its vast flood plains which

campling and data collection

A combination of multistage and stratificd sampling techniques was used. Of the three
sgrculioral zones in the State, Zone | was purposively selected because of the predominance of rice
F;,.juulim there. The Zone consists of eight local government areas (LGAs), out of which three { Agaie,
Kacha and Lavun) were randomly selected. From each selected LGA, three rice producing villages
were randomly sampled from a sampling frame obtained from the Niger State Ministry of Agriculture.
fhey include Ekagi, Loguma and Nami in Agaie LGA, Badeggi, Edotsu and Katcha in Katcha LGA
nd Busu, Danchitagi and Wuya Suman in Lavun LGA. The population of the value chain aciors was
gratified into rice input suppliers, producers (farmers), paddy collectors, processors, wholesalers and
naailers. Five respondents each of the actors were then randomly sampled in each village giving a total
o 170 respondents,

With the aid of questionnaires, primary data were collected from the selected chain actors on
scio-ceonomic characteristics, sources, quantities and prices of inputs, product sources, prices and
queities. packaging, slorage and transport costs, wols and machinery costs, membership of
awsociations, aceess to credit, value chain supporters, opportunities and gaps in the value chain as well
& consirainis.,

[t analysis
Descriptive statistics were used to achieve objectives 1, ii and iv while budgetary technique was
used 1o achieve objective iil. Using the budgetary technique, the net income or profit of a particular
actor wis defined as;
M=TR-TVC - TFC ()
Wihre:
= net income, TR = total revenue, TVC = total variahle cost and TFC = total fixed cost.
toflawing USAID (2009), the net profit margin (PM) of an actor was defined as:
M =N ()
Where () = quantity of output of the actor (bags)
oe returm per naira invested was defined as:
ROl ="TRTC 3}
Where: ROI = rexurn on investment

HESULTS AND DISCUSSION :

THE-teonomic characteristics of rice value chain actors -
Table | shows that all rice input providers, producers, collectors, processors and majority of

"holesalers were male while majority of the retailers were female, suggesting a male d.umlnu.tad vaalue

4 in Niger State. It is also evident from the table that most of the actors were relatively }wnglb“;

g experienced, married, and had large household sizes. There was also evidence of high leve o

Wity above 4s4) among the atars, with processors being the most educated and wholesalers with
beingu‘: least, In Hgiger State, as perhaps most of Migerna, education tends to Improve meome
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and aceess to finance, It is therefore, possible that the educated were more able 10 afford

N . \ ; fe elativey,
high investment requirements of rice processing.

Table 1: Distribution of rice value chain actors by socio-economic charncuﬁ;ﬁ“

Distribution —Tnput  Producers _ Paddy  Wholesalers Processors Reige-

Characteristic providers collectors
Frea(h) — Freq00)  Fra %) Frea(%) — Frea ) Freqyap-
Gender Male AS(100)  45(100)  45(100)  30(66.7) 45 (100 120263
Female 0(0.0)  000)  0(00) 13(33.3) 00.0) 33735
Total 4501000 45(100) 45 (100) 45 (100} A5(100) g5 (100)
Age (vears) <30 4(8.9) 2(44) (1.1 S(11.1) {44y 6(13.3
3160 I9(86.T)  37(B22) 39(86T)  3T(B22)  a40(8s9) 3N
= 6l 2{4dy  a(113) 1(2.2) 36.T) 36D 2y
Total 45(100)  45(100)  45(100)  45(100) 450100) 45109y
Mean .1 15.3 339 419 3.0 6
Marital status Married 420933} 43(956)  42(933) 43(95.6) 450100)  3ns2
Single 36T 2(4.4) 3(6.7) 2{uh.4) 010.0)  Bi7gy
Total 45(100)  45(100)  45(100) 45100 45(100) 45 (100
Household size <10 28(356)  21(467) 20(444)  T(I58) 21 (46.7) 21467
1120 00444) 21467 BELY O 3L 24 ($3.3) 1942
=20 0 (0.0) 36.7) 2(4.4) 6(13.3) 0(0.0)  sq11y,
Total 45(100)  45(100)  45(100)  45(100) 45(100) 45 (100)
Edueation Primary 0222}  4@ELY) 5L S{1L1Y 15(333) sy

Secondary  9(200)  6(13.3)  13(289) T(15.6) B(17.8) #1789
Tertiary BOIZE)  8(133)  sqILL) 6(13.3) 8(17.8)  sq110
No formal 18(40)  19(422) 22(48.9) 27 (60) 4311} 27(60.0)

Total 4501000 4501000 45 (100) 45 (100) 501000 45 (100)

Experience <10 25(556)  2146T)  20(444) 7156 21 46 21(46.7)
H-20 20(444) 20104670 BELY RELY (53.3) 190422
=20 0(00) 36T 2(4a) 6(13.3) 0(00)  s(1L1

Tatal 45(100)  45(100) 45 (100} 45 (100) 45 (100} 45 (100

Source: Survey data, 2012

Organization and coordination in rice value chain

The main actors in the rice value chain are the input providers, rice producers, paddy collectors,
processors, wholesalers and retailers. It can be seen in Table 2 that input providers handled mainly
fertilizer and herbicides and to a lesser extent, insecticides and improved seeds, Similarly, fertilizer and
herbicides were the main inputs demanded by rice larmers. By greater proportion (almost 58%) of the
farmers seemed to buy improved seeds than available providers {229%). Compared to the other inputs
therefore, access to improved seeds is relatively difficult for rice farmers who have to travel longer
distances to buy the input.

Table 2 also shows that while fami v labour input was mare popular among the farmers, labour
hiring was also quite prevalent {64%) perhaps hecause meg hanization {practiced by only 13%) was low.
Majority of the farmers stored their products af home and sold directly to wholesalers and paddy
collectors, However, almost half (47%) of them had not received extension advice on rice farming or
post-harvest handling. It is also evident that most af the farmers and input providers rely only on their
personal savings for financing their activities, This is an indication thar many farmers (and input
providers) are still left outside the net, natwithstanding the efforis of government (through the Niger

State Agricultural and Mechanization Authority) and donor-assisted projects to promote rice value
chain in the State,
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Activity Frcquenc,}r -

s Inputs handled -

gt P Fertilizers 18 s
HETbiCidEE 39 ﬂﬁ.?
Insecticides 10 22.2
Improved seeds 10 22:2
Cooperative
Member 18 -
MNon-member 27 b
Source of finance -
Cooperatives 18 %
Bank
ﬁfdﬂﬁﬂl‘ﬁlq:mers IIpl.l!s bought

Fertilizers 40 -_—
Herbicides 35 08
Pesticides 10 555
Improved seeds 2% ST
Production method
Entirely manual 17 §i5
Partly mechanized & i
Labour use 156
Family 6 0.0
e 28 64.4
Paddy storage
Al home 8 844
Rented store " 15.6
Paddy sale
Paddy collector 24 511
Processor 13 289
Wholesaler 33 713
Retailer 11 244
Consumer 5 133
Extension visit .
Visited 24 533
Not visited 21 46.7
Cooperative
Member 18 40.0
Mon-member 27 60.0
Source of finance
Personal savings il 68,9
Cooperatives 14 31

Sorree—— Banks 10 22

high amTahI: 3 shows that majority of all value chain actors used mainty
a .,T“ & retailers, processors and wholesalers suggesting the high em
S:fh“'" activities. With the exception of
home. Group or central storage of products was con

Ti

i coedings af
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activities of input providers and paddy rice producers

ple 2: yalue chain
bl

"ree: Survey data, 2012

wholesalers, most o
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chain suggesting limited cooperation among actors on this activity. Furthermare, only few of the 5

indicated in the table have received extension, training or advisory services on their activities, g does
seem therefore, that even the limited extension services available have focused mainly oq farmerg
ignoring other participants and pointing to a production rather than value n_:hmn.nn:ntcd bias._ Iy js also
mdicated in the table that cooperation seems to be strong among retailers and o g lesser eXtent
wholesalers. Nonetheless, most of the value chain actors still rely on personal savings for finance. |

Table 3: Value chain activities of paddy collectors, processors, wholesalers and retailers

Paddy Processor Wholesaler Retailer

collector
Activity Freg. % Freq. % e % Fen W
Labour use
Family I35 718 M 756 31 689 12 46.7
Hired 7 156 21 467 20 444 M 5313
Storage
Al home 45 100 45 100 10 222 34 75.6
Rented store 0 0.0 0 0.0 is 778 & 13.3
Own market store 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 .1
Sale
Paddy collector 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 00 o 0.0
Processor 13 289 0 0.0 22 489 0 0.0
Wholesaler 15 B3 5 1.1 37 822 0 0.0
Retailer 4 B9 k| 689 34 756 27 a0,
Consumer 2 44 40 889 4 B9 45 100
Extension/advisory
support
Received 14 3l 0 0.0 [ 133 2 44
Mot received il 68.9 45 100 30 86.7 42 91.3
Cooperative
Member 8 178 20 444 27 600 15 333
Non-member 37 822 25 356 1B 400 30 66.7
Sources of finance
Personal savings 42 933 45 100 45 100 25 55.6
Cooperatives 1 22 0 0.0 ] oo 7 5.6
Banks 0 0.0 { 0.0 0 0.0 13 28.9

Source: Survey data, 2012

The flow of products indicated in the value chain map in Figure | reveals that input providers
sell mainly pp.ujucllmn nputs to producers and packaging and storage inputs 1o paddy collectors and
wholesalers, The input providers maintain close relationship with producers, sometimes providing

they enjoy shared benefits that Promote their trade,
The typical producer (farmer) mainly sells paddy to collecto
frequently) 1o rewailers or consumers. His relationshi

for hnmc censumption. Some of the farmers howey
Eooperatives which incregsed access (o infio
llowing them 1o increase farm sizes {22.2%)

rs and wholesalers, but also (less
P with processors is mainly in milling rice meant
ever, coordinate among themselves by belonging o
rmation, credit (28% of members) and inputs {15.6%).
and output (26.7%).
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Input Provider

N B Paddy collector .

I___,. Wh:]csaltr _F

P SR L e P

Processor

............ Retailer

Eemmmmeeanma B Consumer e

hey  —  Strong linkage
----- +  Weak Linkage
Figure I: Rice value chain map in Miger State

Results revealed that paddy collectors sold mainly to wholesalers and on a smaller scale 1o
prucessors, retailers and consumers. They share information with and some (33%) purchased paddy
Irom fellow collectors. The wholesaler bought mainly from the producer and paddy colleetor and sold
rectly to retailer and processor. A major proportion (36%) did some rice milling using mainly the
Icilitigs of processors before sclling to retailers and consumers, Sometimes the wholesalers
smordinaled among themselves by sharing information, selling (or buving) from esch other and
“Spectally through cooperatives, In fact, they were the most arganized actors,

The retailers are the most important group responsible for selling rice directly 10 consumers
mastly in milleg Form (80%%) but sometimes as paddy {26%), They normally buy paddy which they take
" Processars for milling before selling, While some retailers sell their produci exactly as procured or
Miled, most chean their rice o upgrade its quality before disposal. 1t is in this cleaning operation that
"anY hands were hired, Apain, group membership was weak among this eategory. But some of those

5 Were members indicated that they benefitted through sharing market information, obtaining credit
"™ engaging in rotating savings,

~ln Summary, it can be stated that vertical coordination between the actors scems 1o be strong
Whife 11nr'i1m1al coordination (among actors al the same level of the chain) was weak as can be seen

M the poay. organization of actors into groups. Furthermore, the level of value chain support is still
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low as revealed by low access to external finance, extension/advisory 5‘:',"”:"& lack of marke,
support, absence of support in organizing them into groups and universally high transportatio, Costs.

Profit margins of rice value chain actors —
The costs and returns structure of value chain actors shown in Table 4 reveals tha Variabje

(operation) costs dominated the expenses with purchase qf_PfDFII”‘:‘? tfalde'd looming !ﬁfEE- Th 'S Sugges)
low level of fixed capital investment required for participating in rice valuc_ chain activities excep
processing which requires acquisition of the relatively expensive milling machines as can be seep from
the relatively high depreciation cost of processors. Input providers incurred the highest total cos but
8lso carned the highest revenue. The total revenue earned by processors was the second higheg;
Similarly, the processors received the highest absolute profit, followed by input providers and (he,,
wholesalers. Strikingly, the farmers obtained the lowest profit among all aclﬂrs._Hov_rcver, in terms of
profit margin — when the profits were weighted by the quantity of rice sold - the situation changed_ with
wholesalers earning by far the highest and the processors the lowest. This follows that the ki 2h ahsolyte
profit obtained by the processors is attributable to the relatively large number of bags handled, |t was
not possible to compute the profit margin of input providers as defined because of the heterogeneity of
the items sold,

The relative profitability of value chain activities was further revealed through the returns per
naira invesied by each actor category. Table 4 shows that processors earned the most while input
providers earned the least. Therefore, ultimately, the financial performance of the processors was the
best among all actors. But as stated earlier, processing also required the highest initial fixed capital
Investment.



' rocesdings of the 317 Annual Confevence of Farm Management Association af Nigeria, Bauchi 2017
je d: Average ensts and returns per actor in the rice value chain (%)
T " Tnpul Paddy
. provider  Producer  collector  Processor  Wholesaler  Retailer
_,_,-o—'-"'_'_._._-_-_-_
yarisble o5t
Cost of product 345,165.7
rhse 2,104,093.33 0 285,695.67 0 461,722.22 B
rtation
Lr;wﬂ 28,488.89 0 3,166.56 0 3612222 407244
T lev) 240222 0 0.00 164667 193778  1.180.00
Land preparation 0 12431.13 o 0 o o
Cost of inputs 000 6667667  7,617.56 0 0 0
Cost of fabour 685556 1252287 371222 663000 401444 340456
{peration/
Maimenance o 0 0 202.204.44 ] 0
Oters v 0 0 0 1434222 4773333
Joual variable  2,141,840.00 210,481.11 358,596, 1
ol 91,63067 300,191.90 518,235.89 I
Fined cosis
Rent 104222 251556  270.00 1,400.00 .00 384.44
Depreciation 105567 | B46.89 89.33 2604571 148889 146667
Total Fined Cost 4,997 89 4,362.22 359,33 2744571 1,488 80 1,862.22
2,146,837.89 237,026.82 360,458.3
Tatal cost 0590288  300,551.20 519,727.78 3
Refurns
Dutpul {bag)’ NA 3278 78 5,668.44 o4 61.40
1,426,515.56 1,101,265.87 457,490.0
Total revenue 130,001.11 388.035.60 T74, 80889 i}
Nt mecome
{profit) 27967767 3408822 8748440 86334305 2550811 97,011.67
Prefit margin NA 103991 1,121.59 152.31 265700  1,580.32
Relumn on
_mvestiment .13 .35 1.29 4.63 1.4% 1.27
g hﬁgﬂrwf = Bﬂkg

r'

Saurce: Survey data

Rice value chain constraints

As should be expected, Table 5 shows that constraints varied among actors Many farmers
1I:|1I"ru3m.-rs‘.| and paddy collectors reported default or failed buy-back arrangement as major constraint.
" the case of the farmers, the failed buy-back arrangement occurred in the survey Yeir when the only
(1t large-scale processor in the area failed to honour an arrangement made with the local farmers
" acquire their paddy as a result of disagreement over the sizes of bags in which rice was 1o be sold.
' failure resulted mainly because the Farmers and this buyer had different understanding regarding
m:.z: of bag that was 1o be used. On the other hand, some paddy collectors in the area indicated that
=y :; defanlt by selling their product to other buyers or demanding prices higher than agreed. These

Ications of poor contract negotiation and enforeement mechanisms. _
Instability in rice prices was also reported by many farmers and retailers as a major challenge.
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This is obviously attributable to the seasonal nature of rice production in the area and poor st
facilities. As reporied earlier, storage is normally restricted to the limited ﬁ_mlllles af.-nlﬂaj:.lg at home
instead of warehouses. Many of the actors alse complained of high ransportation CﬂElWhIFh for obvioys
reasons seems (o be a universal phenomenon in Nigeria. Furthermore, majority of the rice processor
identified high fuel cost and maintenance cost as major constraints, Most of them operated petro).
powered small-scale millers which seem to be more reliable than electric Fowered given the nop.
availability or instability of electric power supply in the area. The petrol machines however, were mare
costly to run. ) _ _

Furthermare, inadequate access to finance as well as extension or adwsufy services seems 1o
be widespread among all actor categories. Earlier results presented in the paper llrl-dlcated !:hal actarg
relied mostly on personal savings, with a few accessing loans from their :MPEMTWESI-. Availability of
bank loans and other formal finance is conspicuously absent among the actors. It is nat surprising
therefore, that they all aperated on small-scale (see quantities of output handle!d in Tabl-,-l 4) and could
not enjoy economies of scale. Furthermore, provision of extension and advisory services which js
supposed to be spear-headed by the Niger State Agricultural and Mechanization Development Authority
(NAMDA} is almost non-existent. Although donar-assisted agencies such as the Fadama 111 Additional
Financing offers some services, these are usually limited and farmer-centered.

Table 5: Constraints among rice value chain actors

Input Rice Paddy

provider Producer collector Processor  Wholesaler Retailer
Constraints ~ Freq % Freg % Freq %  Freq %  Freg % Freq %
Default/failed
buy-back
arrangement ] 00 39 867 20 444 0 00 0O 00 0. 00
Price

fluctuation i} 0.0 6 800 0 0.0 i 0.0 0 0.0 22 489
Low

patronage a 0.0 0 00 0 00 0 00 0 00 27 600
High 18

transportcost 36 BOO 0 0.0 I 244 0 0.0 40.0 20 489
High milling

oSt 1] 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 ] 0.0 ] 0.0 19 422
Insufficient

finance 25 5555 10 222 ] 7.8 45 100 0 0.0 25 558
Poor rice

quality 000 0 00 B S 0 00 32 71 0 o
High fuel L] 00 0 00 0 00 30 667 ¢ 00 0 00
cost

High

maintenance

cost 0 0 0 00 0 00 27 40 0 00 0 o0
Freguent

breakdown 0 00 1] 0.0 0 00 3 g7 g 0.0 i 0.0
Pacr sccess i i
o extension 45 100 18 400 45 1 45

Source; Survey data, 2012 045 w0 45 100
CONCLUSION

The rice value chain actors identified in the are include rice in i
f Put providers, producers ( farmers), paddy
eollectors, processors, whnln_:sulzrs nn:! retailers, who were active (less than 60 ye.nrgf ald) wi:;hprﬂdfg'-‘
household sizes. In un:lmak-lng lhe_ various value chain activities, the vertical coordination hetween the
actors seems Lo be strong while horizontal coordination (at the same level of the value chain) was weak.

Nevertheless, participation in the rice value chain was profitable among all actors, both in ahsolute and
(1
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|ative fErmE, with processors obtaining the highest return on i

T; w level _ﬂl'\ﬂﬂug chain support as could be sn:g:',i:n :xtmm;; ;T;?::T:E:c:ﬁ?xzr;hf ;tudy dsvase

L] extl:nf-_'““"l“d"'sm':p' services, lack of marketing support, limited support in o e A

e high transportation .anf.‘- processing costs, absence of central warehousing B;ga w:::l;.mg Tﬂm .

axistence of contract negotiation and enforcement support. Thus it appears that uppwmﬁt?e;n::!s:.}“-
i or

yproving the financial attractiveness of the val i e ) :
IF.rcll:ldw.'liri'm- value chain activities and (thereby) increasing rice

Mc{}MMENDATIﬂNS
[o achieve the desired improvement in the rice value chain in Ni i
fallowing chain support activities be seriously quw;ham ), e e

i 'l.,-’a!;e c‘.h;nl:q ;cl:‘ﬁtghuuld be actively organized into their various economic interest groups or
clusters & help themselves and receive support easily. The Fadama [l Additi
Fin;“c"i"r;li !; t:l.tgrr:ntly doing this by organizing rice farmers into ciusters but th';. is ona I:;T:J
:;ad i tg;f:;mmmt needs to buy into this for its sustainable expansion (to other actors

i, There is the need to increase access to finance to enable actors expand their activities. The
importance of credit in promoting rice wlalue chain has been well documented {Onoja and Herbert,
2011). Therefore, the actors, after forming groups or clusters as suggested above will have lo b
deliberately linked by the relevant State agencies to institutional financing mechanism: sTJch a:
the Nigerian Incentive Based Risk Sharing System of Agricultural Lending (NIRSAL) Small
and Medium Ent:_rprisv:s Financing Scheme, Bank of Agriculture, Nigerian Agrirl.-u1tura1
Insurance Corporation (NAIC), commercial banks etc. This type of linkage would normally
involve the State providing guarantee in support of actors to lenders.

i There is need to provide effective extension and business advisory services as demanded by value
chain actors. Mew ways of reaching the actors other than the T & V system still operated by
NAMDA are required, : * ;

iv. Value chain actors require adequate training in business management skills and contract
negotiation, while there is need for government to develop appropriate mechanisms for contract
enforcement which is cumbersome under the current Migerian legal system.

v. Through the clusters and in partnership with private investors, the State government could
promote establishment of central warchouses for rice storage in the area. This, along with
provision of adequate market information could help in stabilizing prices and incomes, preserve
product quality and even encourage centralization of processing and marketing.

vi. Given the central role of MWiger State in the rice economy of Ni geria, there is need for government
to engage private investors 1o establish modern Ia_rgg_g,cﬂlt fice processing plants that could

process export guality rice.
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