
DT\1222555EN.docx PE663.288v01-00

EN United in diversity EN

European Parliament
2019-2024

Committee on Budgetary Control

21.1.2021

WORKING DOCUMENT
on ECA Special Report 14/2020: EU development aid to Kenya

Committee on Budgetary Control

Rapporteur: Tomáš Zdechovský



PE663.288v01-00 2/7 DT\1222555EN.docx

EN

Summary

The Court concluded that the European Commission and External Action Service (EEAS) 
have not demonstrated that aid under the 11th European Development Fund (EDF) to Kenya, 
the country’s main source of Union funding, addressed the country’s development obstacles 
and focused on where it would contribute most to reducing poverty. Projects funded under 
10th EDF delivered outcomes as expected, but have not had a visible impact on Kenya’s 
overall economic development. 

The report also used the example of Kenya to assess the methodology for allocating EU 
development aid and to help in designing new actions in the next Multi-annual Financial 
Framework.

The Court recommends to the Commission and the European External Action Service to:

1. a) Examine the EU’s method for allocating funding between African, Caribbean and 
Pacific countries, involving the Parliament, the Council and Member States as 
appropriate;

b) Introduce specific conditions which establish a clear link between financial allocations 
and the country’s past performance and the government’s commitment to structural 
reforms, including rule of law;

2. Assess whether, and explain how, the amounts allocated to and within each focal sector in 
Kenya are likely to reach a sufficient critical mass to achieve significant results;

3. Prioritise sectors in Kenya with the potential to attract foreign direct investment, create 
jobs and grow exports, and actions supporting the rule of law, including the fight against 
corruption.

The Court’s conclusions

I - The Commission and the EEAS allocated funding to Kenya in line with the Agenda 
for Change but the process did not include a specific assessment of the country’s 
development obstacles and objectives

The Court concluded that the Commission and the EEAS have not demonstrated that EU aid 
granted to Kenya was sufficiently based on the country’s specific needs and was channelled to 
where it could do most to reduce poverty. It also found that the EU-funded actions reviewed 
under the 10th EDF had delivered the expected outputs and outcomes, but the impact on 
Kenya’s overall development had not yet been demonstrated.

– The funds allocated to Kenya under the 11th EDF amounted to EUR 435 million, which 
was equivalent to around 0,6 % of Kenya’s tax revenue. The Commission and EEAS 
allocated some 90 % of the funding to Kenya using a standard formula for the African, 
Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries, without conducting their own specific assessment 
of the country’s development obstacles and objectives or funding gap. Nor did country 
allocations take into account grants or loans from other donors.
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– The allocation of EDF funding took into account World Governance Indicators but the 
process did not allow for aid to be linked to progress of beneficiary countries’ 
performance, governance, commitment to structural reforms or controlling corruption. 
Even though Kenya made little progress in promoting rule of law and fighting corruption 
during last decades, the Court found no evidence that this had made the EU attach 
additional conditions to the country’s EDF funding.

– The audit showed that, in line with its aim, the Commission allocated more funds to the 
poorest countries under the 11th EDF than it did under the 10th EDF. The share of the 
total allocation received by least developed countries (LDCs) and low-income countries 
(LICs) was 85 %, compared with 80 % under the 10th EDF. However, the allocation 
formula gave less aid per person to countries with larger populations such as Kenya. This 
was because the indicator for population was capped at 40 million people and not based 
on a country’s total population, but rather its square root. If the Commission had not 
applied this capping, bigger countries, such as Kenya, would have received most of the 
funding.

II - The programming of the 11th EDF does not sufficiently demonstrate that aid is 
channelled to where it can do most to reduce poverty

– Even though the available funding covered only a small fraction of Kenya’s development 
needs, the money was spread across many areas including agriculture, drought 
emergencies, energy and transport infrastructure, elections, public financial management 
and the justice system. Kenya’s National Indicative Programme (NIP) for 2014-2020 did 
not include any assessment of whether and how the EDF funds allocated to these areas 
would reach a sufficient critical mass to achieve significant results. Nor did it explain how 
supporting the selected sectors would support Kenya more than other sectors reducing 
poverty. For example, the Court found no clear reasoning as to why the Commission and 
the EEAS had chosen not to support the manufacturing sector directly. Many economies 
that have experienced considerable development strides have undergone a transformation 
– from agricultural to industrial. This has not happened in Kenya: agriculture still 
contributes one third of the country’s GDP, while manufacturing represents only 10 %, the 
same as 40 years ago. 

– The largest allocation of 11th EDF funding, EUR 190 million (44 % of the total), was to 
the ‘Food security and resilience to climate shocks’ focal sector. Most support in this 
sector went to communities in arid and semi/arid land regions and to smallholder farmers, 
with the aim of giving them food security and higher income. This support was likely to 
improve the living standard of those communities, but finally did not help progress 
towards the commercialisation of farming and expansion of agro-processing.

– The NIP allocated EUR 175 million to the energy and infrastructure sector and listed a 
number of ambitions, including resource-intensive endeavours such as developing new 
solar and wind sources and transportation networks (such as roads and ports). Without 
questioning the importance of these plans, the Court considered the amount too small to 
implement all these plans or substantially influence the sector’s development.

– The ‘Accountability of public institutions’ sector received EUR 60 million, targeting three 
systems: elections, public financial management and justice. Even though weak rule of 
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law and corruption are considered serious obstacles to Kenya’s development, the EU aid 
was not directly addressing these. The Court found no explanation as to why funding was 
aimed at alternatives to imprisonment and legal aid for poorer people as none of this 
support focused directly on corruption.

III - 10th EDF projects generally delivered expected outputs and outcomes, but their 
impact on Kenya’s overall development was not demonstrated yet

– The Court also examined a sample of actions in Kenya, covering 53 % of expenditure 
under the 10th EDF and assessed whether these actions had achieved their expected 
outputs, outcomes and impact. Although these projects had generally delivered their 
expected outputs and outcomes, the Court reported no evidence that they had had a visible 
impact on the country’s overall development.

The Commission’s reply

The Commission and the EEAS consider that EU aid granted to Kenya was based on Kenya’s 
specific needs and directed primarily toward the EU global objective to reduce poverty as 
enshrined in the EU treaty. As resources are finite and in the context of development subject 
to volatility, choices need to be made in the programming phase and adapted during to 
implementation to care for external and internal shocks. These choices were rational, based on 
sound analysis and the existing strengths of EU cooperation, while also incorporating new 
areas and approaches and based on a partnership approach with Kenya whose Government 
requested and strongly supported the sectors chosen.

The Commission and the EEAS did not accept recommendation 1.b for two main reasons.

Firstly, the Commission and the EEAS consider the meaning of “introducing specific 
conditions” unclear in the context of allocations, as countries’ performance and commitments 
were among the criteria used, together with needs and impact, in the allocation of the 11th 
EDF. Performance criteria included the rule of law and control of corruption as dimensions of 
governance.

Secondly, the Commission and the EEAS consider that the introduction of the concept of 
“conditionality” (as implied by the wording of the recommendation) goes beyond the criteria 
partner countries’ “commitments” or “performance” in the allocation of the future bilateral 
cooperation (based on a single or subset of indicators). This would not be in line with the 
Cotonou Agreement or, as regards the future, with the text proposed by the Commission 
under Article 11(2) of the NDICI, which provides that geographic programmes shall be based 
on:

a) “the partners’ needs, established on the basis of specific criteria, taking into account the 
population, poverty, inequality, human development, economic and environmental 
vulnerability, and state and societal resilience;

b) the partners’ capacities to generate and access financial resources and on their absorption 
capacities;

c) the partners’ commitments and performance, established on the basis of criteria such as 
political reform and economic and social development;

d) the potential impact of Union funding in partner countries and regions”.
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The legislative negotiations for the adoption of the NDICI have not been concluded yet and 
the Commission and the EEAS, pending the outcome of these negotiations, are not in a 
position to accept this recommendation.

The Commission and the EEAS accept recommendation 2, with the understanding that critical 
mass is considered in terms of knowledge, human resources (including capacity for policy 
dialogue) and financial resources.

The Commission and the EEAS partially accept recommendation 3. The EEAS and the 
Commission will prioritise sustainable economic development in Kenya, but cannot commit, 
at the time of the audit, to prioritising rule of law and the sectors with the potential to attract 
foreign direct investments and grow exports. These sectors may not be where the biggest 
impact on poverty alleviation will be achieved and might be areas that other development 
partners may be better placed to support.

The Court’s recommendations

Recommendation 1 – Reconsider the approach for allocating EU development aid

The Commission and the EEAS should:

a) examine the EU’s method for allocating funding between ACP countries, involving the 
Parliament, the Council and Member States as appropriate;

b) introduce specific conditions to establish a clear link between financial allocations and the 
country’s past performance and the government’s commitment to structural reforms, 
including the rule of law.

Timeframe: End of 2022

Recommendation 2 – Assess critical mass when selecting the focal sectors in Kenya

The Commission and the EEAS should assess whether and explain how the amounts allocated 
to and within each focal sector are likely to reach a sufficient critical mass to achieve 
significant results.
Timeframe: End of 2022

Recommendation 3 – Prioritise sustainable economic development and the rule of law in 
Kenya

The Commission and the EEAS should prioritise sectors with the potential to attract foreign 
direct investment, create jobs and grow exports, and actions supporting the rule of law, 
including the fight against corruption.
Timeframe: End of 2022

The Rapporteur’s Recommendations

The European Parliament,

– Notes the Court’s special report, its findings and the Commission’s readiness to 
implement most of the recommendations;

– Welcomes in particular the efforts of the Court to both evaluate past performance (as 
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regards the 10th EDF) and to provide a more future oriented perspective on the allocation 
of funds (as regards the 11th EDF);

– Regrets that the Courts timing of the publication of the report allowed it to be only 
considered by the European Parliament at the final stages of the MFF negotiations;

– Considers that the report provides valuable input in the preparations for the 
Neighbourhood, Development and International Cooperation Instrument;

– Is aware that development aid based on the concept of conditionality is a complex and 
sensitive topic which EU member states treat differently; 

– Calls on the Commission to reconsider its rejection of recommendation 1b to at least 
reflect the fact that a transparent and measurable control mechanism is indispensable to 
ensure accountability for financial allocations in areas where past performance has proven 
to be poor; 

– Welcomes that sustainable growth and decent jobs creation are among the priorities of EU 
current and future cooperation;

– Regrets that the Commission and the EEAS cannot commit, at the time of the audit, to 
prioritising rule of law; stresses that rule of law cannot be subject of being a bargaining 
chip

– Notes with concern the risk of diversion of the EDF from its primary objective of poverty 
alleviation; calls on the Commission to select future aid programmes in accordance with 
the EDF’s core values;

– Calls for a close monitoring and thorough policy dialogue with Kenya regarding 
objectives, progress towards agreed results and performance indicators; calls on the 
Commission to better define and measure the expected development impact and, in 
particular, to improve the control mechanism;

– Calls on the Commission to systematically monitor the reforms undertaken and results 
achieved, demonstrating that Union budget support has effectively contributed to Kenya's 
own development agenda and strengthened its democratic ownership;

– Calls on the Commission to secure greater media coverage and visibility of best practice 
and success stories in Kenya;

– Welcomes the Joint Communication "Towards a Comprehensive Strategy with Africa" by 
the Commission and EEAS; looks forward to the 2021 EU-African Union Summit; 
considers that there is a need to move beyond a traditional aid-centred relationship 
towards one that is more strategic and integrated;

– Recalls that budget support is an investment in the Union partner countries’ public 
policies and systems and that its core principles are to implement reforms and contribute 
to the achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals; stresses that sustainability is 
crucial for increasing the overall effectiveness of development aid by steadily tracking 
impacts through all aid delivery modes;
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– Stresses that Union budget support is to be guided by the internationally agreed 
effectiveness principles such as ownership, results focus, inclusiveness and accountability;

– Believes that strategic dialogue with the private sector and civil society organisations must 
play a crucial role for the development of Kenya's economy;

– Points out that including the EDFs into the Union budget will enhance the discharge 
authority’s ability to scrutinise how the Union budget is spent in Kenya.


