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Main Argument 

 

• Inga 1 and 2, and by extension IPHs, have the potential to 
improve the standard of living of Congolese households if 
managed professionally.  However, in their current forms, they 
further impoverish and under-develop the same people that 
they were initially intended to assist in theory. This 
misappropriation of benefits reinforces the differences 
between the actual winners (local socio-economic and political 
elites and their allies) and the actual losers (the affected clans, 
ordinary Congolese citizens and SMMEs). 
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Outline of the presentation 

• Historical background of the Inga Hydropower Projects (IHPs) 

• Lessons from Inga 1 and 2 

• Interpretations of IHPs from  various stakeholders 

• Grand Inga and the development of Africa 

• Implications of Inga 1 and 2 experiences for the Power Africa 
Initiative 
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I. Historical background 
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I. Historical background 

• Initial justification of IHPs 

– Supplying hydroelectricity to local households 

– Creating direct and indirect employment 

– Supporting local SMMEs and industrialisation 

– Development the DRC 

• IHPs 

– Inga 1 and 2 

– Further developments of the Inga Falls as Grand Inga or 
Inga 4 through different phases 

• SICAI (Société Italo-Congolaise de Développement Industriel) 
recommendations suggest that: 

– Inga 1 and 2 should prioritise local market to industrialise 
the DRC; and thereafter explore the export market. 5 



I. Historical background 

 

In practice,  

Inga 1 and 2  

supply electricity  

to  the SADC  

region and  

Mining in  

Katanga without  

transparency  

around the  

revenues. 
 

1 770 km Inga-Shaba Power Line (Katanga & export to SADC region) 
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I. Historical background 

• Inga 1and 2 occur with other 
politically motivated mega 
projects 

– Inga Shaba Power Highway 

– Maluku Steel Mill 

– Presidential Farming Project 
of Nsele etc. 

• Construction of 8 Ha Camp 
Kinshasa: 

– Hosting workers from various 
contracted companies; 

– In 2012, 9000 people live 
there with a single tap and no 
sanitation 7 



II. Lessons from Inga 1 and 2  

NEPAD would like  

to expand the  

market of IHPs in the  

four states  

interconnections: 
PEAC: Pool  

Energétique  

d’Afrique Centrale 

EAPP: Eastern African  

Power Pool 

SAPP:  Southern  

African Power Pool 

WAPP: West African 
Power Pool 

 

   PEAC 

  EAPP 
WAPP 

SAPP 
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II. Lessons from Inga 1 and 2  

• SNEL and the 
government of the 
DRC breached their 
social contracts 
Congolese people 
because Inga 1 and 2 
did not provide: 

– Socio-economic 
infrastructures or  

– Job opportunities. 

• They undermined 
social capital of clans 
through divide and 
rule strategies. 
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II. Lessons from Inga 1 and 2 

10 

No clean water in both rural areas and the cities 
No descent houses to the affected communities 



II. Lessons from Inga 1 and 2 

11 

Uncovered anduninsulated electric wire in 

Kinshasa residential area  

No access to electricity. Paraffin trader  in the 

Inga Zone in trade. 



II. Lessons from Inga 1 and 2  

• Historical cost overruns: 

– Inga 1: US$16.50 million (1965); US$ 34.5 million (1972); 
351 MW 

 

– Inga 2: US$140.0 million (1971); US$ 460.0 million (1982); 
1,424 MW – even though only four out of eight turbines 
are actually functioning  
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II. Lessons from Inga 1 and 2  

• Corruption, poor governance, lack of institutional capacity: 

– WESTERN POWER CORRIDOR Project (WESTCOR) 

– BHP Billiton agreement 

– MagEnergy contract 

• Lack of infrastructure maintenance  

– Inga 1: two out of six turbines are not functional; 

– Inga 2: four out of eight turbines are not functional; 

• Low revenue collection rate: only 55% proceeds 
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II. Lessons of Inga 1 and 2  

IHP reservoir invaded by aquatic weeds. 
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II. Lessons from Inga 1 and 2  

• Lack of consultation with and compensation to the affected 
communities 

 

• Low political will to meet the demands of the affected clans 
and different communities in the DRC 

 

• Misplaced priority was given to export markets especially the 
MNCs and Katanga Mining instead of the domestic market 
(households, local industry and rural electrification) as per the 
recommendations of prefeasibility studies thus defeating the 
intended purpose 
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III. Interpretations of IHPs to stakeholders 

 
•  Inga 1 and 2; and IHPs have different and sometimes 

conflicting interpretations to various stakeholders depending 
on their interests: 

– IHPs currently benefit several elite interest groups 
(investors, selected government officials involved in IHPs, 
multinational corporations active in the related 
developments, power utilities from other countries trading 
electricity sourced from the electricity from IHPs...); 
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III. Interpretations of IHPs to stakeholders 

 
– IHPs reduce the quality of life of affected individuals 

through dispossession of natural resources (land, water 
and forest resources) in the vicinity of these projects  and 
beyond 

– IHPs represent a poverty production process and 
accompanying agent (through a lack of compensation and 
development, destruction of livelihoods) 

– IHPs have neutral impacts on funding institutions (EU 
representative, 2008, Kinshasa). IHPs’ outcomes actually 
rely on the political will of the DRC government and 
engagement of CSOs 
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III. Interpretations of IHPs to stakeholders 

• Government officials 

– The Department of Protection of Environment and Local 
Communities is a department within SNEL ... Its main 
objective is to redress the so-called “abuses”, “critiques”, 
and “inefficiencies” attributed wrongly or otherwise to the 
World Bank by CSOs, local and international NGOs 
(Interview 24, 12/03/2012, Kinshasa). 
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III. Interpretations of IHPs to stakeholders 

 
• Other government officials disagree 

– I am very worried about SNEL and Inga Hydropower Plants 
in their current state and further developments... There is 
no maintenance or repairs of the machines even though 
they generate money for the last 37 years.  I am also 
worrying because Inga does not give priority to domestic 
consumption [which] could help us to shine from inside 
out ... (Interview 25, 15/03/2012, Kinshasa). 
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III. Interpretations of IHPs to stakeholders 

• IFIs and development agencies:  

– The idea privatising IHPs is not bad but it is 
oversimplified... SNEL should first improve its financial 
management to become a professionally run company 
with its own assets... and do the repairs to increase its 
capacity from 20% to at least 70% in terms of production 
of electricity... The investors could thus be attracted by a 
profitable business rather than SNEL running behind them 
(Interview 99a, 14/03/2012, Kinshasa). 
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IV. Interpretations of IHPs to stakeholders 

 
• Civil Society Organisations: 

– Inga 1 and 2 are bad for the DRC 

oDo not contribute to the development of the DRC as 
touted; 

o  Represent a breeding ground for socio-political 
instability and secession attempts (e.g. Bundu dia 
Kongo); 

o Subject to corruption, poor transparency and public 
accountability; 

oRepayments of loans compete with investment in socio-
economic projects. 
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III. Interpretations of IHPs to stakeholders 

 
• Congolese citizens of Kinshasa, Matadi, Boma and Inga Zone 

are anxious about current and further developments of IHPs:  

– SNEL has serious problems of corruption, lack of 
maintenance and repairs. These problems take different 
forms at different levels of management of SNEL... we can 
bribe some SNEL agents to change our consumption and 
so to pay less... We can also buy “buy load shedding”... 
(Interview 2, 24/02/2012, Kinshasa 

 

 

 

22 



III. Interpretations of IHPs to stakeholders 

• Women are hard hit by IHPs directly and otherwise. The 
participant below echoed the same feelings: 

– IHPs are bad for my father-in-law. It was also bad for my 
mother-in-law who passed away few years ago of malaria 
because we [the family] could not afford to pay for her 
medical bills from a private clinic... I spent hours just to 
fetch water for this family of twenty because we do not 
have clean water in the village... (Housewife and mother of 
12, focus group discussion – Inga Zone and surrounding 
villages). 
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III. Interpretations of IHPs to stakeholders 

• Members of the affected communities: SNEL does not provide 
jobs to rural people as this male participant points out despite 
recruitment disputes: 

– I am a descendant of an ex-employee of SNEL. I graduated 
as electronic engineer since 1988 from ISTA/ Kinshasa. 
Since then, I never got any opportunity of getting any job 
at the Inga Dams even though I grew up here in the hands 
of SNEL and I am qualified. SNEL hires technicians and 
manual labour outside the area. The local people are 
neglected... (Unemployed engineer in electronics – Inga 
Zone) 
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III. Interpretations of IHPs to stakeholders 

 
• Clan chiefs (Ayant droit fonciers): 

– IHPs dispossess the clans of their natural resources and 
divides their members to undermine their legitimate 
claims 

– Inga 1 and 2 induced conflicts over natural resources,  
political and religious powers; and divisions within and 
among the affected communities, and  

– SNEL and IHPs do not provide jobs to affected community 
members. 
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III. Interpretations of IHPs to stakeholders 

• One clan chief and City Manager of Camp Kinshasa disagrees 
with his colleagues. He contends that : 

– IHPs, regardless of their controversies, have brought some 
socio-economic benefits to us [the dam-affected 
communities]. We have a school and a clinic in the area. 
These infrastructures were built for SNEL personnel but 
everyone is welcome as long as people can afford... My 
clan refuses to move out of the Camp Kinshasa... 
(Interview 58, 13/03/2012, Camp Kinshasa – Inga Zone). 
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III. Interpretations of IHPs to stakeholders 

• Others respondents in the Inga Zone accuse SNEL and the DRC 
government of a divide and rule strategy: 

– At his retirement, Sona, the former accountant of Bata 
whom was appointed by the Belgian Administration as 
mediator and thereafter Director SNEL, brought his 
brother Kupenda Paka from the village to take over in 1972 
with the same of objective of protecting the interests of 
SNEL and their clan... (Interview 64, 18/03/2012, Village 
Lubuaku – Inga Zone).  
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III. Interpretations of IHPs to stakeholders 

• However, some individuals differ with previous ones. They 
praise Mobutu for the idea of IHPs arguing: 

– IHPs and SNEL are good initiatives. They were created by 
what we called at the time “Mobutu’s madness”... I 
wonder where we could be today if the IHPs did not exist. I 
am, however concerned, with political manipulation 
around the appointments at SNEL and IHPs and their 
financial management... (Interview 12b, 14/04/2008, 
Kinshasa). 
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IV. Grand Inga and development of Africa 

New design of the IHP Complex  Old design of the IHP Complex  
29 
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IV. Grand Inga and development of Africa 

 
• Grand Inga will increase GHG emissions and contribute to global 

warming and climate change. Hydroelectricity in not a clean energy. 



IV. Grand Inga and development of Africa 

• Various stages of Grand Inga are not economically viable: 

– Water is actually not a renewable resource per se. In fact, 
its availability depends on mainly rainfall, which in turn is a 
function of the modern climate. 

– Congo River historically has had consistent inflows over 
past decades. However, uncertainty remains as to future 
trends in the next 50 to 150 years which represent the life 
cycles of consecutive stages of Grand Inga 

– Impacts of the 1983, 1997 and 2006/7 hydrological 
droughts on the Volta River basin and subsequent 
decreases of electricity generating capacity from 
Akosombo Dam are warnings that proponents of water as 
a renewable resource; and consequently hydroelectricity 
as renewable energy should note carefully . 
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IV. Grand Inga and development of Africa 

 • Capacity: 40 000 MW 

• WEC had 2 meetings (Gaborone & London) 

– Supply energy to Africa and the World 

– Grand Inga  important presents political risks 

• Investment from , among other institutions, 

– World Bank 

– African Development Bank 

– China's Sinohydro Corporation and  

– South Korea's Posco Engineering 

• Affected communities would endorse it if SNEL and the 
government of the DRC: 

– Redresse on legacy of Inga 1 and 2 

– Involve all clan chiefs in the negotiation and decision-
making 
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IV. Grand Inga and development of Africa 

 
• Congolese (ordinary people, academics, entrepreneurs) are 

sceptical of the new rhetoric because  

 –Mega development projects have economic and political risk 
due to long-term planning horizons and complex interfaces 

 –They involve several actors with conflicting interests in 
decision-making 

 –They are characterised by dubious information about 
benefits, costs and risks 

 –The have significant impacts on GHGs and so global warming 
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V. Implications of the Inga 1 and 2 
experiences  for Power Africa 

• Power Africa should focus on households, rural electrification 
and local industries to stimulate demand from Africa which 
currently hosts 15% of world population, and thereafter 
consider exports 

• Investment should be targeted at truly renewable energy 
(Solar energy, wind and geothermal power) rather than 
funding hydropower and fossil powered plants that instead 
add to GHG emissions whilst impoverishing local communities  

• It could apply a conditionality of special type that calls for 
good governance even if Power Africa may not be directly 
involved in Inga 4 and IHPs 

• It could empower CSOs to advocate for socio-economic and 
environment justice, and efficiently negotiate adequate 
compensation 
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