Topic nr. 1: How to develop a joint programming document?
Who was there?

Moderator: Eva del Hoyo, Spanish cooperation HQ

Note taker: Hannelore Delcour, BE HQ

Participants:

Saffia Diop, EUDEL Tanzania; Karina Dzialowska, EUDEL Comores; Pierre Laye, French Embassy Comores; Harry De Bakker, EEAS HQ; Marc De Feyter, Belgian Embassy Tanzania; Aidan Fitzpatrick, Irish Aid Malawi; Charlotte Onraet, EUDEL Ethiopia; Mark Deneer, Belgian Embassy Uganda

Simona Leali, Italian Embassy to AU Ethiopia; Hans Peter van der Woude, Dutch Embassy Uganda

Felix Fernandez-Shaw, EEAS HQ; Lluis Navarro, EUDEL Malawi; Anne-Katrin, German Embassy Malawi; Lucy Andrews, DfID HQ; Havard Hoksnes, Norwegian Embassy Ethiopia; Fran Carreras Sequeros, EUDEL Ethiopia; Diederik Zambon, EIB; Lorène Touchet, FR HQ; Daria Fane, EUDEL Somalia

Key insights:
The question was tackled by 4 sub-questions:

1. Who is involved in a JP process?

· EUDEL organises the process and the tasks, but drafting of the documents can be done by MS who have expertise in a certain sector or country.

· Small MS tend to see more added value in JP versus big MS who are afraid to lose visibility. However this is very country-specific.

· It remains a voluntary process, MS are not obliged to participate. However, peer pressure often works.

· There is a need for positioning JP in the landscape of donor coordination structures and to have the flexibility to integrate other non-EU donors. 

· Government has a vital role to play, but this is not always easy.

2. What is the JP process about?

· Alignment and ownership: the NDP serves as a basis but we have to avoid duplication of the NDP (especially for the analysis part) in the JP process;

· JP needs to combine government priorities and donor priorities and interests;

· Most of JP is already happening in a practical way such as delegated cooperation, basket funding, joint policy dialogue, etc. It seems that sometimes we tend to blow up the process as if it is all completely new which scares us. 

· JP document is mainly about a common EU vision and strategic decision making. This leads to enhanced leverage. 

· However, the document can take numerous forms, covering all or some sectors, include financial allocations or not, include all EU interventions or limit to those that are done jointly. Also status of the instrument (legally binding, intention note) differs according to the MS.

3. How can we launch a JP process?

· There is a lack of clarity on the endorsement procedure between MS en EU, between field and HQ and between EU and government;

· The process can include all steps in all sectors at the same time, or can be gradual in one or several sectors or start with a few steps. However, the effort needs to be sufficient as to have a concrete impact.

· Just do it! Country-driven process is crucial, however, sharing best practices is recommended. (there were very different opinions on this!)

4. When should we launch a JP process?

· Most countries launched JP in the light of the 11th EDF programming.

· The date is aligned to partner country's cycle (or the cycle that seems to be the most efficient);

· The idea behind synchronisation is to identify a moment for all to be at the same stage in the cycle so as to all start the strategic thinking at the same time.

· This means there is a need for flexibility from both EU and MS regarding adapting the programming cycle.

The main consensus points:
see above

What questions remain?
· Do we need clear-cut instructions / templates or do we stick to the country-driven process?

· How can we ensure sustainability of the process in a changing environment?

· How does the political will to put in practice JP relate to the individual MS and EU interests?

· Why does it seem so hard to divide the workload related to joint policy dialogue?

· Would it be possible to launch in joint reporting from the field towards HQ instead of each individually? 

What practical next steps?
? 

Follow up questions?
There seems to be a contradiction between the high level political declarations on joint programming and the flexible and voluntary character of the process. Although there are clearly advantages to this informal character of the process, it also leads to ambiguity.

Other comments:
