 The Peacebuilding Fund Advisory Group Meeting

12 May 2009
Report of the Fourth Meeting
1. Opening
1.1 The Fourth Meeting of the Peacebuilding Fund Advisory Group (AG) was held on 12 May 2009 and hosted by the Mission of Finland in New York. The agenda is attached in Annex 1.  The meeting was attended by six of the eight remaining members
 of the Group as per the attached list of participants (Annex 2).  
1.2 The 4th AG meeting reviewed PBF performance and progress, received a briefing on the PBF Donor Review, and considered the revised Terms of Reference of the Peacebuilding Fund (PBF) and the plan of action of PBF management and operations reforms which follows from the recommendations of the OIOS evaluation completed on 31 December 2008.  Ms. Marjartta Rasi, Chair of the AG, welcomed the participants to the meeting of the AG. The Chair highlighted the trying Peacebuilding Support Office (PBSO) agenda of the past six months and outlined the key issues to be discussed by the Advisory Group. Mr Ejevionne Otobo, OIC, PBSO appraised the members on the revision of the Terms of Reference of the PBF, on the changes taking place in the PBSO and on the preparation of the Secretary-General’s Report on Peacebuilding in the Immediate Aftermath of Conflict (hereafter  referred to as the “SG’s Report”). 
2. PBF Financial and Performance Progress Report till 30 April 2009  
2.1 The PBF financial and performance progress report till 30 April 2009 was jointly presented by PBSO and United Nations Development Programme/Multi Donor Trust Fund Office (MDTF Office).  The MDTF Office, as the Fund Administrative Agent, provided an update on the financial status of the Fund. Pledges to the PBF stand at $312.7 million (a $38 million increase from September 2008 position), commitments at $306 million (up $38 million) and deposits at $309.5 million (an impressive increase of $67 million).  Although the resource flow has slowed since 2006, the PBF is in a healthy financial position with a broad donor base. There are 45 donors in total, with the 24 OECD donors making-up for 97% of the commitments. The additional deposits $67 million received since September 2008 were all provided by twelve existing donors.  The AG meeting was marked by the absence of the PBF Annual Financial and Narrative Report due to the newly agreed trust fund reporting schedule for the MDTF Office that shifted the deadline from 30 April to 31 May. This resulted in an AG discussion on the need for a meeting schedule that is consistent with the reporting cycle. 
2.2 According to PBSO's PBF performance report, two priority plans were approved for Comoros (with a $9 million envelope) and Guinea ($6 million allocated to initially support the transition to democratic political order following military takeover) during the past six months. Two new emergency window projects were approved for Burundi (support for DDR phase 1 for FNL combatants) and Timor Leste (reintegration and reconciliation for returnees); and an additional 23 new projects were approved by Joint Steering Committees in CAR, Liberia and Sierra Leone and budgets transferred by MDFT Office to the designated UN agencies. While there is a marked diversification of UN recipient organizations managing PBF projects, the transfer of PBF resources to the 12 participating organizations remains skewed in favour of UNDP with 71.6% of total transfers.  Preliminary expenditure data as of 31 December 2008 from the MDTF Office indicate an overall delivery of $44.5 million or 51%, covering five recipient countries and seven emergency projects. 
2.3 The AG members expressed concern over the severe capacity constraints of the PBSO. The Group noted that key positions in the PBSO had remained vacant for extended periods of time and that the Financing for Peacebuilding Branch had been severely understaffed for a portfolio of over 300 million USD. Apart from its function as Fund Manager, the PBSO also supports the work of the Peacebuilding Commission and assists the Secretary-General’s Office in catalyzing the UN system to develop effective peacebuilding strategies and ensure internal coherence. The AG emphasized the importance of ensuring continued political commitment at the highest level to provide critical support to enable PBSO to urgently address its capacity constraints. 

2.4 While the Group noted that the PBF’s financial position was healthy, it also noted the weak performance of the PBF in terms of delivery rates and new country programme development. The Group inquired on the slow progress with certain country programmes as well as on the reasons for slow disbursement at the country level. Both the PBSO and MDTF office were urged to ensure that the PBF remains an innovative and experimental resource with the capacity to act quickly and strategically at the critical stage in the immediate aftermath of the conflict.  The Group called for UN system-wide attention to address some of the systemic issues that continue to slow down the performance of the growing PBF portfolio and to effectively support the Fund’s reform agenda. However, the Group concluded that this alone is not enough. To make critical peacebuilding efforts more responsive and effective, the AG challenged both the UN system and donors to go beyond standard UN programming procedures and ensure greater risk tolerance for the PBF. Lastly, the AG concluded that the PBF needs to broaden its base of recipients to include non-governmental and non-UN actors, both as implementing agencies and as participants in the national steering committees, where this is not the current practice.  
3. Upcoming Secretary General’s Report on Peacebuilding in the immediate aftermath of conflict   

3.1 PBSO updated the AG on the drafting of the Secretary-General’s Report.  In May 2008, the Security Council requested the Secretary-General to provide advice within twelve months on how the United Nations system might support national efforts to recover from conflict and to establish the foundations for sustainable peace more rapidly and effectively.  The report reflects the Security Council advice to elaborate on the importance of building national ownership and capacity, coordination of peacebuilding activities, mobilizing civilian deployment capabilities and more effective use of resources for urgent peacebuilding needs. PBSO worked in close consultation with a broad range of partners and the UN system, and over forty senior international and national leaders were interviewed.
3.2 The PBSO briefing to the AG followed the meeting of the UN Policy Committee that approved recommendations of the report without exception, and gave specific attention to recommendations pertaining to the PBF and financing for peacebuilding. The report will concentrate on improving the existing mechanisms instead of creating new ones, and strive to close the financing gap by prolonging the humanitarian funding on the one hand and accelerating the arrival of development funding on the other. The PBF will be used to fund at least partially the early months of peacebuilding, which will facilitate joint planning of the international actors with the national government, provide quick peace-dividends and catalyze further funding. The use of multi-donor trust funds and pooled funding mechanisms will be recommended, as they reduce risk to individual donors and facilitate donor alignment behind a common strategy. At the same time, donors will be challenged to finally overcome many of the obstacles to flexible and rapid funding, which have been already identified by the OECD/DAC INCAF. The report identifies five priority response areas: i) Personal security (SSR, RoL and DDR, making space for other things to happen); ii) Political dialogue (mediation, dialogue, develop community capacity to resolve conflict etc); iii) Peace dividends (essential basic services and resettlement of IDPs); iv) Economic revitalization; and v) Strengthening state capacity.
The Group raised questions regarding the integrated planning and reporting procedures and the role of the PBSO in supporting the recommendations arising from the report. The AG voiced appreciation but also concern over this ambitious change agenda, in view of the already under-resourced PBSO. Integrated UN operations are favored, but they require more consistency and flexibility in financial systems, professional change management and a communication strategy that reflects self-criticism to overcome recurring problems and make the plan credible. Regarding the role of the PBF, the AG concluded the proposed plan is in line with proposed changes in the PBR TOR, but that the PBSO requires adequate staffing up of right levels of expertise and numbers in order to effectively carry out its envisioned functions. 
4. The Revised PBF Terms of Reference

4.1 PBSO briefed the AG on the process of the revision of the PBF TOR and emphasized that after the consultations which included an input from the Advisory Group and from several UN actors, the process is now in the inter-governmental domain. The Secretary-General’s Report on the Revision of the PBF TOR, A/63/70 was officially released on 5 May 2009 and is now in the public domain for consideration by the General Assembly in June 2009. The revision of the PBF TOR was guided by two broad objectives formulated by Member States, viz:

· To enhance PBF’s capacity to serve as a flexible, responsive and focused resource for peacebuilding support including through rationalizing and simplifying the Fund’s structure and architecture as set out in the terms of reference. 

· To enhance and maximize the synergy between the PBC and the PBF through improved consultation and dialogue.

4.2 Eight major changes/additions in the revised PBF TOR will be considered by the General Assembly (GA):
a. Clarity on the roles and responsibilities of the key entities of the PBF, i.e. the fund manager, the administrative, recipient agencies, country-level steering committees, etc.  
b. Core principles included that guide the operations of the Fund, i.e. transparency; flexibility; operational speed; accountability; catalytic effect; effectiveness; needs-based allocations; and national ownership.
c. Modest broadening of scope of activities to be funded by the PBF based on experience. 
d. PBC and PBF synergy effectively mainstreamed throughout the document, including regular updates on PBF activities and activations of the PBF, as well as provision of strategic advice on overall funding priorities. 
e. Revised two funding facilities: 
i. Immediate Response Facility – acts rapidly and flexibly on a case-by-case basis to provide emergency funding for immediate peacebuilding and recovery needs; and 
ii. Peacebuilding Recovery Facility – country programme based on a priority plan jointly developed by national authorities and UN presence in the country. 
f. Removal of the funding cap for the proposed Immediate Response Facility, with guarantee of a thorough review of each funding request with accompanying risk assessment. 

g. Strengthened reporting and accountability requirements of the Fund to enable effective use of evaluations and lesson learned on peacebuilding, including the convening of an annual PBF meeting for key stakeholders.

h. Proposed the annual PBF meeting as an occasion for replenishment of the Fund. 

4.3 The Group took note of the process which had been carried out and of the changes made to the TOR. The AG acknowledged that its recommendations were largely incorporated in the SG’s report on the revision of the Terms of Reference of the PBF and further discussed the oversight role of AG, the synergy with the PBC and the emergency facility. The Advisory Group registered specific concerns of one member regarding the insufficient role given to the PBC in relation to the PBF, the emphasis put on the emergency facility rather than on the longer term peacebuilding facility and on the role of the Advisory Group in the process that led to the revised TOR. While welcoming the reduction from a three windows to a two-facility structure, the AG advised PBSO to think-through the revision of the Fund guidelines and procedures in order to ensure clarity and simplicity, as well as consistency with emerging recommendations of the Secretary General on Peacebuilding in the Immediate Aftermath of the Conflict. It was agreed that the Advisory Group would be participating actively in the process by which the new PBF guidelines and operational procedures are going to be designed. The AG furthermore concluded the oversight role of the AG needs further planning and the meetings better preparation for example in terms of the documentation provided to live up to this requirement in future.
5. PBF Donor Review Report

5.1 Upon completion of the OIOS evaluation report and release of PBSO’s Management Response, the five largest donors of the PBF, i.e. Canada, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden and the UK, commissioned a joint review of the PBF in February 2009.  The review was facilitated by DFID/UK and guided by a Joint Steering Group, comprised of five donors, the MDTF Office and PBSO. The review is building on the recommendations of the OIOS evaluation with the purpose to analyze the effectiveness and efficiency of PBF mechanisms and assess the appropriateness of its operating modalities in addressing the stated aims, and explored issues around: i) the strategic role of the PBF; ii) delivery, management and accountability of the PBF; and iii) knowledge and information.  The final report is due end of May 2009, in time to incorporate its recommendations into the revised PBF guidelines and procedures.
5.2 Nicole Ball, Review Team leader, summarized the findings and recommendations of the Donor Review. She stressed that many PBF lessons learned are already being applied in the field and an action plan has been implemented to follow-up on the OIOS evaluation recommendations. It is important for peacebuilding initiatives to be well planned, even if that reduces the speed of the start-up phase. However, the need for more strategic guidance in the field was stressed, as neither the priority plans nor the integrated strategic frameworks are sufficiently prioritized to guide the peacebuilding process. PBF could also focus more on core peacebuilding activities like conflict sensitivity, mediation, national dialogue and reconciliation, as the field visit showed these are highly underfunded areas. 

5.3 The AG asked for more information on the role of the JSC in providing strategic guidance and raised concerns over the impact of the dominant position of UNDP as in-country project manager in 70% of the PBF projects.  It concluded that the donor review provides some important insights, but regretted that the timing further slowed down the Fund activities, given the already stretched capacity in PBSO. It reiterated the inherent tensions in the PBF’s TOR on balancing speed, immediate impact on one side and national ownership and capacity building on the other and urged PBSO to manage expectations of donors and in-country actors, and to dedicate efforts to educating its partners on the role of the PBF in post-conflict settings.
6. PBSO Plan of Action for the Review of PBF Guidelines and Procedures
6.1 Based on the recent evaluations (OIOS & donor review) and the revised PBF TOR, PBSO has initiated a review of PBF policies, guidelines and procedures in consultation with MDTF Office, recipient UN organizations, UN Secretariats and other in-country stakeholders.  PBSO plan of action to reform PBF management and operations focuses on four emerging priorities: 

· Improved global management of the Fund:  review of optimum HQ capacity given the size and scope of fund; definition of skills profiles needed;  staffing-up HQ to meet challenges of programmatic fund management; review of division of labour with MDTF and clarification of roles; review of existing accountability mechanisms and decision-making processes;  

· Updated guidelines and training (criteria development, SOPs, update of existing modalities so as to reflect new TOR, training of trainers; develop training package for operational and programmatic issue; incorporate PBF training modules into existing UN training programs etc); 

· Strengthened Field support (regular monitoring visits to PBF countries; provision of surge capacity to start-up new programmes, increased involvement of partners to support field operations; improved PBF Secretariat structures, more PBSO engagement on front end; global annual training event); and
· Improved communications and outreach: development of a communications and outreach strategy focus on developing key messages; expectation management;  sharing of lessons; improved reporting and presentation; improved outreach; improved communications between PBF recipients; improved communications with the PBC and with PBF recipient in-country actors; participation in regional UN meetings to present the Fund.
6.2 PBSO also presented the draft TOR for the Inter-Agency Task Force (IATF). The IATF is to advise on key aspects of the PBF review processes. The TOR were considered and adopted by the UN Senior Policy Group at a meeting held on 8 May.  
6.3 The AG endorsed the PBSO action plan and IATF terms of references and noted that PBSO human resource should be strengthened as a top priority, without which all other proposed management and operations reforms cannot be operationalized. The AG expects to participate actively in the formulation of the new guidelines and procedures. 

7. Advisory Group Workplan and Issues 

7.1 The GA Resolution A/60/287 stipulates that the Secretary-General will appoint an independent advisory group to provide advice and oversight on the speed and appropriateness of the fund allocation and to examine performance and financial reports on its use in order to ensure accountability and transparency. The stipulated two-year term of office of the 1st Advisory Group ends 31 August 2009. The meeting discussed the need to revisit the AG’s terms of reference to clarify the Group’s oversight function on the Fund as outlined in the PBF Terms of Reference and concluded that it should be interpreted as concentrating on three oversight tasks:

· To review the policy and speed of PBF allocations;  

· To review the performance of the PBF;  

· To identify best practice and lessons learnt in peacebuilding. 

7.2 The Group also emphasized the importance of ensuring continuity in the membership of the Advisory Group. The PBF as well as the Advisory Group have only existed for two years, during which time and effort has been committed to defining working procedures and respective roles of PBF stakeholders. Therefore it would be preferable if some members would be available for another term in the office at the time when the Secretary General is going to ask the Member States to propose candidates to the Group. The Group moreover recommended that whenever a member has to resign from the Group, the Secretary General should immediately appoint a replacement.
7.3 PBSO suggested to the AG to consider convening some of the next AG meetings in a PBF recipient country. Another suggestion, to analyze country case studies in more detail in future AG meetings was also endorsed. The Group re-emphasized the need to ensure that its meetings are scheduled and planned so as to follow the PBF and MDTF reporting cycle.   
8. Summary of conclusions and recommendations
8.1 The Chair concluded the 4th AG meeting with a summary of main conclusions and recommendations:  
Observations and recommendations on PBF's performance and activities

1. The Advisory Group noted that in terms of resources, the Peacebuilding Fund (PBF) is healthy given the relatively small number and size of current countries and activities in which it is engaged. The Fund has surpassed its funding target and its donor base continues to grow.  Should the PBF take on more and larger countries in the future, the funding base and already over-stretched personnel will need to be expanded significantly.     

2. The Group expressed concern over the capacity constraints of the PBSO in effectively managing the PBF and to carry out its other designated functions. Apart from PBSO's role as the manager of the PBF, the Office supports the work of the Peacebuilding Commission and provides overall peacebuilding expertise and coordination functions to the Secretary General and the UN system. The evidence presented to the Group indicated that the PBSO is unable adequately to fulfill all its functions at present. This is no reflection upon the performance of the staff but rather reveals a problem of understaffing. The Advisory Group concluded:

· It is urgent to appoint a new ASG;

· It is essential to strengthen the capacity of the PBSO and to engage stakeholders quickly in a discussion on how best to expedite this;

· It is important to have continuous political commitment at the highest level to address the capacity constraints of the PBSO.
3. The Group also expressed concern over the weak performance of the PBF both in terms of delivery and developing new country programmes. The Group noted that the delivery rates of the PBF are comparable to those of other actors and funds operating in post-conflict settings, which indicates that the PBF is not fulfilling its mandate to meet urgent funding gaps during a critical period of transition, and that such systemic issues need urgent UN system-wide attention.  

4. Given that the PBF was intended to be an innovative and responsive Fund with the capacity to act quickly and strategically in the critical stage in the immediate aftermath of the conflict, expectations on its delivery are higher than on ordinary funds and addressing only systemic concerns is therefore not enough. The Group encourages the PBSO, with the support of the Secretary General and all stakeholders of the Fund, to identify new and innovative ways, including those that go beyond standard UN programming procedures, to support essential peacebuilding and stakeholder engagement in an effective and efficient way. 

5. At the same time in order for the PBF to fulfill its functions donors and the UN have to commit themselves to tolerating more risk on the PBF. This involves backing projects and endeavors of which the UN system may have rather little experience and whose prospects of success are far from certain.
6. The Advisory Group concluded that the PBF needs to broaden its base of recipients to include non-governmental and non-UN actors, both as implementing agencies and as participants in the national steering committees, where this is not the current practice.

The Report of the Secretary General on peacebuilding in the immediate aftermath of the conflict

7. The Advisory Group was briefed on the emerging recommendations of the Secretary General’s Report on Peacebuilding in the Immediate Aftermath of the Conflict. Specific attention was paid on recommendations pertaining to the PBF and financing for peacebuilding, including the imperative cited in the briefing to meet financing needs during two distinct windows that reflect both (a) immediate urgency and (b) the need to sustain funding for transitional initiatives that can bridge to other forms of development or security funding.  

8. The Group agreed that the recommendations point to the right direction especially within the context of the revised PBF terms of references. The credibility of the reform agenda to result from this report will depend on the willingness and ability to engage the UN system and the wider international community in real, substantive change and to ensure the implementation of those changes. In particular, the Advisory group urges all stakeholders to acknowledge and remedy the systemic, process and capacity deficiencies already mentioned.
Revised Terms of Reference of the PBF 

9. The Advisory Group acknowledged the changes incorporated in the Secretary General's report on the revision of the Terms of Reference of the PBF and agreed that for most part they follow the recommendations made by the Advisory Group. The Group welcomed the changes made to the funding facilities of the PBF, which reduces the funding windows to two facilities: the Peacebuilding and Recovery Facility and the Immediate Response Facility, the combination of which appear to mirror the findings in the report of the Secretary General on peacebuilding, as it was briefed to the group.

10. The Group deemed it important to ensure that the changes made to the Terms of Reference of the PBF are fully in line with the emerging recommendations of the Secretary-General’s report on Peacebuilding in the Immediate Aftermath of Conflict. 

11. The Group acknowledged that in implementing the revised Terms of Reference, specific consideration should be given to the synergies between the PBF and PBC. The operationalisation of the new funding facilities should also be clearly thought through in the reformulation of the PBF guidelines. 

12. The Advisory Group expressed willingness to contribute and to actively participate in the process of formulating the guidelines and operational policies which will be needed to make the revised Terms of Reference operational. 

13. The Group took note of the PBSO’s plan of action for PBF management and operations reforms on the basis of the two recent evaluations. The Advisory Group noted that the plan of action represents a significant and necessary addition to the PBSO’s workload. The Advisory group thus recommended that the PBSO’s human resources should be strengthened as a matter of priority in order for the PBSO to be able to carry out the management and operations reforms. 

Membership and role of the Advisory Group

14. The Group discussed the need to ensure continuity in the membership of the Advisory Group when the terms of the current members come to an end on 31 August 2009. 

15. The Group recommended that whenever a member has to resign from the Group during its two-year term, the Secretary General would immediately start a process to appoint a replacing member.
16. The Group noted that the role of the Advisory Group and  concluded that in fulfilling this mandate, the Advisory Group should:

· review the policy and speed of PBF allocations; 

· review the performance of the PBF at all levels from strategic concept to implementation; 

· identify best practice and lessons learnt in peacebuilding;
In so doing, the Advisory Group should in the future consider holding some of its meetings in a PBF recipient country, or to invite members to participate in missions to recipient countries, and to provide an opportunity to discuss in detail country case studies per meeting.  It was also noted that the meetings need to be scheduled and planned so as to follow the PBF and MDTF reporting cycle on a best possible way.  

8.2 The meeting closed at 5:30pm.

Annex 1: Agenda

Agenda
Fourth Meeting of the Peacebuilding Fund Advisory Group

12 May 2009, New York
Permanent Mission of Finland to the UN, 866 UN Plaza, Suite 222, New York NY 10003

 (Closed session)

9:00 a.m. – 9:20 a.m.

Opening Session
9:00 a.m. – 9:15 a.m.  

Opening and welcoming remarks

· Welcome remarks by Ms Marjatta Rasi, Chair of the PBF.  

· Introductory remarks by Ejeviome Otobo, OIC for Peacebuilding Support Office.

9:15 a.m. – 9:20 a.m.

Agenda review
1. Adoption of the Agenda.
9:20 a.m. – 12:45 p.m.
First Session
9:20 a.m. – 10:30 a.m.

PBF performance and activity report
2. Update on PBF activities to 31 March 2009 and open discussion (Patrice Chiwota, PBSO & Bisrat Aklilu, MDTF Office). 
10:30 a.m. -10:45 a.m.
 Tea/coffee break

10:45 a.m. – 11:15 noon  
Secretary-General’s Report on peacebuilding in the immediate aftermath of conflict

3. Update briefing on the preparation of the report (Sally Fegan-Wyles, PBSO).
 11:15 a.m. – 12:45 p.m.
Revision of the PBF Terms of Reference  

4. Presentation of the revised PBF TORs and open discussion (Ejeviome Otobo, PBSO).
1:00 p.m. – 2:00 p.m.
 Lunch 

5. Presentation of the findings of the Donor Review of the PBF (Nicole Ball, Consultant & Member of the Review Team consultant).

2:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m.

Second Session
2:00 p.m. – 3:00 p.m. 

Discussion on the PBF Donor Review findings and 
recommendations on the basis of presentation of 
Nicole Ball
3:00 p.m. -3:15 p.m.
 Tea/coffee break

3:15 p.m. – 4:30 p.m.

PBF policies, guidelines and procedures review
6. PBSO plan of action for revising PBF policies, guidelines and procedures, including the terms of reference of the Inter-Agency Task Force (Susanne Frueh, PBSO).

4:30 a.m. – 5:30 a.m.

Advisory Group Workplan and Issues
7. Review of AG terms of reference, procedures for selecting new members and the date of the next AG meeting (Chair).
5:30 a.m. – 6:00 p.m.

Closing Session

8. Adoption of the meeting conclusions and recommendations (Chair).
9. Meeting closes
Annex 2: List of Participants
	Name
	Title
	Country

	H.E. Ms. Marjatta Rasi 
	Under-Secretary of State for Development, Ministry for Foreign Affairs
	Finland

	H.E. Mr. Yukio Takasu 
	Ambassador in Charge of Human Security and Special Envoy for UN Reform
	Japan

	Mr. Paolo Roberto
	Minister Counselor, Permanent Mission of Brazil
	Brazil

	Mr. Carlos Pascual
	Vice President and Director Foreign Policy Studies Program, Brookings Institution
	USA

	Mr. Dan Smith 
	Secretary General, International Alert
	UK

	Mr. Vidar Helgesen
	Secretary General, International Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance, IDEA
	Sweden

	PBSO

	Mr. Ejevionne Otoboe
	OIC, Peacebuilding Support Office
	

	Ms. Susanne Frueh
	Acting Head, PBSO
	

	Ms Sally Fegan-Wyles
	Project Manager, SG’s Report on Peacebuilding in the Immediate Aftermath of Conflict
	

	Mr. Patrice Chiwota
	Senior Programme Advisor, PBSO
	

	Ms. Elisabeth Scheper
	Consultant, PBSO
	

	Ms. Simone Datzberger
	Programme Assistant
	

	MDTF Office

	Mr. Bisrat Aklilu
	Executive Coordinator, MDTF/UNDP
	

	Mr. Amar Bokhari
	Portfolio Manager, MDTF
	

	Ms. Sana Zemri
	Portfolio Manager, MDTF/UNDP
	

	Donor Review Team

	Ms. Nicole Ball
	PBF Donor Review Team Leader
	

	Chair’s Team (Finland)

	Ms. Jane Anttila
	First Secretary, Good Governance and Rule of Law, Permanent Mission of Finland to the United Nations
	Finland

	Mr. Ari Maki
	Counselor, Adviser to the Under-Secretary of State, Ministry of Foreign
	Finland

	Members not available

	Ms. Nataša Milkuš 
	Deputy State Secretary, Central Office for Development Strategy and Coordination of European Funds
	Croatia

	Mr. Wu Wang 
	Deputy Director-General Department of Public Administrative & Law Enforcement.
	China


� Two members of the AG withdrew their services for the following reasons: Dr. Mounir Zahran (Egypt) officially resigned in December 2007 to take up post as Inspector at the JIU, and Mr Joseph Mutaboba (Rwanda) was appointed SRSG, Guinea Bissau in April 2009, creating a problem, at times, in ensuring a quorum.  
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