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M ine action is chang-
ing. This is not 
1997 and what the 

international community has 
learned in the past eight years 
clearly indicates that the path 
forward is something different 
from what a literal reading of 
the Ottawa Convention1 would 
suggest. The Landmine Impact 
Survey process has demonstrated very clearly that only a 
small portion of the minefields—normally less than 20 
percent—account for the vast majority of casualties and 
lost economic opportunities. The mine action commu-
nity has a responsibility to profit from this new knowl-
edge and to adjust its approach accordingly.

The phrase “mine free” is an inspiring statement of 
purpose but a poor organizing principle—given that no 
donor or collection of donors, no lending institution and 
no major impacted country has indicated a willingness 
to put up the huge amount of resources required to find 
and clear every last mine. With annual victim figures 
dropping towards 10,000, it is hard to make the case that 
landmines continue to be a global “scourge” compared 
to the impact of other issues such as HIV/AIDS, food 
security, malaria, etc. The initiative to “mainstream” 
mine action into development argues in favor of using 
“return on investment” as a criterion for mine clearance, 
and while this return is positive in many cases, it is not 
in all.

There is substantial evidence to suggest many of the 
mines now being cleared are inert, degraded by the ef-
fects of time, temperature and moisture. Why spend 
money to clear land that will not generate economic re-
turns and why remove mines that Mother Nature has 
already rendered safe? Why risk deminers’ lives to clear 
land that no one will use? Attempting to clear every 
last mine would be, in a world of pressing demands and 

scarce resources, an unfortunate waste of funds, funds 
that could save more lives and be more beneficial if ap-
plied elsewhere.

This realization should not be taken as a critique of 
any treaty or policy position, but rather as positive tes-
timony to the power knowledge can have in focusing 
limited assets on activities where such resources will do 
the most good. Mine-affected countries and the interna-
tional community can work together to develop sound 
national strategic plans—ones that set forth achievable 
visions and match resources to prioritized, measurable 
outcomes. As the most pressing impacts of landmines 
are removed, collective efforts can shift away from large-
scale clearance activities by outside organizations, allow-
ing programs with greater national ownership to come 
to the forefront. These smaller, more balanced and sus-
tainable programs would focus on mine risk education, 
marking suspected hazardous areas and limiting demin-
ing to only when newly discovered threats or changes in 
land-use patterns create the need.

Such an approach would allow for the most rapid re-
duction of hazards and the lowest possible expenditure, 
surely a desirable outcome from any perspective.

A version of this article was originally published in the 
Nairobi Special Issue of the Landmine Action Campaign 
Newsletter, Nov. 1, 2004, available online at http://www.
landmineaction.org/resources.asp?item=newsletter.
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The Nairobi Action Plan calls upon all of us 

in the mine action community to “ensure 

that assistance in mine action is based on 

adequate surveys, needs analysis and cost-

effective approaches.”1 The purpose of this 

editorial is to bring an operator’s perspective 

to this commitment. 

by Per Nergaard [ Norwegian People’s Aid ]

C ost-effectiveness in the traditional sense of the 
word has many aspects and can be displayed 
in many ways. Several practical examples have 

been presented at various occasions involving issues like 
coordination, toolboxes, complementarities of methods, 
technologies, etc. I will attempt not to prod any further 
into that here.

What we need to do is ask some pretty tough ques-
tions at this stage. Yet at the same time, we need to 
prepare ourselves for constructive criticism and self- 
analysis, a rather normal but unpleasant outcome of les-
sons learnt. A natural outset for these questions would be 
articulated by recalling the objectives we set for ourselves 
in the pursuit of mine action in the late 1980s and early 
1990s, long before the Ottawa Convention2 came to be.

Even then we were talking about implementing mine 
clearance operations in support of the creation and de-
velopment of sustainable national structures and opera-
tions that are capable of solving the landmine problem. 
The Convention was pushed through as a groundbreak-
ing framework for the establishment of such setups, and 
fundraising was time-consuming but not necessarily 
very hard.

Around the same time, we made huge efforts to de-
velop a technical framework for mine action to make it as 
safe, secure and all-encompassing as possible in the wake 
of internationally recognised advanced quality man-
agement mechanisms á la ISO 9000.3 Our intentions  
were good back then, but, as with most prescribed medi-
cines, it had side effects and a negative impact on our abil-
ity to obtain the overall objective of effectively ridding 
the world of mines. With the benefit of this hindsight, 
it is paramount that we now collectively ask ourselves  
the following:

•	 Why is mine action still more characterized by 
the provision of externally managed, too-complex 
and thus pacifying mechanisms for mine action 
rather than assisting in the creation of nationally 
adaptable, appropriate and sustainable measures 
to solve the problem?

•	 Why is it so difficult—even sometimes with good 
impact and technical data at hand—to establish 
national mine-action plans aimed at meeting the 
obligations of Article 5? This means national 
plans where national authorities’ initiative leads 
to the full participation and commitment of the 
United Nations, non-governmental organizations 
and donors-in-the-making, for implementation 
and support of that plan—and the ability to see  
it through.

•	 Why are international organizations still imple-
menting large-scale mine action operations when 
we all said we would build national capacity and 
ensure national ownership?

•	 Why aren’t the formal demobilization processes 
that put thousands of former combatants to work 
in the minefields undertaken in support of na-
tional planning and implementation of national 
efforts? Moreover, why aren’t more regular army 
units involved in post-conflict clearance as part of 
a well-structured national plan?

•	 Why is there still a growing division between 
U.N. and NGO perspectives on mine action at 
both the national and international level, despite 
hard attempts on both sides to find common 
ground on coordination and planning of mine 
action? In addition, why aren’t governments of 
mine-affected countries more aware of the devel-
opment of better practices on the national level?

Based on these questions, it would be fair to say that 
the level of accomplishment compared to the input of 
resources just is not justifiable. Furthermore, the imple-
mentation of mine action activities is now effectively 
taking place outside of centrally managed bureaucra-
cies. The established structures and mechanisms have 
proven inefficient and inadequate and now need to be 
challenged in order to render the higher output needed 
to meet looming Article 5 deadlines.

If we are to meet the obligations of Article 5, we (na-
tional authorities in affected states, the United Nations, 
NGOs—all of us involved in solving the problem of 
anti-personnel landmines) need to seriously change  
our approach.

While we at Norwegian People’s Aid do not have all 
the answers on how to achieve a new paradigm for mine 
action, we think peer pressure, active donor engagement 
and goal orientation need to be communicated to all 
mine action operators and mine-affected countries in 
order to obtain national ownership, effective planning 
and cooperation to get the job done. To achieve this, a 
donor should ensure that these optimal conditions are in 
place prior to granting funds. With the current trend of 
shifting project and program support to that of budget 
and sector support, it should also be a fundamental  re-
quirement that mine action is elaborated on in national
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Mine Free: 
Not Anytime Soon
 by Richard Kidd [ United States Department of State ]

An Operator’s Perspective  
on Ottawa’s Article 5

With annual victim figures drop-

ping towards 10,000, it is hard to 

make the case that landmines 

continue to be a global ‘scourge’ 

compared to the impact of other 

issues such as HIV/AIDS, food se-

curity, malaria, etc. 
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endnotes and References
Mine Free: Not Anytime Soon, kidd [ from page 4 ]
endnote
1. Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on Their Destruction. Ottawa, Canada. Sept. 18, 1997. 
 http://www.un.org/Depts/mine/UNDocs/ban_trty.htm. Accessed Nov. 4, 2005.

An Operator’s Perspective on Ottawa’s Article 5, Nergaard [ from page 35 ]
endnotes
1. Anti-personnel Mines.” Nairobi Action Plan 2005–2009. 29 Nov. 2004. http://www.icrc.org/Web/eng/siteeng0.nsf/htmlall/68LGY8/$File/Action%20Plan%20.pdf. 
 10 Oct. 2005. 
2. “Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-personnel Mines and on Their Destruction.” Ottawa, Canada. Sept. 18, 1997.  

http://www.un.org/Depts/mine/UNDocs/ban_trty.htm. Oct. 10, 2005. 
3. ISO 9000 is a set of standards for quality management systems that is accepted around the world. For more information about the various quality certifications, visit International 

Organization for Standardization at http://www.iso.org/ or Simply Qualify’s Frequently Asked Questions about ISO 9000 at http://www.isoeasy.org/faq03.htm.

Demining in Iran, Banks [ from page 8 ]
endnotes
1. EOD World Services is the services arm of E&I International. MAI is the E&I mine action company presently operating with several other E&I companies in the Islamic 

Republic of Iran.
2. Most work in Iran is for a national client. International clients demand IMAS standards and international quality assurance/quality control companies to inspect work. 
3. For more information on IMAS, see http://www.mineactionstandards.org/imas.htm. Accessed Nov. 4, 2005
4. Embankments are to contain flood water. Bunds are generally used to describe defensive positions, banks of earth and embankments. 
5. Banks-men stand on the bunds to watch for items of hazardous material that may be dug up.

Assisting Landmine Accident Survivors in the Thai-Burma Border Region, Matthee [ from page 11 ]
endnotes
1. Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on Their Destruction. Ottawa, Canada. Sept. 18, 1997. 
 http://www.un.org/Depts/mine/UNDocs/ban_trty.htm. Accessed Nov. 4, 2005.
2. While only governments can sign the convention, non-state actors can sign the Deed of Commitment for Adherence to a Total Ban on Anti-Personnel Mines and for Cooperation 

in Mine Action through an organization called Geneva Call. Geneva Call engages NSAs to respect and adhere to humanitarian norms, starting with the anti-personnel mine ban. 
For more information, see http://www.genevacall.org/home.htm. Accessed Nov. 2, 2005.

3. Simple plumb methods use a plumb line, which is a reference line guided by a string or cord weighted at the end with a large weight known as a plumb bob. It is used to create a 
reference line for creating vertical lines.

A Regional Approach: Mine and UXO Risk Reduction in Vietnam, Laos, and cambodia, Wells-Dang [ from page 14 ]
Further Reading
1. Bottomley, Ruth. Crossing the Divide: Villagers, Landmines and Organizations. International Peace Research Institute, Oslo, Norway, 2003.
2. Cambodia Mine/UXO Victim Information System (CMVIS). Monthly casualty reports, 2004–05.
3. Final Statement from Workshop on Landmine/UXO Risk Education in the Mekong Sub-region, Siem Reap, November 2004. Fund for Reconciliation and Development.  

http://www.ffrd.org/MRE%20Workshop%20Statement.pdf. Accessed Oct. 24, 2005. 
4. Fleischer, Michael. Informal Village Demining in Cambodia: An Operational Study. Handicap International-Belgium, June 2005.
5. Global Survey on Explosive Remnants of War and Mines Other than Anti-Personnel Mines, Vietnam and Laos chapters. March 2005. Landmine Action (UK).  

http://www.landmineaction.org/resources/UKWGLM.pdf. Accessed Oct. 24, 2005.
6. Landmine Monitor, “Vietnam” and “Laos.” November 2004. International Campaign to Ban Landmines, http://www.icbl.org/lm/2004/vietnam.html,  

http://www.icbl.org/lm/2004/lao.html. Both accessed Oct. 24, 2005. 
7. Moyes, Richard. Tampering: Deliberate Handling of Live Ordnance in Cambodia. August 2004. Funded by Handicap International—Belgium, Mines Advisory Group and Norwegian 

People’s Aid. http://www.thememorybank.co.uk/members/richard/Tampering%20-%20deliberate%20handling%20of%20live%20ordnance%20in%20Cambodia.pdf. 
 Accessed Oct. 24, 2005.
8. UXO Lao. Annual Report 2004, UXO Lao, P.O. Box 345, Vietiane, Lao PDR, Tel: (856-21) 414896; Fax: (856-21) 415766, E-mail: uxolao@laotel.com.

Destroying the Mother of All Arsenals, Zahaczewsky [ from page 18 ]
endnotes
1. Associated Press. (27 April 2004). “Oregon Worker Killed in Iraq.”
2. Associated Press. (28 April 2004). “Civilian Worker: Roadside Bomb in Iraq Kills Port Orchard Man.”
3. Cha, Ariana E. (14 Nov, 2003) “Peril Follows Contractors in Iraq.” Washington Post (p. A.01).
4. Tims, Dana. (26 April 2004) “The Weekend Death of an Oregon Man Highlights the Dangerous Duties being Carried Out by Growing Numbers of Private Security Contractors in 

Iraq.” The Oregonian.
5. Zeleny, Jeff. (2 Nov, 2005) “Obama-Lugar Proposal Targets Stockpiles of Conventional Weapons.” Chicago Tribune. Accessed Nov. 9, 2005.   

http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/nationworld/chi-0511020221nov02,1,1921189.story?ctrack=1&cset=true.

Hidden killers in Afghanistan, Sharif [ from page 20 ]
endnotes
1. This information is in the UNMAS Annual Report, 2004.  Visit http://www.mineaction.org/; accessed Nov. 30, 2005.
2. One square kilometre is approximately 0.386 square mile.
3. Afghanistan has also been a signatory of the 1980 Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons since 1981. For more information, visit 
 http://www.icrc.org/ihl.nsf/FULL/500?OpenDocument; accessed Nov. 30, 2005.

Observations on Recent changes in Northwest cambodia’s Mine/UXO Situation, Simmonds, et al. [ from page 24 ]
endnotes
1. L1S is an abbreviation for Level One Survey that is commonly used in Cambodia. This is not to be confused with LIS (Landmine Impact Survey), which is in common use in 

most other parts of the world.

2. Bottomley, Ruth. (2001) Returning life to field and forest: Mine clearance by villagers in Cambodia. Journal of Mine Action, 5.1 p.13.  
http://www.maic.jmu.edu/journal/5.1/Focus/Ruth_Bottom/bottom.html. Accessed Nov. 22, 2005. 

3. Bottomley, Ruth. (Dec. 31, 2003). Crossing the Divide: Landmines, Villagers and Organizations. http://www.prio.no/page/preview/preview/9429/40814.html. 
 Accessed Nov. 22, 2005.
4.  Fleisher, Michael L. (2005) Informal Village Demining in Cambodia: An Operational Study. http://www.handicapinternational.be/downloads/Informal_Village_Demining.pdf. 

Accessed Nov. 22, 2005. 
 
The War Goes On, Vosburgh [ from page 27 ]
endnotes
1. In the Untied States, this conflict is referred to as the Vietnam War.
2. Vietnamese Ministry of Defense Demining Command and The Technology Center for Bomb and Mine Disposal (BOMICO/BOMICEN).

claiming the Future, Sisavath [ from page 29 ]
endnotes
1.  Mennonite Central Committee Web site, http://www.mcc.org/clusterbomb/report/laos_appendix.html. Accessed Nov. 15, 2005.
2.  U.S. Bombing Records in Laos, 1964–1973. Congressional Record—Senate, May 14, 1975 (p. 14,266).
3.  Handicap International Belgium. “Living with UXO—Final Report on the National Survey on the Socio-Economic Impact of UXO in Lao PDR.” 1997.
4.  1 square kilometre is equal to about 0.386 square mile.
5.  The Safe Path Forward 2003–2013. April 2004. http://www.undplao.org/UXO%20stuff/Stratplan%20Res%20EngFINAL.pdf. Accessed Nov. 15, 2005.
6.  1 hectare equals approximately 2.5 acres.

Developing Alternatives: The Locality Demining Model in cambodia, Leighton [ from page 35 ]
endnotes
1. Richard Moyes in his report, Tampering: Deliberate Handling and Use of Live Ordnance in Cambodia (MAG, Handicap International-Belgium, Norwegian People’s Aid, 2004), 

recognises that deliberate handling occurs amongst the most vulnerable families with the least traditional economic opportunities such as generation of income through livestock 
or land ownership. For online text of this report see http://www.mag.org.uk/magtest/cambodia/Tampering.pdf. 

2.  Review of the locality demining model was undertaken by Pia Walgren for MAG.
3.  As observed by MAG Cambodia’s technical operations manager, Gary Fenton.
4. See work undertaken on village demining by Ruth Bottomley, HI-B. http://www.handicapinternational.be/downloads/SpontaneousDeminingInitiatives.pdf, 
 accessed Dec. 13, 2005.

Afghanistan LIS, Fruchet [ from page 38 ]
endnote
1. A Landmine Impact Survey, or LIS, is a community-based national survey that measures the extent of the impact of the landmine problem in a country, based on the number of 

recent victims, socio-economic blockages and type of munitions.

USAID’s Perspective: The Importance of Social and economic Developing Strategies for Humanitarian Mine Action, Feinberg 
[ from page 41 ]
endnotes
1.  Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on Their Destruction. Ottawa, Canada. Sept. 18, 1997.  

http://www.un.org/Depts/mine/UNDocs/ban_trty.htm. Accessed Nov. 4, 2005.
2. The Leahy War Victims Fund works on behalf of civilian victims of war and people living with disabilities. See 
 http://www.usaid.gov/our_work/humanitarian_assistance/the_funds/lwvf/index.html for more information. Last updated May 5, 2005. Accessed Oct. 21, 2005.
3. Learn more about the United States International Society for Prosthetics and Orthotics at http://www.usispo.org/. Accessed Oct. 21, 2005.

Mine Action and Development, Turcotte [ from page 43 ]
endnotes
1. From the 2004 Nairobi Declaration by States Parties to the Ottawa Convention.
2. Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on Their Destruction. Ottawa, Canada. Sept. 18, 1997. 
 http://www.un.org/Depts/mine/UNDocs/ban_trty.htm. Accessed Nov. 4, 2005.
3. Landmine Monitor Report 2005. International Campaign to Ban Landmines. http://www.icbl.org/lm/2005/findings.html. 
4. These individuals are often called landmine survivors. For a complete definition, see http://www.icbl.org/lm/2004/intro/survivor, accessed Dec. 2, 2005.
5. On Sept. 18, 2000, the United Nations General Assembly adopted Resolution 55/2, the United Nations Millennium Declaration. At the United Nations Millennium Summit, world 

leaders agreed to a set of time-bound and measurable goals and targets for combating poverty, hunger, disease, illiteracy, environmental degradation, and discrimination against 
women. Placed at the heart of the global agenda, they are now called the Millennium Development Goals. The Summit’s Millennium Declaration also outlined a wide range of 
commitments in human rights, good governance and democracy. See http://www.un.org/millennium/declaration/ares552e.pdf. Accessed Nov. 4, 2005.

6. World Bank. “Landmine Contamination: A Development Imperative,” Social Development Note No. 20, October 2004. Conflict Prevention and Reconstruction Unit.
7. Information on the Geneva Conventions can be found at http://www.genevaconventions.org/. Accessed Nov. 4, 2005.
8. Information on the Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons Which May be Deemed to be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate 

Effects can be found at http://www.icrc.org/ihl.nsf/FULL/500?OpenDocument. Accessed Nov. 4, 2005.

Integrated Mine Action: A Rights-Based Approach in cambodia, campbell [ from page 45 ]
endnote
1. The Millennium Development Goals are eight goals adopted by the government to eradicate poverty and hunger, achieve universal primary education, promote gender equality, 

reduce child mortality, improve maternal health, combat HIV/Aids, malaria, and other diseases, ensure environmental stability and develop a global partnership for development, 
all by 2015. http://www.un.org/millenniumgoals/. Accessed Nov. 1, 2005.

How can economists contribute to Mine Action, Marsh [ from page 51 ]
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