
74 | notes from the field | journal of mine action | winter 2006 | 11.1 11.1 | winter 2006 | journal of mine action | notes from the field | 75  

I n January 2007, the GICHD unveiled 
a new look for its Web site and publica-
tions. The GICHD implemented these 

changes to give the organization a modern, 
fresh appearance, and to increase the utility 
of the Web site as well as reduce the cost of 
publications. The redesigned Web site can be 
seen at www.gichd.org and includes a num-
ber of new features such as short-
cut buttons, an improved search 
function, an evaluation reposi-
tory and a training calendar.

One of the first publications 
to be issued in the new style was 
the Metal Detectors and PPE 
[Personal Protective Equipment] 
Catalogue,1 published in March 
2007. This catalogue features 
handheld, large-loop and ve-
hicle-mounted detectors, as well 
as the relatively new multi-sen-
sor systems. In April, the third 
edition of the Guide to Mine 
Action and Explosive Remnants 
of War2 was published. This edi-
tion provides updated informa-
tion, such as the text of the Convention on 
Certain Conventional Weapons’3 Protocol 
V on explosive remnants of war; it also in-
cludes new chapters on mine action and 
development, as well as capacity building 
and evaluation.

Tenth Annual Meeting of Programme 
Directors and U.N. Advisers

In March 2007, the GICHD hosted 
the “Tenth International Meeting of Mine 
Action Programme Directors and U.N. 
Advisors” on behalf of the United Nations 
Mine Action Service. The meeting brought 
together over 200 people from 35 mine-
affected countries, along with represen-
tatives from the various U.N. agencies, 
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nongovernmental organizations and donor 
countries involved with mine action. 

Since the first annual meeting was held, 
attendance has increased tremendously; 
in March 1998 only 40 people from seven 
countries attended. The idea for the meet-
ing came about as there was a growing need 
for better standardization, coordination and 

sharing of experiences among the emerging 
mine-action programmes. The initial meet-
ing focused only on U.N.-conducted or -
supported programmes, but since then, the 
meeting has expanded to include nationally 
run programmes. 

Over the years, the topics discussed at the 
meeting have included U.N. policy updates, 
capacity building, national ownership, in-
formation management, standards, resource 
mobilisation and technology. Since the be-
ginning, all meetings have been funded by 
Switzerland and hosted by the GICHD.

Evaluations
The GICHD continues to provide train-

ing and advice on the conduct of mine-
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action evaluations, as well as undertake se-
lected evaluations itself. Early in 2007 the 
GICHD undertook an evaluation of the 
United Nations Development Programme’s 
capacity-building project in Albania and 
also completed an independent assessment 
of the residual threat in Kosovo on behalf 
of the United Nations Mission in Kosovo. 
Later in the year, the GICHD will under-
take a thematic evaluation in the Caucasus 
as part of a rolling series of evaluations for 
the European Commission. 

See Endnotes, Page

T he International Mine Action Standards, al-
though not prescribing the ISO 9001:2000 
Quality Management System, strongly rec-

ommend organisations involved in mine action imple-
ment such a system. All but a handful of organisations 
have done so; for reasons that are as yet unclear, some 
mine-action organisations haven’t adopted the ISO 
9001:2000 system.

The requirements of the ISO 9001:2000 system 
are as stated in the Standard: “All requirements of this 
International Standard are generic and are intended 
to be applicable to all organizations, regardless of 
type, size and product provided.”1 Why is it then that 
organisations are hesitant to utilise ISO as a manage-
ment tool? If demining organisations are following 
best practise, then they are automatically practising 
ISO principles. 

The ISO 9001:2000 Standard: General 
Requirements

The scope of the system is explained in the Standard 
as follows: “This International Standard specifies re-
quirements for a quality management system where 
an organization:

•	 Needs to demonstrate its ability to consistently 
provide a product that meets customer and ap-
plicable regulatory requirements.

•	 Aims to enhance customer satisfaction through 
the effective application of the system, including 
processes for continual improvement of the sys-
tem and the assurance of conformity to customer 
and applicable regulatory requirements.”1

The usefulness of these general requirements is re-
flected in the words of Dr. Masaaki Imai, “The Japanese 
perception of management boils down to one precept: 
Maintain and improve standards.”2

Another supporter of standards is W.E. Deming, 
considered by many as one of the quality masters. He 
states, “We must use standards as the liberator that rel-
egates the problems that have already been solved to the 
field of the routine, and leaves the creative faculties free 
for the problems that are still unsolved.”3
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Management Responsibility
Leadership and top management responsibilities are singled out by all the lit-

erature reviewed as the most important aspects of any attempt to implement or 
enhance a quality-management system in an organisation, or to even just enhance 
current quality standards in an organisation. Any attempt to introduce quality 
into an organisation that is not wholeheartedly and actively supported by the top 
management team is bound to be short-lived and doomed to failure. In defining 
the exact role of top managers and their detailed responsibilities in and to a qual-
ity-management system, the ISO 9001:2000 Quality Management System leaves 
no hiding place for top management, which may explain why so many organisa-
tions are hesitant to fully adopt it.

Philip B. Crosby, in Quality Without Tears: The Art of Hassle-Free 
Management,4 states that the credibility of management commitment is the big-
gest problem that management faces and that just talking about quality is not 
enough; managers have to continually reinforce the message of their commitment 
through actions. Crosby further states that the key to success in making quality 
improvement lies with the top management team but that management is also the 
biggest cause of the problem. 

How often is it found that nonconformities in the minefield are directly at-
tributable to management? Too often!

Other masters of quality agree with Crosby on this matter. As noted in Oakland 
on Quality Management, Deming argues that senior management is responsible 
for 94 percent of quality problems, whilst Joseph M. Juran is a bit more forgiving 
and says that workers are responsible for less than 20 percent of quality problems.5 
The author, John S. Oakland, is of the opinion that the CEO of an organisation 
must really believe in the quality policy as well as accept responsibility for it.5 
This responsibility for quality should then cascade down through all levels of the 
organisation until an attitude of pride in the job and teamwork has permeated all 
levels and all departments of the organisation. 

The Standard has also identified management commitment and responsibility 
crucial to quality management; hence the detail on this particular topic. I believe 
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