Topic 5 – How to improve the flow between capitals and field level?
Who was there?

Session 1: Lorène Touchet, French MFA; Maria van Berlekom, Embassy of Sweden, Tanzania; Jean-Paul Heerschaps, EU Delegation Namibia; Jan Hueschen, NL Embassy Mozambique; Zahra Pinero Lozano, EU Delegation South Soudan;  Felix Fernandez Show, EEAS, Brussels, Stephane Quinton, ECHO Chad,  Caroline Lopes, EEAS HQ; 
Session 2: Renate Hahlen DEVCO HQ, Enrico Strampelli, EU Del Mozambique, José Antonio Nsang, Embassy in Ethiopia. 

Session 3: Anton Delie, BE, Maputo; Erik Illies, Sweden, Stockholm; Lucy Andrews, UK, London; Dirk Teerlinck, Belgium, Brussels.  
Key insights:
Contradictions and misunderstandings; everybody is very confused.  Gap of vision and understanding between HQ and field.
Strong understanding among the field colleagues that Brussels/ capitals are deciding and leaving then the field to implement without clear guidance. JP and HQ based decisions, inconsistence messages to fields
=> should aim at having joint messages from HQ between EEAS, DEVCO and MS + need for more coherence between capitals
- more political guidance from capitals, MS should send guidelines to their capitals  (-on the broad and bigger framework for joint programming – there is a gap between the political commitments in Busan and then the concrete and practical aspects= minimum requested)
- more clarification on decision making process of programming documents ( who needs to sign the JP doc?)
-what degree of freedom for field representation: can we go for political engagement
-Joint Framework Document is on preparation (including trade etc…, not done yet though) - could be an answer – EEAS felix 
-joint programming doc has to go to Comitology, MS have our decision making procedures
-field has to take initiative and be creative 

-country level expertise=>working groups =>to make recommendations (recommendations to be sent to capitals: propose solutions to HQ)

- If message sent to 10 capitals by 1O field offices /HOMs it will be followed up and stronger.
The main consensus points:

- too strict rules are not possible, difficult to have central instruction : to keep the country specificities + detailed instructions for 29…: reluctance from MS to have guidelines from HQ since the process is country led.

- keep flexibility, or even have more on procedures namely ( plus influence of the field towards HQ)
- guidance given so far:= council conclusions  but diverse interpretations of the Council Conclusions + notes to HoD for EU that has to lead the process and that's a problem.  Because there is the feeling that some MS did not do the same.  (BE is now anyhow bilaterally working on guidance) 
- wording and understanding of what instructions and guidance are. Feeling that instructions vs guidance (and there is the word guidelines as well) – understanding that the process is country led.. so difficult to have instructions.
What questions remain:
-clarify expectations of both sides capital and field.

-clarify decision making process bilateral 
-what degree of freedom for fields

-definition of the real objective of JP, be clear about it! Political versus aid effectiveness tool.
- instructions vs guidance 
What practical next steps:

- joint missions which are an objective but not always done
- rotation of staff between HQ and field to ensure common understanding at field and HQ level of difficulties and problems faced at both levels. For everybody – in the long term
-more seminars like this one to exchange 

- inventory of where we are to be carried out.

Follow up questions

- Member states need to send clear instructions 
-HQ needs to be aware of the real problems that sometimes can be solved at HQ level.
- Revise comitology – is this the way forward? Wider debate. 
Other comments
Flexibility on lending staff, exchange of staff at field level

reporting
problem of additional work 
