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Letter to the Editor

We Can Only Be “Mine Safe”
    When We Are “Mine Free”

by Tamar Gabelnick [ International Campaign to Ban Landmines ]

Despite the fact that the Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Trans-

fer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on their Destruction makes no mention of the term “mine safe,” it is 

still a frequent term used by mine-contaminated states. However, the International Campaign to Ban 

Landmines maintains that in order for states to be safe from the dangers posed by mines, all mined 

areas must be cleared—not only those areas which are deemed to pose an immediate threat. 

In January 2011, Sri Lanka experienced its heaviest rain-
fall since 1917, bringing landmines and unexploded ord-
nance back into areas previously surveyed, partially 

cleared and deemed “safe” for populations to return.1 These 
populations are again at risk from injury according to the Sri 
Lankan Army, a risk that could have been avoided if all mined 
areas had been cleared rather than only high-impact regions. 

This example is just one of many reasons that the ICBL 
has insisted on the need for mine-affected states to fully clear 
all mined areas, not just those deemed to pose an immedi-
ate threat to the local population. Twelve years after the Con-
vention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production 

and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on their Destruction 
(also known at the Anti-personnel Mine Ban Convention or 
APMBC) entered into force, some mine-affected states (both 
States Parties and others) maintain that reaching such a goal is 
neither possible nor necessarily a desirable end state. The ICBL 
strongly disagrees.

The Article 5 Framework

Article 5 of the APMBC requires States Parties to “make 
every effort to identify all areas under [their] jurisdiction or 
control in which anti-personnel mines are known or suspect-
ed to be emplaced” and “to destroy or ensure the destruction 

Deminers walk over land cleared of mines during a ceremony to hand land over to a local community in Yemen (2007).
Photo courtesy of Jackie Hansen.

In 2003, having returned to Canada, I had a chance to meet with a former colleague and was asked to join the Canadian Army. On joining, I performed a range of ordnance duties, including serving with the Office for Improvised Explosive Ordnance Devices at NATO Headquarters in Kabul, Afghanistan in 2007. 
I have been receiving your publication for several years. I feel you fill an important void in the “horrid” business of demining. I use the word “horrid” regretfully, as too many 20th and 21st century wars have left behind live ordnance affecting local populations that struggle with ERW’s constant threat. … 

I feel The Journal presents a balanced and technical response regarding demining. To your credit, I retain all back issues of The Journal as a resource library. 
~Michael E. Lambert 
Former Ammunition Technical Officer Canadian Army and British Army

Dear Ms. Carter Fay: 

Please find enclosed and completed your reader-

response survey as published in The Journal of ERW 

and Mine Action, Issue 14.1, Spring 2010. 

I feel it is important to introduce myself and say a few 

words about The Journal. 

Like many of your subscribers, I have a military 

background. I hold dual citizenship and have served 

in both the British and Canadian Armies. My Brit-

ish service includes successful completion of the 

Ammunition Technical Officer’s Course. On gradu-

ating from the Number 29, Ammunition Technical 

Officer’s Course in February 1990, my ordnance ser-

vice commenced with performing ammunition du-

ties at forward British Army on the Rhine storage 

sites. In December 1990, I deployed to Saudi Arabia 

for what developed into the 1991 Gulf War. During 

my deployment to the Arabian Peninsula, I served as 

a staff officer addressing ordnance issues. On return-

ing to Germany, I continued to perform a wide range 

of ordnance duties, including the decommissioning 

of several forward ammunition storage sites. When 

the civil war broke out in the Republic of Yugoslavia, 

I deployed as part of Britain’s U.N. mission to Bosnia 

and Herzegovina. I served seven months in BiH, per-

forming diverse ordnance duties, including explo-

sive-remnants-of-war removal. 

If we print something that begs for your comment, submit your 
own Letter to the Editor. Please keep your response short and to the 
point—200 words or so. Since we have limited space, we reserve the 
right to edit the comments to fit the space and have done so here. 
Send your letters to editormaic@gmail.com. Visit our online jour-
nal at http://maic.jmu.edu/journal/index.
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On 8 May 2011, James (Jim) F. Lawrence was appointed Director of the Office of Weapons Removal and 

Abatement in the U.S. Department of State’s Bureau of Political-Military Affairs (PM/WRA). Although 

this is a new official title for Lawrence, he is no stranger to the State Department or PM/WRA. He started his 

career with the State Department in 1980 as the Executive Director of the Bureau of Population, Refugees, and 

Migration, a program that annually admits 70,000 refugees to enter the United States and supports millions of 

refugees internationally. From 1998 to 2008 he worked on a number of different mine-action programs, serving 

as the Director of the Office of Mine Action Initiatives and Partnerships for the majority of that period. For the 

last two years, he has served as the Acting Director of PM/WRA. 

When asked about his plans and goals as Director, Lawrence said he intends to continue on the path set out by 

his predecessors while at the same time, adapting to the many changes in the field of mine action. “The land-

mine problem has not disappeared, but it has reached a plateau. Several countries have declared themselves mine-safe and more will attain 

that status in the next few years,” he said. “My priorities are to continue with a strategic approach to the execution of our programs and the al-

location of our resources. In the current environment of declining resources, we need to make our budgets go further even while our mandate 

is expanding to areas such as the destruction of small arms/light weapons and MANPADS, and stockpile security.”

He also emphasized the importance he places on empowering local populations to deal with their own mine-action issues. “Our strategy going 

forward will continue to focus on local capacity-building with the final aim of turning the program over to local experts.”

Lawrence made a point to comment on the personal satisfaction he gets from his job, both from the work itself and the exceptional people in the 

mine-action community as well as the enjoyment he is experiencing in leading his own team. “I love being able to hire extraordinarily talented 

people and watch them succeed.” In his role as Director, Jim Lawrence looks forward to continuing to support worthwhile conventional weap-

ons destruction projects and programs that will make the world a safer place for everyone..

~Dan Baker, CISR staff 

James Lawrence Appointed Director


