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Summary

Since January 2013, the Financial Regulation governing the EU budget has allowed the 
European Commission to create and administer European Union trust funds for external 
actions. These are multi-donor trust funds for emergency, post-emergency or thematic actions. 

The European Union Emergency trust fund for stability and addressing root causes of 
irregular migration and displaced persons in Africa (the ‘EUTF for Africa’) is aimed at 
fostering stability and helping to better manage migration by addressing the root causes of 
destabilisation, forced displacement and irregular migration. It was agreed at the Valletta 
Summit on Migration in November 2015. It supports activities in 26 countries across three 
regions of Africa (referred to as ‘windows’): the Sahel and Lake Chad, the Horn of Africa and 
North of Africa and currently pools €4.1 billion.

The Court examined whether the EUTF for Africa is well designed and well implemented. 

The Court concluded that the EUTF for Africa is a flexible tool for providing assistance in 
areas such as food, education, health, security and sustainable development, but considering 
the unprecedented challenges that it faces, its design should have been more focused. 
Compared to traditional instruments, the EUTF for Africa was faster in launching projects. It 
has, overall, managed to speed up the signing of contracts and making advance payments. 
However, projects faced similar challenges as traditional instruments that delay their 
implementation. 

The Court found that the objectives of the EUTF for Africa were too broad to efficiently steer 
action across the African regions and for measuring impact. This has allowed flexibility in 
terms of adapting the support to suit different and changing situations, but is less useful when 
it comes to steering action across the three windows and for measuring impact. 

The Commission has not comprehensively analysed the needs to be addressed by the trust 
fund, specify which crises the fund was meant to address nor define the means at its disposal, 
limiting its ability to demonstrate that the right priorities have been identified and that actions 
approved are the most relevant to address them.  It was also found that the strategic guidance 
provided to the managers of the three windows has not been specific enough, and the pooling 
of resources and capacities of donors is not yet sufficiently effective. 

Concerning the implementation, the Court stated that the procedures for selecting projects 
varied between the windows and that the criteria for assessing project proposals were not 
sufficiently clear or documented. Furthermore, the comparative advantage of funding projects 
through the EUTF for Africa was not always well explained.  

While the EUTF for Africa has adopted a common monitoring system, it is not yet operational 
and the three windows use different systems for monitoring performance, the common system 
being not yet operational, this situation preventing a comprehensive overview of the results 
achieved by the EUTF for Africa as a whole. The Court reported that project objectives were 
often not SMART and indicators used for measuring project performance lacked baselines. 
The audited projects were at an early phase of implementation but had started to produce 
outputs. 
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The EUTF for Africa has contributed to the effort of decreasing the number of irregular 
migrants passing from Africa to Europe, but this contribution cannot be measured precisely. 

In the light of its findings, the Court recommends that the Commission should:

- improve the quality of the objectives of the EUTF for Africa, 

- revise the selection procedure for projects, 

- take measures to speed up implementation, 

- improve the monitoring of the EUTF for Africa.

Recommendations by the Rapporteur

The European Parliament:

1. Welcomes the Court's Special Report on ‘European Union Emergency Trust Fund for 
Africa: Flexible but lacking focus’ (EUTF) and sets out its observations and 
recommendations below; 

2. Recognises that Union trust funds were designed to provide a rapid political response in 
the context of a lack of resources to certain critical situations or major crises, such as the 
migration crisis; recognizes that they also provide the flexibility and the ability to 
respond quickly to an emergency situation, as well as the political visibility in  order to 
mobilize the necessary amounts of aid from different sources; 

3. Recalls that however, this kind of instrument is not part of the EU budget and raises 
questions in terms of transparency and accountability, and gives Parliament a limited 
role of scrutiny; deplores the fact that Parliament is not represented on the EUTF 
Strategic Board, despite the fact that substantial funds come from the Union budget and 
reiterates calls for the budgetary authority to be invited to participate in the Strategic 
Board;

4. Recalls that 73% of EUTF for Africa funding comes from the European Development 
Fund (EDF) and 20% from the EU budget, including funds for humanitarian and 
development aid, as well as funds for neighbourhood policies and home affairs. The 
remaining 7% comes from contributions from Member States and other donors; 

5. Is deeply concerned about the fact that a majority of the EUTF funding comes from the 
EDF which inevitably implies that development aid is put at the service not of the EU 
partner countries' development plans, but of the short-term objectives of the European 
Union's migration policy, which is contrary to the Lisbon Treaty and the Paris 
Declaration on Aid Effectiveness;

6. Points out that pooling resources from the EDF, the Union Budget and other donors in 
trust funds should not have as consequence that money flagged for development and 
cooperation policy do not reach their normal beneficiaries or pursue their original 
objectives, such as the eradication of poverty and the promotion of fundamental rights; 
emphasises strongly that the ultimate purpose of EU development policy, as enshrined 
in Article 208 TFEU, must be the reduction and eradication of poverty; in this regard, 
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deplores the fact that while the EU contribution to the EUTF will be made mostly using 
Official Development Assistance (ODA) resources, the EUTF is not focused 
exclusively on development-oriented objectives; 

7. Stresses that a clear, transparent, and communicable distinction must be made within 
the EUTF between the funding envelopes for development activities on the one hand, 
and those for activities related to migration management, border controls and all other 
activities on the other; stresses that diluting ODA so that less funds are used to fight 
extreme poverty would undermine the significant progress made in international 
development and threaten the newly adopted Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs);

8. Regrets the fact that to date Member States’ contributions to the EUTF have remained 
too low (93% and 7% Member States and other donors) amounting only to a small 
fraction of the Union contribution and are thus far from reaching the official 
commitment; notes that for certain Member States the discrepancy between 
contributions pledged and contributions received reaches more than 50%; remains that a 
certain amount of pledged contributions secures voting rights in the Trust Fund Board 
and the Operational Committees; urges the Member States to honour their pledges and 
to rapidly and effectively match the Union contribution, in order to allow the EUTF to 
develop its full potential rather than provide the minimum required to obtain voting 
rights on the Strategic Board;

9. Regrets that the Court of Auditors has not  taken these budgetary aspects into account 
and urges it to complete the present Special Report by carrying out an evaluation of the 
impact of the implementation of the EUTF for Africa on EU development policy in the 
concerned region, both from budgetary and results points of view;

10. Is concerned about the criticism expressed by civil society organizations both in relation 
to EU development policy and specifically on Africa EUTF; considers that the opinions 
and studies carried out by civil society organizations must be taken into account both by 
the Commission and the Court of Auditors;

11. Recalls that regional and local authorities, civil society organisations and NGOs are 
natural partners for an effective development policy, and that a constant dialogue with 
national authorities and local communities is essential in order to define common 
strategies and priorities and allow an evidence-based approach in the implementation of 
the Fund, particularly in states demonstrating insufficient guarantees of good 
governance and transparency; stresses that local government bodies, local civil society, 
NGOs and international organisations should be strongly involved in the planning, 
implementation and evaluation phases of the EUTF; urges on the Commission to 
clarify, adopt and implement formal consultation procedures with all these stakeholders 
so as to ensure their effective participation in the discussions taking place in the 
Operational Committees, with clear and transparent eligibility criteria; 

12. Recalls Parliament’s regular stance that the Commission should ensure that any trust 
established as new development tool shall always be in line with the Union’s overall 
strategy and development policy objectives and, in particular by being devoted to 
address the root causes of destabilisation, forced displacement and irregular migration 
by promoting resilience, economic opportunities, equal opportunities, security and 
human and social to development; 
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13. Recalls that EUTF funding coming from development budget lines must not be used for 
security measures jeopardising migrants’ rights; recalls, that EU development 
cooperation must have as main objectives  the eradication of poverty and sustainable 
development; stresses, that EUTF projects must integrate human rights at the core of 
programming and contribute to the realisation of human rights in the countries 
concerned; strongly recommends to promote gender equality and women’s 
empowerment in EUTF programmes as well as the protection of those most vulnerable, 
including children and persons with disabilities;

14. Highlights the fact that the selectivity, oversight and accountability of results generated 
by the EUTF must be deepened and need to rely on a preliminary diagnosis of needs; is 
of the opinion that introducing methods for carrying out comprehensive needs analyses, 
coupled with a risk assessment system, is crucial in order to demonstrate that the 
intervention scope of an EUTF’s actions is appropriate, to also show which specific 
gaps it fills and to possibly illustrate the comparative advantages of the EUTF intended 
actions compared to other aid channels;

15. Is concerned that the auditors found examples of projects addressing similar needs to 
other EU instrument with the risks duplicating other forms of EU support; is concerned 
by the lack of coordination among all the actors involved in managing the EUTF, in 
particular Commission’s Directorate-General for International Cooperation and 
Development (DG DEVCO) and its Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection department 
(ECHO), as well as  the lack of clear guidelines as how funding to secure a funding in 
particular for civil society under the EUTF; recalls the need for better communication 
among the Commission, the European Parliament and the Member States concerning 
the programming and implementing actions of EUTF in general, in view of potential 
additional Trust Funds; 

16. Recalls that the Commission must take particular care to ensure that its actions are 
consistent and coordinated with the Regional Development Programmes (RDPs), in 
order ensure that the main focus is on development, and not on border control and 
security to the detriment of migrants; calls on the Commission, for the same reason as 
well as in order to maximise the impact and effectiveness of global aid, to maintain a 
strong dialogue with the UN in the context of the EUTF; 

17. Is concerned by insufficient specific objectives, unclear indicators and weak baselines 
to assess the EUTF’s performance; considers that parallel monitoring and management 
systems should be avoided and that a lessons-learnt process should be developed for the 
EUTF for Africa;

18. Takes note that in April 2018 the Strategic Board of the EUTF for Africa agreed to 
focus on six priority criteria for the Horn of Africa and Sahel and Lake Chad windows, 
and that for the North of Africa window, the Board confirmed that it will continue to 
focus on four existing priorities; further notes that since July 2017 the Commission is 
using a standard template when proposing to the EDF Committee a transfer of funds to 
the EUTF; 

19. Welcomes the fact that the Commission recognises the need to further enhance the 
common monitoring system; welcomes the adoption of a set of 41 common output 
indicators during the second quarter of 2018 and that a technical assistance has been put 
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in place; notes that the three operational windows are working to better identify specific 
objectives and baselines at project level, including through the work of the Research 
Facilities;

20. Notes that the Commission is putting in place a common monitoring system for the 
EUTF for Africa in particular taking measures to include SMART objectives to the 
possible extent in project log frames and to further improve the quality of indicators. 
Welcomes the fact that the new programme proposed “Regulation of the European 
Parliament and of the Council establishing the Neighbourhood, Development and 
International Cooperation Instrument” (COM(2018) 460) foresees a special provision, 
Article 31, on evaluation, reporting, and monitoring.


