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Who? Victoria Garcia Guillen (EEAS HQ Ethiopia), Francisco Carreras Sequeros (EU Ethiopia), Paula Vazquez Horyaans (EU Zimbabwe), Paul Sherlock (IRL Ethiopia), Julien Bouzon (EU Kenya), Guy Hambrouck (BE Burundi), Erik Illes (SE HQ), Lars Wilke (DE Kenya), Sophie Monseur (EU Burundi), Cristina Gutierrez (ES Mozambique), Fritz Meijndert (NL Burundi), Stéphane Quiton (ECHO Chad), Lorène Touchet (FR HQ), Theo Hoorntje (EU Uganda), Antoon Delie (BE Mozambique), Bernd Krüger (DE Ethiopia), Izabella Eriksson (SE Ethiopia), Annegret Al-Janabi (DE Namibia), Marc De Feyter (BE Tanzania), Erwin De Wandel (BE Rwanda).
Key insights 
Lack of clarity on what JP should be: Many participants (but not all) agreed that the Council Conclusions do not provide enough guidance and instructions. This means that we don’t know what we want out of JP, except general principles on aid effectiveness. This, in turns, means that the partner government does not know what to expect and what they should contribute to. In some cases, partner governments thus want us to come back to them with something concrete before they engage – but then they are not in the lead.
Moreover, both donors and government suffer from "aid efficiency fatigue". If we as donors need a workshop to realise the added value of EU JP, we cannot expect our partners to be convinced since the outset of the exercise. Their lack of interest may also be due to the fact that we have not lived up to expectations (restrictions on sectors per donor and per country, etc.). Maybe these expectations were too high; some argue that we may be fighting a lost battle… but let's remain positive! 
On the specific arguments to use to get government buy-in:
· Division of labour could be an advantage for the government if it is made in accordance of its sector priorities, but could be negatively perceived if they are happy that many donors are in the sector and rather talk to donors bilaterally. 
· We will become more predictable in commitments (to sectors, in terms of allocations). However, to put this argument forward we may need to provide figures and commitments for the coming years: are we ready to do this? 
· Our offer should be based on what is good for our partner: what are the countries / Minister / staff of Ministry looking for? Political recognition, but also other things which vary from country to country. 
· JP is a way to diminish transaction costs - but only if we deliver (e.g. agree to be silent partners in some sectors). 
· Given the amounts, linking JP to 11th EDF programming could provide an incentive for partners. However, we get contradictory instructions from HQ: we have to do JP with government, but at the same time 11th EDF programming cannot be discussed with the government except at the final stage…
· We should explain how JP would support them to deliver on their national goals, and thus allow them to show to their populations that they delivering.  
· Timing: we should not discuss JP at the same time as reduction of assistance. 
The main consensus points
We have to identify incentives, expectations, and present an "offer". This depends on what you are aiming: the higher you aim, the more you need the buy in of the partner.  
We also agreed on the need to remain flexible on joint programming – adapt to crisis, political developments, etc. 
Participants agreed that JP is very interesting for little countries with little money, but for those with huge assistance it is not that advantageous (same for EU MS!).
What questions remain?
The discussions eventually led to one question: we want government buy-in, but what if we do not have it? 
· We would not get many advantages of JP: political leverage, visibility, etc. 
· In many cases we formally need buy-in to commit funds (eg EDF). 
· Ownership is essential for aid effectiveness; and it is easier to implement JP if the government is on board. 
· However, if we do not have buy-in despite all our best efforts, should we stop the process? Many believed we shouldn't, and hope that in the end the Government will be convinced when the benefits for him are more clear – although it may take years. 
· It also depends on what the aim of EU JP is. If we want it to be an EU response to a country's own strategy to increase EU effectiveness, then government involvement from the start is not essential. We could still go forward with the exercise, possibly with EU lead instead of partner lead. 
· However, we may not want to argue with a "my way or the highway" approach: "we are now working together, take it or leave it, but then we keep our money". We may not be ready politically, economically, to leave any given country…
What practical next steps?	
We need to analyse what we can offer to each of the partner country's governments:
· Would a political and economic analysis of JP help to demonstrate what would be advantage for them?
· Should we integrate JP better in political (Article 8) dialogue? However, we need to first figure out what we have to offer.  
