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INTRODUCTION

The Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production, and
Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and On Their Destruction (“Mine Ban Treaty”)* was
opened for sgnature on 3 December 1997. It entered into force on 1 March 1999.

The Internationd Campaign to Ban Landmines (ICBL) congders the Mine Ban
Tregty the only viable comprenensve framework for achieving a mine-free world. The
ICBL bdieves tha the only red measure of the Mine Ban Treaty's success will be the
concrete impact that it has on the globd mine problem. This Landmine Monitor Report
2001 provides a means of messuring that impact? It is evident that the treaty, and the
ban movement more generdly, are meking a dgnificat difference. A growing number
of govenments are joining the Mine Ban Treaty, and as dealed bdow, there is
decreased use of antipersonnd mines, a dramdic drop in production, an dmaost complete
helt to trade, rapid dedtruction of stockpiled mines, fewer mine victims in key affected
countries and more land demined.

Despite the progress, the redlity is that antipersonnd mines continue to be lad and
to take far too many victims. The landmine problem is not solved, and will not be solved
without sugtained commitment from governments and non-governmental organizations

BANNING ANTIPERSONNEL MINES

Universalization

A totd of 140 countries have sgned or acceded to the Mine Ban Treety as of 31
July 2001, thereby legdly committing themsdlves to no use of antipersonnd mines A
totd of 117 of those countries have rdtified or acceded, thereby fully committing to dl
the provisons of the Mine Ban Treaty. After the tresty entered into force on 1 March
1999, dates must accede and cannot Smply Sgn the treaty with intent to ratify at a later
date. Since the publication of Landmine Monitor Report 2000, three states have acceded:
Nauru (7 August 2000), Kiribati (7 September 2000), and Congo-Brazzaville (4 May
2001). Conddering the rdativdy short time tha this issue has been before the
international  community, the number of dgnatories and accessons — neally  three-
quaters of the world's nations -- is exceptiond. This is a dear indicaion of the
widespread internationd rejection of any use or possession of antipersonnd mines.

Every country in the Wesern Hemisphere has signed except the US and Cuba,
every member of the European Union except Finland, every member of NATO except the
US and Turkey, 42 of the 48 countries in Africa, and key Asa-Padific nations such as
Audrdia, Jgpan, Thaland, and Indonesa Severd of the most heavily mine-affected
dates are daes paties Cambodia, Mozambique, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Crodia
Sevard others ae dgnatories Angola, Sudan, and Ethiopia Mgor past producers and

The ICBL generally uses the short title, Mine Ban Treaty, although other short titles are common as
well, including Ottawa Convention and Ottawa Treaty.

2 The reporting period for Landmine Monitor Report 2001 is May 2000 to May 2001. Editors have
where possible added important information that arrived in June and July 2001.
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exporters are now Saes Paties, induding: Begium, Bosnia and Herzegoving, Bulgaria,
Czech Republic, France, Hungary, Italy, and the United Kingdom.

Stll, 53 countries have not yet joined the tregty. This indudes three of the five
permanent members of the UN Security Council: China, Russia, and the United States. It
indudes mog of the Middle East, mogt of the former Soviet republics, and many Adan
nations. Mgor producers such the US, Russa, Chinag, India and Pekidan are not part of
the treaty.

Virtudly dl of the nonsgnatories have endorsed the notion of a comprehensve
ban on antipersonnd mines & some point in time, and many have dreedy a lesst
patidly embraced the Mine Ban Treaty. United Nations Generd Assembly Resolution
55/33v cdling for universdization of the Mine Ban Tresty was adopted in November
2000 by a vote of 143 in favor, none opposed, and 22 abgentions.  Nineteen non-
dgnatories voted for the resolution, induding Armenia, Bahran, Bdaus Bhutan,
Comoros, Eritrea, Edonia, Finland, Georgia, Latvia, Mongolia, Nepd, Nigeria, Oman,
Papua New Guinea, S Lanka, Tonga, Turkey and the United Arab Emirates.

Some devdopments during the reporting period are encouraging.  The Foreign
Minigers of Greece ad Turkey announced that they will join the treety and will deposit
ther indruments of ratification and accesson, repectively, a the same time. Cyprus has
announced its intention to raify soon. FR Yugodavia has announced its intention to
accede to the treaty. Nigeria has decided to accede and initiated the legal process. In
severd countries where conflict has ended recently, governments have expressed interest
in joining the Mine Ban Tresaty, indluding DR Congo, Eritreg, and Ethiopia

Many States Paties ae putting a high priority on promoting universdization of
the Mine Ban Treaty. A Univerdization Contact Group has been formed, coordinated
by Canada, with participation by a number of States Paties, the ICBL and ICRC. In
addition to many hbilaera efforts to promote adherence to the Mine Ban Tredty, there
have been important regiona conferences aimed a universdization.

Neverthdess, there has been little or no change in the ban policies of some dates
in the past year, induding the US, Russa and China  Universdization dearly remans
the biggest chdlenge facng ban supporters  The fact that only five countries have
acceded to the treaty sSince its entry-into-force on 1 March 1999 is testament to that.

Ratification®

After achieving the required 40 ratifications in September 1998, the Mine Ban
Treaty entered into force on 1 March 1999, becoming binding internationd law. This is
believed to be the fagest entry-into-force of ay mgor multilateral treaty ever. For a
State that ratifies or accedes now, the treaty enters into force for it on the first day of the
gxth month after the date on which that State depogted its indrument of rdification.
That Sate is then required to make its implementation report to the UN Secretary

3 Throughout this report, the term ratification is used as a short-hand for “consent to be bound.” The
treaty allows governments to give consent to be bound in a variety of ways, including ratification,
acceptance, approval or accession -- al of which give binding legal status beyond signature. Also for the
purposes of this report, those countries who have given their consent to be bound, but have not yet
completed the six-month waiting period, are included in the “States Parties” sections of the Regional
Chapters.
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Gengd within 180 days, destroy stockpiled mines within four years, and destroy mines
in the ground within 10 years. It is ds0 required to take appropriate domestic
implementation messures, induding impaosition of pend sanctions.

A totd of 117 countries have rdified or acceded to the Mine Ban Treaty as of 1
Augus 2001, induding seventeen snce publication of the Landmine Monitor Report
2000. Three nations acceded (Kiribati, Nauru, and Congo-Brazzaville) and fourteen
raified in this reporting period: Bangladesh, Cape Vede, Colombia, Gabon, Guines-
Bissau, Kenya, Mddives, Mdta, Moldova, Romania, Siera Leone, Tanzania, Uruguay,
and Zambia

There are 23 governments that have sgned but not rdified the Mine Ban Treaty.
Severd have reportedly dready completed, or nearly completed, the domestic process
necessry for rdification, but have not formdly submitted an ingrument of ratificaion to
the United Nations Algeria, Angola, Cameroon, Chile, Cook Idands, DR Congo and Séo
ToméePrincipe.

There is concern tha the pace of ratifications/accessons has dowed. There were
three ratifications in December 1997 & the time of the treaty Sgning conference, 55 in
1998, 32in 1999, and 19 in 2000 and eight from Jenuary-July 2001.

Implementation — The Intersessonal Work Program

The firda two yeas of the Mine Ban Treay intersessond work program
successfully  fulfilled their intended purpose in hdping to mantan a focus on the
landmines cigs in becoming a meeting place for dl key mine action players ad in
dimulating momentum to fully implement the Mine Ban Tresty. The four intersessond
Sanding Committees on Victim Assgance, Mine Clearance, Stockpile Dedtruction and
Gengrd Status and Operation of the Convention helped to provide a globd picture of
priorities, as well as to consolidate and concentrate globa mine action efforts. As a
result, the role of the Mine Ban Tresty as a comprehensve framework for mine action
continued to be highlighted.

The intersessond process is a collaborative process conducted in the Ottawa
Process tradition of incdudvity, patnership (between governments, ICBL, ICRC, and
Internationa  Organizations), didogue, openness and practica cooperation. Action points
identified from the fira year of the intersessond work program were incduded in the
Second Mesting of States Parties Presdent’s Action Program and served as the basis for
planning for the second year of intersessond work.  Implementation of these Action
Points was ongoing throughout the year. Compliance with al key Artides of the
Convention became an overdl focus of the second intersessond yeer.

The intrsessond Sanding Committee medings will  become  increasngly
important in the years leading up to the firs Review Conference in 2004, as the Mine
Ban Treaty continues to rgpidy move toward establishment of the internationd norm.
The ICBL remans desply committed to full and active paticipaion in this critica
intersessond process.

Convention on Conventional Weapons (CCW)

The ICBL continued to monitor developments & the CCW and its Amended
Protocol 1l with a minima presence during the Second Annud Conference of States
Parties to Amended Protocol Il of the CCW in December 2000, and the December 2000
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and April 2001 PrepComs for the Second CCW Review Conference, to be hed in
December 2001. Most NGOs who attended, though ICBL members, were there to further
their individud NGO's work on nonICBL maiters, such as cluser munitions.  ICBL
gsatements were made a both PrepComs.

Proposals presented and discussed a these medings included:  extenson of
scope, compliance issues, antivehide mines, wound balidics and Explosve Remnants of
War. From the ICBL perspective the most important development during these sessons
was the discusson surrounding the ICRC proposal regarding Explosve Remnants of War
and progress made toward the god of having the Review Conference gpprove a mandate
for continuing discussons on remnants of war. Mod ddegations sooke in favor of
ongoing condderation and discusson of this important humaenitarian issue The
Netherlands plays a leading role in this issue and the ICRC as wel as many NGOs, who
are|CBL members, continue to work on theissue,

Global Use of Antipersonnel Mines

Mine Ban Treaty States Parties

Landmine Monitor has recaved digurbing reports that indicate a grong
posshility of use of antipersonnd mines by Ugandan forces in the Democratic Republic
of Congo (DRC) in June 2000. Uganda became a State Party to the Mine Ban Tregty in
August 1999. Landmine Monitor believes that these sarious and credible dlegetions
merit the urgent dtention of States Paties who should consult with the Ugandan
government and other rdevant actors in order to seek darificaion, esadlish the facts, and
resolve these questions regarding compliance with the Mine Ban Tresty. The Ugandan
government has denied that it used antipersonne minesin the DRC.

Mine Ban Treaty Signatories

One Mine Ban Treaty Sgretory has acknowledged continued use of antipersonnd
mines Angola (againg UNITA rebds).

While Landmine Monitor does not have conclusve evidence, there are srong
indications that two other dgnatories used antipersonne mines: Ethiopia (until the ed of
its border conflict with Eritrea in June 2000), and Sudan (ongoing use againgt SPLA and
other rebd forces). Both governments deny any use of antipersonne mines

There have ds0 been sious dlegaions of use of antipersonnd mines by
Rwandan trces in the DRC in June 2000. Rwanda was a Mine Ban Treaty dgnatory a
the time it became a State Paty on 1 December 2000. Rwanda denies any use of
antipersonnd mines.

In Burundi, which is a treaty Sgnatory, antipersonnd mines have continued to be
used, and there have been dlegations of use by both government and rebe forces, but
Landmine Monitor has not been able to etablish responghility for the mine use. The
government of Burundi denies any mine use,

Mine Ban Treaty Non-Signatories

In this Landmine Monitor reporting period, snce May 2000, the following
countries which have not joined the Mine Ban Treay, have acknowledged use of
antipersonnd mines. Burma (Myanmar), Eritrea, Russa, Si Lanka, and Uzbekigan.
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Other nondgnatories who are credibly reported to have used antipersonne mines
in this time period incdude Democratic Republic of Congo, Isad, Kyrgyzsan, Nepd,
and Somdia The DRC and Nepd have denied use.

Armed Non-State Actors

Oppodtion groups are reported to have used antipersonnd mines in a leest 19
countries.

Africar Angola; Burundi; DR Congo; Namibig, Senegd; Somdia; Sudan; Uganda

Americas Colombia

Ada-Padfic. Afghanigan; Burma (Myanmar); India/Pakistan (Kashmir);

Nepd; Philippines, Si Lanka

Europe/Centrd Asa: Georgia (in Abkhazia); FY R Macedonia; Russa(in

Chechnya); FR Y ugodavia (in and near Kosovo)

Developments Since Landmine Monitor Report 2000

As of mid-2001, it would not gppear that antipersonnel mines are being used on a
messve scde in ay conflic. The mod regular use is likdy occurring in Russa
(Chechnya), S Lanka, and Burma. Reports of Uzbekigan continuing to mine its borders
were gill being recaived in June 2001.

The kind of widesoread use of antiparsonnd mines that was witnessed in FR
YugodaviadKosovo in 1999 and in RussalChechnya a the height of that conflict in 1999
and early 2000 was not evident in this reporting period in any location. It would gppear,
however, that use of antipersonnd mines increased in a number of countries, notably in
Colombia by guerilles and in Namibia by Angoan rebds (UNITA) and Angolan
government troops.

Mog ingdances of use of attiparsonnd mines in this reporting period were in
ongoing Stuations of conflict, where the governments and rebd groups were using mines
in the previous reporting period as wel. However, there were a number of cases of new
ingances of antipersonnd mine use, or serious dlegations of new use. Theseindude:

. Russa In addition to continued use of antipersomd mines in the conflict
with Chechen rebds (Who ds0 use mines), Russan forces have lad
antipersonnd mines on the Chechen dretch of the Russan-Georgian border, and
have lad antipersonnd minesingde Tgikistan on the Tgik-Afghan border.

Uzbekigan: Uzbekidan has lad antipersonne mines on its borders with
Tgikigan and Kyrgyzgan. Both governments have accused Uzbekigan of
emplacing mines acrass the border in ther territory.

Kyrgyzdan: Kyrgyz forces reportedly mined the border with Tgikigan in
mid to late 2000, then subsequently deared the mines.

Nepd: There are now serious indicators that government police forces are
usng atipersonnd mines agand the Maoid rebds who ae increesingly usng
homemade mines.

FYR Macedonia Since dhnic Albanian insurgents begen fighting the
govenmet in Mach 2001, a lees Sx attivehide mine incidents have been
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reported and there have been severa reported seizures of antipersonnd mines
being smuggled into FY R Macedonia from Kosovo.

FR Yugodavia In southern Serbia, bordering Kosovo, irregular ethnic
Albanian forces have used antivehidle and antipersonng mines.

On the other sde from these new outbresks of use of antipersonnd mines, it
would gppear that, compared to Landmine Monitor Report 2000, the government of FR
Yugodavia did not use antipersonnd mines in this reporting period and the governments
of Eritrea and Ethiopia stopped use early in the period. In each ingance, the stoppage in
use of mineswas the result of the cessation of hodilities, rather than apolicy decison.

In other developmentsin this reporting period:

Eritrea for the firg time admitted to use of antipersonnd mines during its border
conflict with Ethiopiafrom May 1998 to June 2000.

Ilsadl acknowledged use of antipersonnd mines in South Lebanon prior to its
withdrava from the area in May 2000, and provided minefidd mgps to the United
Nations. It gopears that Israd has continued to use antipersonnd mines in the Occupied
Pdetinian Teritories, dlegedly without proper fencdng and making as required by
CCW Amended Pratocal 11, which entered into force for Isragl on 30 April 2001. When
asked aout the dlegation, lgad replied thet it “fulfills its obligations to the fullet
extent, and grongly regjects dlegations to the contrary.” There have been dlegations of
mine use by Pdedtinians as well.

In February 2001 the government of the Democratic Republic of Congo for the
firg time known to Landmine Monitor denied current or past use of antipersonnel mines.

In August 2000, the government of Burundi, for the firg time known to Landmine
Monitor, accused rebd forces of usng antipersonnd mines.  This came in response to
Landmine Monitor's report of sarious dlegations of use by the Burundi amy. The
government has subsequently frequently accused rebels of planting mines.

In this Landmine Monitor reporting period, snce May 2000, there was confirmed
new use of antipersonnd mines, or credible dlegations of new use in the fallowing
countries

Africa

Angola government and rebes (UNITA)

Burundi: unknown (dlegations of rebes and government)
Democraic Republic of Congo: unknown (dlegations of DRC government,
RDC rebds, other rebds, Ugandan government, Rwandan government)

Eritrear government

Ethopia government

Namibia. Angolan government and UNITA

Senegd: rebes (MFDC)

Somdia variousfactions

Sudan: government and rebels (SPLA/M)

Uganda: rebds (LRA) ,
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Americas
Colombia rebes (FARC-EP, UC-ELN) and paramilitaries (AUC),

Asa-Pacific

Afghanigtan: opposition forces (Northern Alliance)
Burma (Myanmar): government and 11 rebe groups
Indig/Pakigtan (Kashmir): militants

Nepd: government and rebds (Maoists)
Philippines: rebels (Abu Sayaff, MILF, NPA)

Si Lanka government and rebds (LTTE),

Europe/Central Asa

Georgia  nondtate actors (use in Abkhazia)
Kyrgyzgtan: government

FYR Macedonia: rebels

Russa government and rebds (Chechnya)

Tgikigan: Russan government

Uzbekigan: government

FR Yugodavia: nonstate actors (in and near Kosovo),

Middle East/North Africa
Isradl: government (in Occupied Paedtinian Territories)

Global Production of Antipersonnd Mines

In its firg two annud reports, Landmine Monitor identified sixteen producers of
antipersonnd  landmines.  This year, Landmine Monitor has decided to remove two of
those nations, Turkey and FR Yugodavia, from the lig.

Turkey hes, for the fird time provided Landmine Monitor with a written
datement indicating thet it has not produced antipersonnd mines since 1996, and has sad
that it does not intend to produce them. Turkey's Foreign Miniger announced in April
2001 that Turkey was garting the process of accesson to the Mine Ban Treaty.

FR Yugodavia hes dso provided a written datement saying that it hes not
produced antipersonnd mines snce 1992. While Landmine Monitor has recaved some
contrary informetion in the pad, this Satement, combined with the decison of the new
government to accede to the Mine Ban Treay, judifies removd from the lig of
producers.

Antipersonnel Mine Producers

Inthe Americas. Cuba, United States

In Europe Russa

InMiddle East: Egypt, Iran, Iraq

InAsa Burma, China, India, North Korea, South Korea, Pakistan, Singapore, Vietnam
Forty-one nations have ceased production of antipersonnel mines.
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Of the 14 remaining producers, it should be noted that:

- Egyptian officdds have dated severd times dnce 1997 that Egypt no
longer produces antipersonnd mines. However, this podtion has not been issued in
writing as a formd policy satement, despite numerous requests from Landmine Monitor
and the ICBL. Thus, Landmine Monitor continues to count Egypt as amine producer.

The United States has not produced antipersonnd mines since 1996, and
has no known plans for production. However, it has refused to adopt an officid
moratorium or ban on production, and thusis il listed as amine producer.

South Korea has reported to Landmine Monitor thet in the last two years,
it has only produced Claymoretype attipasonnd mines When usd in command-
detonated mode, these are permissble under the Mine Ban Treaty. One military officid
told Landmine Monitor that the ROK has produced no antipersonnd mines since 1997
(presumebly except for the Claymores).

Among the other devdopments in the globd gtuaion with regpect to
antipersonnd mine production since May 2000:

: Landmine Monitor has recelved new dlegaions regarding production of
atipersonned mines in Uganda a the govenment-owned Nationd Enterprise
Corporation (NEC) fectory a Nakasongora. Four sources, including three Ugandan
militay personnd, independently told Landmine Monitor that production of
antipersonne mines continues.  However, Landmine Monitor is not in a pogtion to
confirm or deny these dlegations. An independent ingpection of the fadility has not been
made.

Audrdia informed Landmine Monitor that it produced antipersonnd
mines in the pad, but sopped in the early 1980s Landmine Monitor was previoudy
unaware of thisinformation.

India has for the fird time dedgned a remotdy-ddivered mine system
(with a sdf-destruction/sdlf-deectivation mechaniam) for trid evduation and prototype
production. It has aso designed for production a detectable verson of its hand
emplaced, non-metdlic M14 mine.  Pursuant to its obligaions under CCW Amended
Protocol 1, the government of India has sated that production of non detectable mines
has ceased on 1 January 1997.

: It appears Pakigan is engaged in new production of both hand-emplaced
detecteble mines and remotdy deivered mines that mest CCW Amended Protocol |l
dandards. Pakisan has dated that snce 1 January 1997 it has produced only detectable
antipersonnd landmines. At a Landmine Monitor meeting, the Pakistani Ambassador said
that use and production of fragmentation mines had been abandoned.  This Satement has
not been confirmed.

Russa dated in December 2000 tha it is decommissioning fadilities for
production of anttipersonnd blas mines  Offidds have sad Russa is increesngly
focusng efforts on research and development of landmine dternatives, rather than new
antipersonne mine production.

. Singapore has confirmed thet it continues to produce landmines to be used
in netional defense
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The South Korean Ministry of Defense reported that 7,000 KM18A1
Claymore mines were produced in 2000.

In the US, decisons are pending on the continued deveopment and
production of two key dterndives to antipersonne mines, RADAM and NSD-A, both of
whichmay be incondstent with the Mine Ban Treaty.

The 41 naions that have stopped production of antipersonned mines include a
magority of the big producers in the 1970s 1980s, and early 1990s. Eight of the twelve
biggest producers and exporters over the st thirty years are now Saes Paties to the
Mine Ban Tresty and have stopped dl production and export: Belgium, Bosnia and
Herzegovina (former Yugodavia), Bulgaria Czech Republic (former Czechodovekia),
France, Hungary, Italy, and the United Kingdom.

Global Tradein Antipersonnd Mines

Landmine Monitor reseerch did not find evidence of antipersonnd mine exports
or imports by Mine Ban Tresty State Parties or dgnatories  Indeed, Landmine Monitor
did not identify a dngle sgnificant shipment of antipersonnd mines from one nation to
another. 1t was noted in Jane's Mines and Mine Clearance 2000-2001 that there has been
a “virtud absence of mines-legitimate or otheawise--a ams shows and military
equipment exhibitions this year. The digmatization process has dealy had a mgor
impact: even the nondgnatories to the Mine Ban Treaty seem to fed the need to gppear
politicaly correct.”

There remans a concen &out the possble trandt or trans-shipment of
antipersonnd mines through treety nations.  There have been a few reports of saizures of
illict shipments of light wegpons that have induded some atipasonnd mines It
continues to be the case that antipersonnd mine trade has been reduced to a reativey
gmdl amount of illiat trafficking.

Thirty-four countries are known to have exported antipersonnd landmines in the
pas. Today, dl of those naions with the exception of Irag have a the leest made a
formd daement that trey are no longer exporting. In September 2000, an Iragi diplomat
sad to Landmine Monitor, “How can we export landmines? We only export oil for
food.”

Twenty-two countries have dgned the Mine Ban Tresty and thus sopped
exparting, dthough many had unilaterd redrictions in place prior to sgning. Among
non-9gnatories, one has an export ban in place (USA), four have a moraorium in place
(lsradd, Pakigan, Russa, Singgpore), and Sx have made declaratory statements that they
no longer export (China, Cuba, Egypt, Iran, Yugodavia Vienam). Russas moraorium
and Chinds dedaraory policy only agoply to export of non-detectable and non-sdf-
destruct mines, in kegping with CCW redrictions.  However, neither nation is known to
have made a Sgnificant export snce 1995.

Articde 3 of the Mine Ban Treaty dlows trandfers of antipersonnd mines for
research and development of demining technologies and for training as wdl as for the
purpose of dedruction. Severd dates parties have commendably reported these activities
inthar Article 7 reports:

® Jane's Mines and Mine Clearance 2000-2001, Fifth Edition, pp. [22]-[23].
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Canada's Depatment of Nationd Defense recaved a trandfer of four
mines (two PROM 1, one MRUD, and one PMR 2A) from the United Nations Mine
Action Coordination Center in Kosovo between 15 March 2000 and 15 February 2001.

On 29 September 1999, Nicaragua authorized the trandfer of 286 mines to
MARMINCA JD-OEA to be usad in the training of mine detecting dogs.

In 1999, the Danish Defence Command authorized trandfer of mines to
both Sweden and the Netherlands for development and training purposes. On 12 October
1999 Sweden received 92 M/58 mines and 189 M/56 mines while on 8 December 1999
the Netherlands acquired 864 M/66 mines.

Denmark reported that 2,834 M/58 mines were trandferred in 2000 from
an Army Depot Areato EBV GmbH in Germany in order to be destroyed.

Global Stockpilesof Antipersonnel Mines

Landmine Monitor esimates that there are 230-245 million antipersonnd mines
dockpiled by about 100 countries. Mine Ban Tresty States Parties account for an
edimated 8-9 million stockpiled antipersonnd mines.  According to the latest data made
avalable to Landmine Monitor, the biggest docks among States Paties ae Itdy (3
million), Albania (1.6 million), and Jegpan (762,729). However, these numbas are
outdated, as destruction programs are underway in al these countries.

Sgnatories to the Mine Ban Treaty (countries which have sgned but not ratified)
dso hod an edimated 8-9 million gockpiled antipersonnd mines  Ukraine has revised
downward its sockpile estimate to 6.35 million. Other Mine Ban Treaty dgnaories with
large dtockpiles are likdy to be Angola, Ethiopia, Poland and Greece.  None of these
gateswill reved information about their mine gocks.

Tresty nondgnaories have an estimated 215-225 million antipersonnd mines in
dock. Landmine Monitor estimates that the largest stockpiles belong to: China (110
million), Russa (60-70 million), United States (11.2 million), Pekigan (6 million) India
(4-5 million), and Bdaus (4.5 million). Other non-sgnatories believed to have large
stockpiles are Egypt, Eritrea, Finland, Iran, Irag, Isragl, North Korea, South Korea, Syria,
Turkey, Vietnam, and Y ugodavia

In addition to governments many rebe groups dso have dockpiles of
antipersonnd mines in such places as Angola, Burma, Chechnya, Colombia, DR Congo,
Kashmir, FYR Macedonia, Philippines, Senegd, Somdia, S Lanka, Sudan, Uganda, and
FR Yugodavia (induding Kosovo).

Stockpile Devel opments Since May 2000

Africa

Botswana, Gabon, Mauritius, Togo, and Zambia have dated that they have only
gndl dockpiles of antipersonnd mines for training, but have not provided the exact
number of minesin stock.
- Burkina Faso, Comoros, Equatorid Guinea, Ghana, Lesotho, Madagascar, and
Senegd have confirmed that they do not possess antipersonng mines.

Burundi reveded that its sockpile numbers less than 15,000 antipersonnd mines,
dl of Bdgian manufacture.

1C
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Cameroon dedlared a stockpile of 500 antipersonne minesfor training purposes.
- Congo-Brazzaville indicates that its dockpile may number as much as 700,000-
900,000 antipersonne mines.

Mauritania has destroyed its stockpile and decided to retain 5,918 antipersonne
mines for training purposes, this was previoudy unknown to Landmine Monitor.

Mozambique's initid Artide 7 report reveded the Sze of its ockpile for the firgt
time: 37,818.

Seara Leone acknowledged a dockpile of goproximatedy 900 antipersonnd
mines

Tanzania is the only State Paty yet to reved whether or not it mantans any
gockpile of antipersonnd mines.

Americas

Argentinds initid Artide 7 report reveded the sze of its sockpile for the firg
time: 89,170.

Brazil's initid Article 7 report reveded the Sze of its Sockpile for the firg time
34,562.

For the firg time, Colombia provided a precise number for its antipersonnd mine
stockpile: 18,294.

El Sdvador has acknowledged thet it ill has a sockpile of antipersonnd mines,
numbering 5,657.

Guyana confirmed possessing a dockpile of antipersonnd mines, but did not
reved itsSze.

It is not known whether Suriname maintains an antipersonnd mine sockpile.

Uruguay confirmed its stockpile amounts to 1,918 antipersonng mines.

Venezudan militay sources indicate that there is a “gndl” number of
antipersonnd minesin sock for training purposes.

Asa-Pacific
- Mongalian officas have indicaed that Mongolia possesses a very subdantid
stockpile, though no numbers have been reveded.
- South Korea has confirmed thet it has an estimated 2 million antipersonnd mines
in stockpile, one of the biggest inventories globdly.

Europeand Central Asa

Bdaus for the firsd time reveded the dze of its dockpile of 45 million
antipersonndl mines

Georgiais reportedly conducting an inventory of its antipersonnd mine stockpile.

According to one newspaper report, Kazakhstan possesses 800,000 to one million
antiparsonnd mines; this is the only known public edimate of Kazakhdan's
antipersonne mine stockpile.

Romania for the fird time reveded tha its dockpile totds 1,076,629
antipersonnd mines
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Ukraine revisad its sockpile disdlosure to 6.35 million antipersonnd mines, down
from earlier esimates of 10.1 million.

Middle East North Africa
Tunidadeclared astockpile of 17,575 antipersonng mines.
Qatar has confirmed that it has a stockpile of antipersonnd mines
Oman reveded for the firg time that it has a “limited” stockpile of antipersonnd
mines for traning purposes.

Stockpile Destruction (Article4)

Landmine Monitor reseerch shows that gpproximatdy 27 million antipersonnd
mines have been dedtroyed in recent years by more than 50 nations, incdluding Mine Ban
Treety States Paties, dgnatories, and nonggnaories  Some 5 million antipersonnd
mines have been destroyed in this reporting period.

Forty-eight States Parties to the Mine Ban Treaty have desroyed about 21 million
antiparsonnd mines. A totd of twenty-nine States Parties have completed destruction of
ther antipersonnd mine sockpiles Eight have completed dedtruction in this reporting
period, induding the Czech Republic in June 2001, Maaysa in Jenuary 2001, Bulgaria
in December 2000, Honduras, Spain and Zimbabwe in November 2000, Sovak Republic
in September 2000, and Mauritaniaat an unknown date.

Of the twenty-ning fifteen completed dedruction dnce entry-into-force of the
Mine Ban Treaty in Mach 1999. In addition to the aove Audrdia Bosiia and
Herzegoving, Bulgaria, Denmark, France, Hungary, and the United Kingdom. Another
fourteen States Parties reported destruction of their stockpiles prior to March 1999
Audria, Bdgium, Cambodia, Canada, Gemany, Guatemda Luxembourg, Madli,
Namibia, New Zedand, Norway, Philippines, South Africa, and Switzerland.

Ancther nineteen States Parties are in the process of destroying ther sockpiles
Albania, Argentina, Colombia, Crodtia, Ecuador, El Sdvador, Itdy, Jgpan, Jordan,
Moldova, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Peru, Sovenia, Sweden, Thaland, Tunisa, Uganda,
and Yemen.

The saventeen States Parties that have not begun the destruction process indude:
Bangladesh, Brazil, Chad, Djibouti, Kenya, Macedonia FYR, Mozambique, Niger,
Portugd, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Tgikigan, Tanzania, Turkmenigan, Venezuda and
Zambia A number of these have only been Saes Paties a short time induding
Bangladesh, Kenya, Romania, Tanzania, and Zambia

Stockpile Destruction Developments Since May 2000

Africa

Mauritania reported that it dedroyed its stockpile of approximately 5,000
antipersonnd mines over the course of the padt three years.

Zimbabwe completed the destruction of its stockpile in November 2000.

1z



LANDMINE Landmine Monitor Report 2001: Toward a Mine-Free World
M m Embargoed until 12 September 2001

Americas

At a regiond meeting in Buenos Aires in November 2000, states announced the
“Managua Chdlenge’ which indudes the objective of completion of godkpile
degtruction in the region before the Third Meding of States Parties in Managua in
September 2001.

Argentina began destroying its stockpile on 8 November 2000 by destroying 200
Spanish manufactured P-4-B antipersonnd mines.

Chile dedroyed 2000 US-manufectured M16 antipgrsonnd mines on 6
November 2000.

Honduras destroyed its stockpile of 7,441 antipersonnd mines on 2 November
2000.

Nicaragua destroyed 40,000 antipersonne mines snce May 2000, and 70,000
totd.
- Peru destroyed 117,506 stockpiled antipersonnel mines from March 2000 through
July 2001.

Uruguay has destroyed 242 antipersonnd mines snce May 2000.

Asia-Pacific
Audrdia dedroyed an additiond 6460 anttipersonned mines these were
“inadvertently omitted” from a previousinventory.
Japan had destroyed 223,508 antipersonnd mines as of the end of February 2001,
Maaysa destroyed its entire sockpile in January 2001.
Thalland destroyed an additiond 69,346 antipersonnd mines snce January 2001.

Europeand Central Asa

The problens associated with the dedruction of PFM-1 and PFM-1S
antipersonnd mines has ganered atention and was the subject of an internaiond
meeting in Budgpest co-hogted by Hungary and Canada.  The following countries are
thought to dockpile this type of antipersonnd mine Bdaus Kyrgyzdan, Moldova,
Russa, and the Ukraine. Bulgaria destroyed 12,000 of these minesin 1999.

A NATO-gponsored stockpile dedruction program is in-place in Albania to
destroy the dtockpile of 1.6 million antipersonnd mines there. A smilar NATO
program is being creged to asit Moldova destroy its dockpile of 12,000
antipersonnd mines

Ukraine and Canada sgned a framework agreement for dedtruction of PMN
mines, and discussions are underway with NATO on aPMN destruction project.

Bulgaria completed destruction of its stockpile in December 2000.

The Czech Republic completed the destruction of its stockpile in June 2001.

Ity had destroyed 4,086,057 antipersonne mines as of March 2001, and had
3,034,324 mines |ft to destroy.

The Sovak Republic completed destruction of its stockpile in September 2000.

Sovenia destroyed nearly 20,000 antipersonned mines as of May 2001; plans cdl
for destruction of the remaining mines by the end of 2001.

Spain completed destruction of its stockpile in November 2000.
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- Sweden, as of April 2001, has destroyed 2,335,069 antipersonne mines since
entry-into-force of the Mine Ban Treaty, and there were 24,200 antipersonnd mines
dill in sockpile

Middle East North Africa
Y emen destroyed an additiond 4,286 antipersonne mines in February 2001.
Jordan destroyed an additiona 16,000 antipersonnel mines.

Mines Retained for Training and Development (Article 3)

It appears that the mgority of States Parties possessng a dockpile of
antipersonnel mines are opting to exercise the Artice 3 exception. Many intend to keep
between 1,000-5000 mines Severd intend to kegp ggnificantly more Brazil 16,550,
Ecuador 16,000; Japan 13,582; Sweden 11,120; and Ity 8,000. Argentina declared in
May 2001 thet it will increase the number of mines retained from 3,049 to 13,025.

After the ICBL raisd this issue repeatedly in the Standing Committee meetings, a
number of countries have decided to decrease the number of mines kept: Audrdia from
10,000 to 7,845; Bulgaria from 10,446 to 4,000; Croatia from 17,500 to 7,000, Denmark
from 4,991 to just over 2,106, Peru from 9,526 to 5,578; Sovakia from 7,000 to 1,500;
Span from 10,000 to 4,000; Thaland from 15,600 to 5000. Sovenia confirms that it
will reduce the number of antipersonnd mines retained from 7,000 to 1,500 after 2003.

The ICBL continues to question the need for live mines for traning. The ICBL
believes that it is important not only to have complete trangoarency on this through more
detalled Artide 7 reporting, but dso to continue to evduae the necessty for the

exception.
Special I ssuesof Concern

Antivehicle Mineswith Antihandling Devices (Article 2)

During the Odo tresty negotiations in 1997, the ICBL identified as “the mgor
weskness in the treaty” the sentence in the Artide 2 Paagrgph 1 definition of
atipgsonnd mine that exempts antivehide mines equipped with antihandling devices
“Mines dedgned to be detonated by the presence, proximity or contact of a vehide as
opposed to a person, that are equipped with anti-handling devices, are not congdered
anti-personnel mines as a result of being s0 equipped.” The ICBL expressed its belief
tha many ativenide mines (AVMs) with antihendling devices (AHDs) could function
as antipersonne mines and pose Smilar dangersto divilians

To address this concern, which was shared by many government delegations,
negotiators changed the draft definition of antihendling device (which hed been identica
to the one in CCW Protocol I1) by adding the words “or otherwise intentiondly disturb’:
“* Anti-handling device means a device intended to protect a mine and which is part of,
linked to, attached to or placed under the mine and which activates when an atempt is
made D tamper with or otherwise intentionally disturb the mine” It was emphaszed by
Norway, which proposed the language, and others that the word “intentiondly” was
needed to edablish that if an AVM with an AHD explodes from an unintentiond act of a
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person, it is to be conddered an antipersonnd mine, and banned under the treety. This
language was eventualy accepted by &l delegations without diissent.®

The ICBL has expressed concern that there has not been adequate recognition by
Sates Paties that AVMs with AHDs that function like antipersonnd mines are in fact
prohibited by the Mine Ban Treaty, nor discusson of the practicd implications of this.
The ICBL has repesatedly cdled on States Parties to be more explicit about what types of
AVMs and AHDs, and what deployment methods, are pemissble and prohibited. The
ICRC, Human Rights Watch, Landmine Action, and the Gemaen Initiative to Ban
Landmines have dl produced ligs and publications regarding AVMs of concen.’
Landmine Monitor researchers have identified such mines in therr individud country
Sudies contained in this report.

During the reporting period, officas of a number of States Paties made policy
datements on the issue of AVMs with AHDs in vaious domedic and internationd
venues or in communications with Landmine Monitor researchers. Highlights of these
gatements indude (see individud country reports for details):

The Bdlivian Defense Minider dated that Bolivia is not usng and does
not reserve the right to use other munitions which might function like antipersonnd
mines and pose danger to dvilians, such as antitank mines with antihandling devices

In the Bdgan Paliament, legidaion banning AHD, or interpreting
exiging law to ban AHD, has been proposed and studied.

An dffidd from Canada, in a datement made during to Sanding
Committee mesting in May 2001 noted, “Canada does not accept the argument that dl
antihandling devices could be activated by unintentional disurbance. Canada is currently
undertaking work to better explan what we condder to be antihandling devices thet
would concelvably be banned by the Convention and those that we would consder not
banned by the Convention.”®

: The current German government pogtion is that AVM with AHD do not
fdl within the scope of the Mine Ban Treety, but Parliamentarians and some Government
officids are condgdering options to ban or regulate use of AVMs.

The French Ambassador for Mine Action has assarted thet the antivehicle
mines currently stockpiled by the Minidry of Defense are not covered by the Mine Ban
Treaty, but do comply with the CCW Amended Protocol 1.

Itay, in its recent CCW Nationd Annuad Report, noted tha its dringent
netiond legidation banning antipersonnd  landmines (Law  374/97), “adopts a wide
definition of [antipersonnd mines] which does not foresee an exception for ant-vehide
mines equipped with antihandling devices”

The Netherlands a a Standing Committee meeting in May 2001 supported
the cdl for the issue of AVM with AHD to be dedt with by “best practices’ because, in

® For a detailed description of the diplomatic history on this issue, see Human Rights Watch Fact
Sheet, “ Antivehicle Mines with Antihandling Devices,” January 2000.

’ See ICRC, “Information Paper: Anti-Vehicle Mines Equipped with Anti-Handling Devices,” April
1999; Human Rights Watch Fact Sheet, “Antivehicle Mines with Antihandling Devices,” January 2000;
and GIBL website at: http://www.landmine.de

8 Canadian delegation, “Intervention on Article 2,” Standing Committee on General Status and
Operation of the Convention, Geneva, 11 May 2001. The intervention was made orally, but the written text
was provided to Landmine Monitor.
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its view, this has the advantage of beng voluntay but dlows Saes to ded with
humeanitarian concerns while recognizing military needs.

An offida a the Sovekian Minidry of Defense dated in a January 2001
interview, “Sovekia is not obliged to provide informaion on antivehide landmines and
antihandling devices snce no ndion has done 0, moreover there is no obligation
emanating from the Ottawa Treaty that requires it or any other State to do s0. However,
Sovakia has interest and unreservedly supports the dedruction of antivehide landmines
and antihandling devices on aworld-wide basis”

The Spanish Foreign Minidry noted tha Span's Law 33/98 refers to
mines desgned to explode in the presence, proximity or contact with a person, thus AVM
with AHD “will not be trested as antipersonnd landmines”

According to Defense officids from the United Kingdom, very sengtive
antidisurbance devices are not found among UK gocks  According to Parliamentary
datements, “All UK wegpons sysems have been checked for compliance with the
provisons of the Mine Ban Trealy. There ae no wegpons or munitions in the UK
inventory which fal under the Ottawa definition of an antipersonnd mine”

Acting upon recommendations mace in Standing Committee meetings in 2000,
the ICRC hosted a technicd experts meeting on “antivehidle mines with sendtive fuses or
with senstive antinandling devices’ on 13-14 March 2001 in Geneva.  Governments that
sent representatives to this seminar incdluded: Audria, Begium, Canada, Czech Republic,
Finland, France, Germany, Nicaragua, Norway, South Africa, Sweden, Switzerland,
United Kingdom, and the United States. The GICHD and ICBL aso participated.

Discusson a the seminar centered on identifying the specific technicd measures
that States Paties can adopt to minimize the risk to cvilians posed by AVMs with
sndtive fuze mechanisms and antihandling devices tha might be activated by an
unintentional act. Emerging from the seminar was a st of recommendations for best
practices regarding the desgn and use of sendtive fuzes and antihendling devices. Key
among them wee edablishing a minimum pressure threshold of 150 kilograms for
AVMs and discontinuing use of AVMs with tripwires and tilt rad fuzes, because they
function as atipasonnd mines.  Paticipants in the ICRC seminar had trouble
developing recommendations about best practices for sendtive antihandling devices The
experts cdled upon daes to do further ressarch on this matter and to examine the
sengtivities of thar AHDs with the god of edtablishing a minimum leve needed to fulfill
their function.

Joint Operations (Article 1)

In the previous editions of the Landmine Monitor Report, the ICBL raised
concarns about the possible participation of States Parties in joint military operations with
non Saes Paties that use antipersonnd landmines.  There is serious concern about the
conddency of such operdtions with the treaty’s Artide 1 obligation for a State Party
“never under any circumdance..[tjo asdd, encourage or induce, in any way, anyone to
engage in any activity prohibited to a State Paty under this Convention.”  Such joint
operations a the leest would go agang the pirit of a tresty amed a an end to dl
possesson and use of antipersonng mines.
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In particular, the question has been raised as to what “asss” means in the treaty’s
Artide 1. A number of governments have interpreted this to mean “active’ or “direct”
assdance in actud laying of mines and not other types of assgance in joint operations,
such as provison of fud or security. This narow interpretation of assdance is of
concern to the ICBL; in keegping with the spirit of a treaty amed a tota eradication of the
wegpon, interpretation of assstance should be as broad as possible.

During the mestings of the SC on Generd Status of the Convention, the ICBL has
emphasized the need for States Parties to reech a common undersanding of the term
“as9d,” especidly as it goplies to joint military operations foreign stockpiling of AP
mines, and foreign trangt of mines across the territory of a State Paty.  Full and effective
implementation of the treaty will be enhanced if States Paties ae cdear and conggent
with regard to what acts are permitted and what acts are prohibited.

It appears tha vaious Saes Paties may have dggnificatly different
undergdandings about what acts ae permitted. Human Rights Watch prepared and
digributed a the Standing Committee meetings in May 2001 a lig of quedions about
joint military operations in order to help determine whether States Parties consder such
actions to be prohibited® The ICBL urges States Parties to daify their views on the
legdity of joint operations with nonSates Paties usng mines as wdl as foregn
gockpiling and trandt of antipersonnd mines.

Though often discussed in terms of potentid US use of antipersonnd mines in a
NATO operations, this is by no means a problem limited to the NATO dliance. Based
on research for the Landmine Monitor Report 2001, there are dgnificant questions
regarding the podtion of Tgikidan, a Sae Paty, towad the use of antipersonned mines
by Russan forces gationed in Tgikisan dong the border with Afghanigan. In addition,
it gopears that a number of States Parties in Africa have engaged in military operations
with (or in support of) amed forces that may be using antipersonnd mines.  This would
indude Namibia (with Angola agang UNITA), as wdl as Uganda Rwanda and
Zimbabwe with various forces in the DRC.

All of these States Parties should make clear the nature of ther support for other
amed forces that may be usng antipersonnd mines, and meke dear ther views with
regard to the legdity under the Mine Ban Tregty of ther military operdtions with these
amed forces As paties to the treaty, they should Sae caegoricdly that they will not
participate in joint operations with any force that uses antipersonnd mines.

As reported in the Landmine Monitor Report 2000, saverd NATO members have
made drong daements rgecting use of attipersonnd mines in NATO operdions
induding France and the Netherlands A number of countries induding Audrdiag,
Canada, New Zedand, and the United Kingdom, have adopted legiddive provisons or
meade forma Statements with regard to possible paticipation of ther armed forces in joint
military operations with a tresty non-dgnaiory that may use antipersonne mines. In each
of thexe cases, government officids have dated that the intent is to provide legd
protections to thar militay personnd who paticipate in joint operaions with a non-
Sgnatory who may utilize antipersonnd mines

9 See http://www.hrw.org/campaigns/mines/2001/memo0511.htm
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Severd governments have provided new or updated information on Joint
Opeations a Standing Committee meetings or during the research process for the
Landmine Monitor Report 2001:

The Begian Foreign Minigry dated in June 2000 and agan in March
2001, “Any Bdgian unit engaged in joint operations outsde nationd territory cannot
ue atipesonnd mines in  awy drcumdances whatever framework  and
subordination mode this engagement is undergoing.” 1°

Canada in May 2001 provided an explicit datement on the issue “For
Canada, this subject is rdevant in addressng meatters related to interoperability as a
member of the North Atlantic Tresty Organization. With this in mind, in 1998-even
before the Convention entered in to force-the Chigf of the Deence Saf
communicated the following to al Canadian Forces personnd:

Participation in Combined Operations Canada may paticipate in
combined operations with a date that is not Party to the Convention. Canadian
contingents may not, however, use anti-personnel mines and the Canadian Forces
may not request, even indirectly, the use of anti-personne mines by others.

Rules of Engagement: When paticipating in combined operations with
foreign forces, Canada will not agree to Rules of Engagement which authorize
the use by the combined force of anti-personnd mines. This would not, lowever,
prevent States that are not parties to the Convention from using anti- personnd
mines for their own nationa purposes.

Operational Plans: When engaged in combined operations with foreign
forces, Canada will not agree to operationd plans which authorize the use by the
combined force of anti-personnd mines While Canadians may particpate in
operdtions planning as members of a multingiond gaff, they may not participate
in planning for the use of anti-personnd mines. This would not prevent a dae
that is not a Sgnatory to the Convention from planning for the use of anti-
personnd mines by its own forces.

Command and Control: The use of anti-personnd mines by the combined
force will not be permitted in cases where Canada is in command of a combined
Force. Likewise, if Canadian Forces personnd are being commanded by other
nationdities, they will not be dlowed to paticipate in the use of, or planning for
the use of anti-personnd mines. Were Canadian Forces personnd to engage in
SJChllaIiVitieS they would be ligble to cimind prosecution under Canadian
law.”

The Foregn Minigry of the Czech Republic dated “mere participation in
the planning or execution of operations, exercises or other military activity” where
nonsgnatories use antipersonnd mines should not render Czech personne liable to
prosecution.*?

10| nterview with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Brussels, 15 June 2000; Belgian Response to the
Landmine Monitor Questionnaire, March 2001, p. 5.

M Canadian delegation, “Intervention on Article 1,” Standing Committee on General Status and
Operation of the Convention, Geneva, 11 May 2001. The intervention was made orally, but the written text
was provided to Landmine Monitor.

12 Letter from Pavol Sepeldk, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Prague, 15 February 2001; see also
Landmine Monitor Report 2000, p. 625.
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The Minidry of Defense of Denmark has daed, “in the paticipation in
joint military operations, Denmark does not involve itsdf in activities that are relaed
to the laying of antipersonnel mines”™*®

The Miniger of Defense of France dready dedared in 1998 that France
“would unreservedly enforce the Ottawa Treaty. France will prohibit the planned or
actud use of antipersonnd mines in any military operation whatsoever by its military
personnd.  Furthermore, France will refuse to agree to rules of engagement in any
military operation cdling for the use of antipersonnd mines”** In October 1999, the
Miniger of Foregn Affars refared to directives forbidding French  military
personnd to use antiparsonnd mines, to particpate in planning operations employing
ue of antipersonnd mines or to give their agreement to any document mentioning
possble use®

The Minidry of Foregn Affars of Hungary daes “Hungaian soldiers
are not alowed to use antipersonnd mines aoroad during NATO army exercises, and
foregn soldiers are not dlowed to use antipersonnd mines in Hungary during NATO
amy exercises” 1

Representatives of Itay have dated that Itdian forces cannot be involved
in activities not compatible with the Mine Ban Treaty, and trangt is dlowed only for
destruction.!” Presumably this equally appliesto theissue

Representetives of the Netherlands reiterated in May 2001 that Dutch
forces, “will not help in the laying, trangporting or in any other way, nor ask for a
foreign commander to do 0’ in joint military operations, and “if asked to do 0 by a
foreign commander, will not do s0.” The representative added that this was set out in
aparliamentary answer.'®

The Minigry of Defense of Norway dates that Norwegian forces can
paticipate in joint operations with States which are not party to the Mine Ban Tresty,
and in such cases may teke advantage of cover from dready mined aress, but cannot
strengthen or renew the mining of these areas.*®

According to offidds from Portugd, “it may paticdpate in joint
operations with amed forces which use antipersonnd mines, but it won't gan any
benefit from such use. A guarantee that Portugd will not benfit, in such case, would

13 Letter from Ministry of Defence, 15 January 2001 stating “Ved deltagelse i fadles militaae
operationer involverer Danmark sig ikke i aktiviteter, der relaterer sig til udlagning af personeminer.”
Also letter from K.-A. Eliasen, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 22 January 2001.

14 Extract from speech by Minister of Defense, Parliamentary Debate, Official Journal of the French
Republic, unabridged report of Parliamentary sessions of Thursday, 25 June 1998, pp. 5402-5403.

15 L etter to ICBL from Hubert \édrine, Minister of Foreign Affairs, 15 October 1999.

16 | etter from Zoltan Pecze, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Budapest, 12 March 2001, and personal
Communication from Laszl6 Deak, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Budapest, 29 March 2001.

17 Oral remarks to the Standing Committee on General Status and Operation of the Convention,
Geneva, 11 May 2001.

18 Oral remarks to the Standing Committee on General Status and Operation of the Convention,
Gereva, 11 May 2001.

19 Letter from Ministry of Defense, 9 April 2001. Landmine Monitor trandation from Norwegian:
“The Norwegian forces can, when taking over positions from foreign forces in the frontline, take advantage
of the cover that already put out antipersonnel mines give, but do not have the opportunity to strengthen or
renew this cover if it isaquestion about time-imited/restricted period.”
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be assured a the operationd levd. The paticipation in any military operation comes
under nationd soverdignty.”®®  The Ministry of Defense added, “So it beongs to
Portugd to decide on this participation, the way it would be processed and to which
extent, independent of whether it is an operation with countries that use mines or
not.”?* The Ministry of Foreign Affars dedlared, “Portugd being a State Party to the
Ottava Convention, the Portuguese contingent will not use antipersonnd mines in
joint operations.”?2

- Sweden is awating the outcome of the discussons of Joint Operations in
the Standing Committee on the Generd Staus and Operation of the Convention.
Sweden is not a member of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), but does
currently participate in joint peacekeeping operations with States that are not party to
the Mine Ban Treaty, such asthe US.

In May 2000 the Minigry of Defense in the United Kingdom dated in a
Paliamentay Written Answver, “UK amed forces were involved in 15 joint
operdions involving the use of anti-personnd landmines over the lagt three years
primarily involving operdtions in the Bdkans However, in no indances were UK
amed forces responsble for their use”?®  This was subsequently darified as referring
to mines “not laid at that time by our operation partners or the UK Armed Forces but
[mines thet] were a remnant of war, or previous actions, in the area of operations. As
such the 15 operdions did not involve the laying of anti-personnd landmines, but
ther exigence in the areas in which operations took place means that ther presence
was afactor in those operations”2*

The ICBL continues to beieve tha the legdity of State Party participation in joint
operaions with an amed force that uses antipersonnd mines is an open question, and
that participation in such operaions is contrary to the oirit of the tresty. The ICBL has
cdled on Staes Paties to ingg that any nonrsgnaories do not use antipersonnd mines
in joint operations, and to refuse to teke pat in joint operdions tha involve use of
antipersonndl mines.

Stockpiling and Transit of Foreign Antipersonnel Mines (Articles 1, 2, and 4)

The ICBL bdieves that it would violate the spirit of the treaty for States Parties to
permit any government or entity to dockpile antipersonne mines on ther territory, and
would violate the letter of the treaty if those socks are under the jurisdiction or control of
the State Party.

The United States gores antipersonne mines on the teritory of 12 dates  The
following daes hot US dockpiles Norway (123,000), Japan (115,000), Germany
(112,000), Saudi Arabia (50,000), Qatar (11,000), United Kingdom at Diego Garcia
(10,000), Kuwait (8,900), Oman (6,200), Bahrain (3,200), Greece (1,100), Turkey

20 etter from the Ministry of Defense, 4 January 2001; letter from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 9
Januaz'}/ 2001
Letter from the Ministry of Defense, 4 January 2001.
22 |_etter from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 9 January 2001.
23 Hansard, 17 May 2000, col 161W.
24 | etter dated 18 October 2000 from John Spellar MP, Minister of State for the Armed Forces, to Dr.
Jenny Tonge MP.
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(1,100), and South Korea. The US sockpiles about 50,000 sdf-destructing mines in
South Korea, and mantans goproximatedy 1.2 million non-sdf-destructing  antipersonndl
mines to be usd in any future resumption of war in Korea, but it is undear if the non
sdf-dedtructing mines are sockpiled in Korea or elsewhere,

The United States has antipersonnd landmines dored in a leagt five nations that
ae Saes Paties to the Mine Ban Treay: Germany, Japan, Norway, Qatar, and United
Kingdom a Diego Gacia, as wdl as tresty Sgnatory Greece.  US antipersonnd mine
dockpiles have been removed from Itdy and Spain. Germany, Jgpan, and the United
Kingdom do not condder the US mine stockpiles to be under ther jurisdiction or control,
and thus not subject to the provisons of the Mine Ban Treaty or ther nationd
implementation messures. Norway, through a bilaerd agreement with the US has
dipulated the mines must be removed by 1 March 2003, which is the deadline for
Norway to comply with its Mine Ban Treaty Articde 4 obligaion for destruction of
antipersonnd mines under its jurisdiction and control.  Qatar has yet to comment on the
issue.

Developments in this reporting period highlight that this issue extends beyond US
antipersonnd mines.  Russan forces dationed in State Paty Tgikidan are likdy to
gockpile antipersonnd mines there, given the recent use by Russan forces on the Tgik-
Afghan border. It is not known whether Russan peacekeeping forces possess
antiparsonnd mines in the Pridnestrovie Moldavian Republic, a breskaway region of
State Party Moldova.

On a rdaed issue, the United States has dso discussed with a number of treaty
Saes Paties the pamisshility of the US trangting mines through ther territory. A
debate has emerged over whether the treaty’s prohibition on “trandfe” of antipersonnd
mines aso gpplies to “trangt,” with some States Parties mantaining thet it does not. This
would mean that US (or other nations) arcraft, ships, or vehides carrying antipersonne
mines could pass through (and presumably depart from, refud in, resock in) a State Party
on their way to a conflict in which those mines would be used. The ICBL bdieves tha if
a State Paty willfully permits trandgt of antipersonnd mines which are destined for use in
combet, that government is cartanly violaing the spirit of the Mine Ban Tredly, is likdy
violaing the Article 1 ban on assstance to an act prohibited by the treety, and possbly
violating the Artide 1 prohibition on trander. The ICRC has ds0 expressed its view that
the tresty prohibits trangting of mines

Research published in previous editions of Landmine Monitor showed that States
Paties including France, Denmark, Sovekia, South Africa, and Spain have indicated
trangt is prohibited. Canada, Norway, Germany, and Japan indicate that this is
permitted.

Statements made by governments during this reporting period have incressed the
number of States Paties prohibiting the trangt of anttipersonnd mines with Audrig,
Croatia, Czech Republic, Guineg, Itdy, New Zedand, Portugd, and Switzerland added to
the lid. Namibia has sad that the Angolan amy is “prohibited from trandting wegpons
like mines through Namibia”?®

28 «Army not breaking landmine treaty,” IRIN, 9 January 2001, citing MOD spokesman Frans
Nghitila

21



LANDMINE Landmine Monitor Report 2001: Toward a Mine-Free World
M m Embargoed until 12 September 2001

Claymore-Type Mines

A “Claymore ming’ is a geneic tem for a round or rectangular directiond
fragmentaion munition that can function eather in a command-detonated or victim-
activated mode. They are mostly mounted above ground level and are designed © have
antipersonnel effects.  However, some of the larger variants of this type can be usad to
damege light vehides. When operaed in the command-detonated mode, they do not
meet the definition of an antipersonnd mine in the Mine Ban Tresty. However, use of
Claymore-type mines with a tripwire as an initiging device is prohibited. States Parties
have not adopted a common practice regarding reporting of stockpiles of Claymore-type
mines and what measures they have taken to ensure that the mines are not configured to
function in avictim-activated mode.

Claymore-type mines have been found in or deared in demining operdions in a
leet 33 mine-affected countries and regions Afghanigan, Angola, Azerbajan, Bosiia
and Herzegovina, Botswana, Cambodia, Chad, Chechnya, Chile, Colombian, Codta Rica,
Crodatia, Ecuador, El Sdvador, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Georgia, Guatemda, Irag, Kosovo,
Lebanon, Mdawi, Mozambique, Namibia, Nicaragua, Northern Iraq (Iragi  Kurdistan),
Rwanda, Thailand, Vietnam, Western Sahara, Y ugodavia, Zambia, and Zimbebwe?®

A totd of 14 States Parties are known to have decided to retain operationd stocks
of Claymore-type mines. These countries indude: Audrdia, Audria, Canada, Colombig,
Croatia, Denmark, Hungary, Netherlands, New Zedand, Norway, Sovakia, Sweden,
Switzerland, and the United Kingdom. Honduras and Thaland have reversed their initid
position of destroying their Claymore mines and have gpparently chosen to retain them.

Representatives of saverd of these States Paties have made datements to
Landmine Monitor confirming tha messures have been teaken to insure tha ther
Claymore mines cannot be usad in the victim-activated mode or that they have destroyed
the tripwire assemblies and mechanicad fuzes. These indude Audria, Canada, Denmark,
Norway, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom. Norway made a detalled presentation at
the December 2000 meeting of the Standing Committee on Stockpile Dedruction of the
deps it has taken ensure that its Claymore mines are permanently modified to operate
only in a command-activated mode. No country has reported on modification measures
in ther annua trangparency measures reports required under Articde 7 of the Mine Ban
Treety.

A totd of nine States Paties have sgnded ther intention to destroy their stocks
of Claymore-type mines, asde for those retained under Artide 3 for training or research
purposes, or to not retain any Claymoretype mines Bolivia, Bosnia and Herzegoving,
Bulgaria, Cambodia, Croatia, Ecuador, Jordan, Nicaragua, and Peru. The Philippines
destroyed dl of its Claymore mines, but is now conddering re-obtaining them.

No indication has been recaived from the following States Parties that are known
to have a one time produced, imported, or stockpiled Claymore-type mines on ther
interpretation of this issue El Sdvedor, France, Germany, Itay, Mdaysa, Moldova,
Mozambique, Romania, South Africa, and Zimbabwe,

25 Landmine Monitor Report 2001, Landmine Monitor Report 2000, and Landmine Monitor Report
1999. Origina sources cited in respective country entries. All entries were also cross-checked with
sources such as Jane's Mine and Mine Clearance, 2000-2001,pp. 658-665, Minefacts Version 1.2 - aCD-
ROM distributed jointly by the US Department of State and the US Department of Defense, and all United
Nations Mine Action Service, Mine Action Assessment Mission Reports conducted between 1998-2000.
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Transparency Reporting (Article 7)

As of 1 August 2001, the UN had received initid trangparency measures reports
from 64 States Paties. A totd of 37 States Parties are late submitting initid reports. One
sdgnatory, Cameroon, submitted its report even though it has yet to officdly retify the
convention. The oved| rae of Sates Paties submitting initid trangparency messures
reports is 63%.

At the December 2000 and May 2001 meetings of the Standing Committee on the
Gengrd Saus and Operdion of the Convention, the ICBL outlined a number of overdl
concarns regarding Article 7 reporting:

Late Reporting -- 37 countries ae lae in submitting thar initid trangparency
meesures report.  These governments have thus far faled to fulfill a tresty obligation;
Article 7 reporting is not optiond; 180 days after entry-into-force is a legd deadling, not
a tage dae  Timdy reporting is dso an importat indicator of a government's
commitment to the eradication of antipersonnd mines. It is important that governments
meet the obligations of the treaty, S0 as to build confidence in ther intention and ability
to meet other vitd obligations.  Artide 7 reporting is dso crucid because it can provide a
wedth of information that will be useful to mine action practitioners.

The ICBL agppreciades tha the Standing Committee on Gengd Saus and
Operation has highlighted this problem and has sought ways to remedy it. States Parties
and non-governmenta organizations should meke every effot to ascatan why a
government is late, should provide strong encouragement to report as soon as possble,
and mogt inmportantly, should provide any possble assgance in completing the report
(condgent with Artide 6 of the convention). Those in need of assgance and those
willing to provide it should make known precisdy what type of assdance (technicd,
trandation, etc.) is needed and available, respectively.

Two important initidives are underway on this metter. Bedgium has teken the
lead in coordinating an Artide 7 Contact Group to encourage and fadilitate reporting, and
the NGO VERTIC has, in cooperation with the ICBL and ICRC, developed an Article 7
Reporting Handbook, which will be presented a the Third Meeting of States Parties. The
ICBL urges governments to support these initiatives in al ways possible.

Need for Reporting on Victim Assistance, Use d Form J -- The ICBL Working
Group on Vicdim Assgance has noted that victim assstance reporting is conspicuoudy
missng in treaty obligations In order to give victim assgtance proper atention, States
Paties should report on ther adtivities in this regard.  For annua trangparency measures
reports due by 30 April 2001, 11 States Parties used form J. Audrdia, Audria, Belgium,
Canada, Japan, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Peru, Sweden, Thailand, and Zimbabwe.

Lack of Reporting on Foreign Socks-- A State Party is required to report on
mines “owned or possessed by it, or under its jurisdiction or control.” States Parties
should report on the US gtockpiles in order to be conagtent with at least the Spirit if not
the letter of the convention. Yet, Germary, Jgpan, and the United Kingdom did not even
mention the existence of US antipersonnel mine stocks in their Article 7 reports.  Norway
acknowledged that “[t]here are pre-stocked US mines on Norwegian territory,” but “[d]ue
to previoudy concluded agreements, information on pre-gocked military materid is not
avaldblefor reporting” Qatar islate submitting itsinitid Artidle 7 report.
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Lack of Reporting on Prohibited Antivehicle Mines with Antihandling Devices --
According to the definitions in the treay, antivenide mines (AVMs) with sengtive fusng
mechanisms (such as tilt rods or tripwires) and AVMs equipped with antihandling
devices (AHDs) which explode from an unintentiond act of a person — that is to say,
AVMs tha function like antipersonnd nines -- ae banned by the treaty. Thus
prohibited AVMs with ovely sendtive fuses or ovely sendgtive AHDs should be
induded in Artide 7 reporting, induding types and numbers possessed, modified and
destroyed. Yet, none of the governments that have submitted Artide 7 reports have given
any ddals on prohibited antivehide mines captured by the treaty, even though severd
governments have destroyed or modified such mines.

Lack of Reporting on Claymore-type Mines -- Claymore mines are legd under the
Mine Ban Treay as long as they are command detonated, and not victim-actuated (used
with a tripwire). Saes Paties tha relan Claymores must use them in command-
detonated mode only. Trangparency is necessary on Claymore mines, too. States Paties
should teke the technicd geps and modificaions necesssy to ensure  command
detonation only, and should report on those meesures.  Yet, very few of the governments
that have submitted Article 7 reports have given any detals on sockpiles of Claymore
mires and no State Party has reported on the efforts or modifications undertaken to make
these mines compliant under the treety.

Need for Expanded Article 3 Reporting -- Article 3 reporting on mines retained
for mine dearance training and development should not only incdude types and quantities
and inditutions authorized to retain (as currently delinested in the Artide 7), but should
be expanded to incdude the specific anticipated purpose and then actud use of any
retained mines.

National | mplementation Measures (Article 9)

Artide 9 of the Mine Ban Treaty (“Nationd Implementation Measures’) dates
“Each State Paty shdl teke dl appropriate legd, adminidrative and other measures,
induding the impogtion of pend sanctions, to prevent and suppress any activity
prohibited” by the tresty. However, only 28 of the 117 countries that have ratified or
acceded to the tresty have passad domestic laws implementing the tregty.

A totd of 10 States Paties have passed domedic implementing legidation snce
entry-into-force, induding sx in this reporting period (Ince May 2000): Bulgaria
Mdaysa Mdi, Mauritius, Trinided and Tobago, and Zimbabwe. They join Cambodia,
the Czech Republic, Luxembourg, and Monaco, which passed implementing legidation
after entry-into-force on 1 March 1999.

The following 18 Sates Paties report that they enacted implementation
legidation prior to 1 March 1999 or tha legidation became effective on tha day:
Audrdia, Audria, Begium, Canada, France, Garmany, Guatemda, Hungay, Irdand,
Itay, Jgpan, New Zedand, Nicaragua, Norway, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and the
United Kingdom.

Some countries have deamed exiding domedtic lawv as aufficient to implement the
treety. These laws cover dvilian possesson of armaments and explosves.  Induded
among these are Andorra, Denmark, Irdand, Jordan, Lesotho, Liechtengein, Namibig,
Netherlands, and Peru.
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Ancther seven States Paties indicate that the legidaion used for ratificaion is
auffident because intenationd tregies become oHf-executing in those  countries
Mexico, Portugd, Rwanda, Seychelles, Sovakia, Sovenia, and Yemen.

A totd of 24 States Parties report that steps to enact legidation are underway.
This group of Sates Paties indudes Albania, Bangladesh, Bosnia and Herzegoving,
Botswana, Brazil, Burkina Faso, Cosa Rica, Cote D’lvoire, Croatia, Kiribati, Holy See,
lcdand, Mdawi, Mauritania, Moldova, Samoa, Senegd, South Africa, Swaziland, Togo,
Tunidga Uganda, and Zambia

In atotd of 50 States Parties, nearly 43% of dl Staes Parties, Landmine Monitor
is unaware of any deps undeway to enact domedic legiddion implementing the Mine
Ban Tredty.

Some governments have indicaied that they do not beieve an implementaion lawv
is required, because they have never possessed antipersonnd mines and ae not mine-
affected, thus, no gpecid action is necessary to fulfill the terms of the treaty.

The ICBL is concerned, however, about the need for dl dates to pass legidation
that would impose pend sanctions for any potentid future violaions of the tresty, and
would provide for full implementation of dl aspects of the convention.

The ICRC, in cooperation with the ICBL and the government of Begium, haes
produced an “Information Kit on the Devdopment of Nationd Legidaion to Implement
the Convention of the Prohibition of Ant-Personnd Mines” This document will be of
great use to Sates Parties in heping them to fulfill their obligations under Article 9.

HUMANITARIAN MINE ACTION

Overview

Humanitarian Mine Action (HMA) was developed as a response to the concern
about the impact of landmines on people and communities HMA works to minimize thet
impact — both as a threat to life and limb and as an impedment to pos-conflict
recondruction and devdopment. HMA adtivities incdlude survey and assessment;
marking, mapping and dearing of mines mine awvareness and quaity assurance®® HMA
practitioners prefer to not focus on the number of mines removed and square meters of
land cleared as the sole — or even mogt meaningful — measure of progress, as such figures
often givelittle red fed for theimpact of mine action on communities

HMA is not only about removing mines but involves a focus on the avilias
living with mines. HMA programs emphasize priority setting bassd on dvilian needs and
with humanitarian devdopment as a find god. In the year 2000, there was incressed
atention to the development aspect of mine action through studies by the UN and NGOs;
there were dso more assessments of mined areas, and more evauations of dearance
operaions. The result is an improvement of the techniques necessry to address the
humeanitarian imperative and make mine action operations more cos- efficient.

In this regard, mine action NGOs such as Norwegian Peoples Aid (NPA) and
Mines Advisory Group (MAG) are atempting to develop methods to be adle to prioritize
different minefidds, through “Task Impact Assessment.” NPA is developing procedures

26 More broadly, the five pillars of mine action include mine survey/marking/clearance; mine
awareness,; mine victim assistance; stockpile destruction; and mine ban advocacy.



LANDMINE Landmine Monitor Report 2001: Toward a Mine-Free World
M m Embargoed until 12 September 2001

to conduct such assessments and task sdection procedures where the objective is to meet
the needs of a target group. Through Task Impact Assessment procedures the am is to
ensure priority setting in order to fadlitate and support pos-demining activities to
improve living conditions for the target group.

Ancther dgnificait messure of progress in 2000 is the conduson of the
groundbreeking Landmine Impact Survey in Yemen. The survey was completed in duly
2000 and the Yemeni government is dready recaving funding from various countries to
help develop anational mine action plan.

The information in this section is basad upon data collected by Landmine Monitor
researchers for Landmine Monitor Report 2001; vaious UN documents and reports,
informetion from mine action agencies, media reports; and findings from Landmine
Monitor Reports 1999 and 2000.

Landmine Problem

Landmine Monitor finds that 90 countries in the world are affected by landmines
or unexploded ordnance (UXO). In the past year, Bulgaria has completed clearance of its
landmines and thus been removed from the afected lis; Sovenia has daified its Satus
as minefree and ds0 been removed from the afected lid. New mine laying in FYR
Macedonia and Uzbekigtan has resulted in ther being classfied as mne-affected. Also, a
new survey caried out in El Savador, which had previoudy dedared itsdf mine-free,
has identified 53 mine and UX O affected sitesin that country.?”

Landmine/UXO Problem in the World Today

27 Poland, which has a serious UX O and mine problem |eft over from World War 11, was inadvertently
left off of last year’slist of affected countries.
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Africa Americas Asa-Pacific | Europe Middle Eagt/
Central Ada North Africa
Angola Chile Afghanistan | Albania Algeria
Burundi Colombia Bangladesh | Armenia Egypt
Chad CostaRica Burma Azerbaijan Iran
Congo- Cuba Cambodia Belarus Iraq
Brazz.
DR Congo Ecuador China Bosnia& Herz. | Israel
Djibouti El Salvador India Croatia Jordan
Eritrea Guatemda North Korea | Cyprus Kuwait
Ethiopia Honduras South Korea | Czech Republic | Lebanon
Guinea Nicaragua Laos Denmark Libya
Bissau
Kenya Peru Mongolia Estonia Morocco
Liberia Falkland/Malvi | Nepal Geagia Oman
nas
Malawi Pakistan Greece Syria
Mauritania Philippines | Kyrgyzstan Tunisia
Mozambique Sri Lanka Latvia Yemen
Namibia Thailand Lithuania Golan Heights
Niger Vietnam FYR Northerniraq
Macedonia
Rwanda Taiwan Moldova Palestine
Senegal Poland Western
Sahara
Serraleone Russia
Somdia Tajikistan
Sudan Turkey
Swaziland Ukraine
Tanzania Uzbekistan
Uganda Yugodavia
Zambia Abkhazia
Zimbabwe Chechnya
Somaliland Kosovo
Nagor no-
Karabakh

In addition to these countries, Landmine Monitor dso monitors and reports on
deven regions because of ther mine-affected daus Abkhazia, Chechnya,
Fakland/Madvinas, Golan Heights, Northern Iraq (Iragi Kurdigan), Kosovo, Nagorno-
Karabakh, Pdegtine, Somdiland, Tawan and Western Sahara
Impact Survey and Assessment

From country to country, there is a huge difference in the levels of contamingtion
and dso how mines afect devdopment. The recognition that different countries are
dfected in different ways and degrees helps guide the gppropriate response in terms of
HMA. In order to evauate the urgency of need for humanitarian mine action operaions,
it is important to determine the degree to which mines represent a problem in each mine-
affected country.

One way of messuring the nesd for humaenitarian mine action is through a
Landmine Impact Survey, a method for assessng a country’s landmine problem, which
has been devdoped by the Survey Working Group. Through sysematic gethering of
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infformation to gauge the socd and economic impact that landmines have on
communities, the survey will leed to a prioritization of community nesds and hdp inform
the dlocation of mine action resources  Additiondly, the United Nations Mine Action
Sarvice (UNMAS) undertakes assessment missons in vaious countries to evduae the
scope and impact of landmines, and to recommend gppropriate responses.

In totd, 30 countries as well as Abkhazia and Kosovo have undergone landmine
assessments and/or surveys snce 1997.  These assessments have induded missons by
UNMAS and other concerned UN agencies and departments, surveys conducted by
NGOs and locd agencies, and Landmine Impact Surveys conducted by the Survey
Action Center (SAC).

Landmine Impact Surveys have been completed in Yemren (reported in Landmine
Monitor Report 2000), Thaland, Chad and Mozambigue. In Yemen, SAC subcontracted
Mine Clearance Planning Agency (Afghanigan) to implement the survey. In Thaland,
SAC subcontracted Norwegian People's Aid to implement the survey n cooperation with
the Thalland Mine Action Center (TMAC). In Chad, SAC subcontracted Handicep
International to implement the survey. In Mozambique, the Canadian government
directly funded the Canadian Internationd Demining Corps to conduct the survey. In
Kaosovo, SAC conducted a modified Landmine Impact Survey.

In Afghanigan, SAC, MCPA, the Mine Action Progran for Afghaniden,
Cranfidd Universty's Mine Action Management Program and the Geneva Internaiond
Center for Humanitarian Demining have begun work on a Landmine Impact Survey. In
Nicaagua, the OAS has begun introducing the Informaion Management System for
Mine Action (IMSMA) in ode to collect information on mine-affected areas, and SAC
is in the process of conducting a landmine impact andysis, in cooperation with the OAS.
SAC and VVAF are conducting aLandmine Impact Survey of Vietnam.

In countries such as Azerbajan, Bosnia and Herzegoving, Lebanon and Somdia,
advance survey missons have been conducted and in these countries there are plans to
folow up with Landmine Impact Surveys in near future MAG has conducted an
asessment misson to Uganda.  In Western Sahara there is a plan for a levd one survey
conduced jointly by NPA and Medico Internationd. Also in Ethiopia and Eritrea there are
discussons of underteking Landmine Impact Surveys. Additiondly, HI and SAC ae
exploring involvement in Senegd and Guinea Bissau.

UNMAS is among other things respongble for assessments and monitoring of
the globd landmine thregt. In 2000/2001 UNMAS has caried out assessment or fact-
finding missons to Bdaus Chad, Egypt, Eritrea, Ethiopia, GeorgiadAbkhazia, Lebanon,
Nicaragua, Seara Leone, Si Lanka and Zambia. As a naturd follow-up after assessment
missons, levd one surveys ae planned for the countries to identify the location and
impact of mines and mine suspected aress.

Some countries remain in conflict, making assessments difficult if not impossble
For example in Angola three provinces are partly without access due to the security
gtuation; Chechnya continues to expeience intense fighting, making assessment
impossble, in Colombia, guerilla groups control dgnificant territory, and continue to
use antipersonnd mines extensvey; in Burma there are no rdigble numbers of the nines
planted or about the amount of land affected because of the Stuation in the country.
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Mine Clearance

In mine-affected countries, the response to the problem varies. There may be a
vaiety of responses or combination thereof, induding humanitarian mine cearance,
clearance by military or cvil defense forces as wel as commercidly-oriented operations.
In some cases one can dso find dvilian dearance, which presents a sgnificant risk for
the individud, but many times is the result of basc survivd nesds This is egpedidly the
caxe in Cambodia where civilian clearing is widespread and, firg and foremost, due to
basic needsfor liveihood.

The Intenationd Mine Action Sandards (IMAS) have been devedoped to
improve safety and efidency in mine action by providing guidance, by edablishing
principles and, in some cases, by defining international requirements and  specifications.
NGOs involved in mine dearance have commonly been in the forefront of developing a
comprehendve underdanding of demining, induding, for example, the use of the term
“Mine Action” opposed to mine dearance, involving affected populations in decison-
making and intended dvilian use of deared land, as formulated in the NGO-created “Bad
Honnef Guiddines”?®  Various forms of impact assessments are incressingly vaued as
ussful todls for andyzing community needs in order to set priorities for clearance as well
asfor post-demining evauetion.

In some countries the military conducts mine dearance with military objectives
in mind, or dears minor aress with little impact on dvilians. However, in other countries,
the military carries out dearance operations based on naiond draegic goads and with
posgitive impact on the dviliansin the country. UN policy on the military rdeis

“To ensure its neutrdity, the United Naions has determined that traning or
support for mine action will not, in princple, be provided to the militaries of mine-
contaminated countries in such drcumdances. However, the United Nations is prepared
to support Government mine action programmes which include collaborative
arangements with the militaries when such arangements are dearly defined and when
the ovedl regponghbility for coordinging mine action and setting priorities for mine
adtion rests with the national/local dvilian authorities”

In Thailand, the army has cooperated condructively and postively with NPA and
is undertaking cdearance based on results of the Landmine Impact Survey. In Lain
America, the military conducts mine dearance with coordination and surpervison from
the OAS AIMCA program and with training and certification from the IADB Misson for
Mine Clearance in Centrd America(MARMINCA).

During 2000 and early 2001, mine clearance operations were carried out in 76
countries and regions Abkhazia, Afghanigan, Albania, Angola Armenia, Azerbajan,
Bangladesh, Bosia and Herzegoving, Bdaus Burma Myanmar, Cambodia, Chad,
Chechnya, Coda Rica, Crodatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Djibouti, DRC, Ecuador,
Egypt, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Edtonia, Georgia, Greece, Guatemaa, Guinea Bissau, Honduras,
Indig, Iragi Kurdigtan, Iran, Igad, Jordan, Kenya, Kosovo, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lebanon,
Lao PDR, Liberia Libya Lithuania, FYR Macedonia, Mauritania, Moldova, Mongolia,
Mozambique, Nagorno-Karabakh, Namibia, Nepad, Nicaragua, Oman, Pakigtan,

28 Seer http://www.ichl .org/lm/2000/report/L MWeb-61.php3
29 «United Nations Mine Action and The Use of the Military,” at:
htpp://www.un.org/Depts/dpko/mine/military.html.
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Philippines, Poland, Russa, Rwanda, Senegd, Somdiland, Si Lanka, Sudan, Syria,
Swaziland, Tawan, Tgikigan, Thaland, Tunida Uganda, Ukrane, Vietnam, Western
Sahara, Y emen, Y ugodavia, Zambia, and Zimbabwe.

This number indudes dl kinds of dearance — landmine dearance, dearance of
UXO, sporadic cdearance, clearance for military purposes. Compared with lagt year's
Landmine Monitor reporting, there are three more countries that have reported some kind
of dearance, including the DR Congo, where Handicgp International (Belgium) started a
mine clearance program in March 2001, Guinea Bissau, and Kyrgyzsan.

Humanitarian Mine Action is dearance for humanitarian needs, dvilias are the
beneficiaries of the dearance programs. Such HMA opeaions can be undertaken by
NGOs as in Afghanigan, or by the amy as in Thaland, or through a UN agency in
support of nationd capacities, most commonly, by UNDP and UNOPS.  UNOPS serves
as an executing agency for both UNMAS and UNDP, operding today in 13 countries.
One example is Azebdjan where UNDP is financing the Azeabdjan Mine Action
Program, together with the government. In Northern Irag/lragi Kurdigan UNOPS has
managed the northern Iraq Mine Action Program since 1997.

In 2000 and early 2001, thirty-four countries and regions have reported some kind
of HMA program, induding Abkhazia, Afghanigan, Albania, Azebajan, Angola
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Cambodia, Chad, Costa Rica, Croatia, DR Congo, Ecuador,
Eritrea, Ethiopia, Guatemda, Guinea Bissau, Honduras, Iragi Kurdistan, Jordan, Kaosovo,
Kuwat, Laos Lebanon, Moldova, Mozambique, Nagorno-Karabakh, Namibia,
Nicaragua, Rwanda, Somdiland, Sudan, Thaland, Vietnam, and Y emen.

This is a decrease in the number of HMA programs reported last year and there
are various reasons for this. Si Lanka had a UN Mine Action program, however, it was
suspended in April 2000 and then shut down the following month, due to conflict. In
Zimbabwe, there are now manly commercid operdions underway. In Tawan, mine
dearanceis currently going primarily for commercid needs

Some rexults of the dearance operdions in mgor humanitarian dearance
programs ae given beow, as an indicator of land relessed for post-demining use
Although the number of items deared and disposad gives very little evidence of the
quditative results of HMA, it is an indication of the levd of contamingion and adso
important data for the technica planning and requirements of mine clearance operations.

Afghanigan A totd of 24 million square meters of mined and suspected mined
land were deared in 2000 and in addition some 80 million m? of former bettle aress were
clered of UXO and other ammunition. A totd of 13542 antipersonne mines 636
antitank mines, and 298,828 UX O were destroyed.

Cambodiaz Some 32 million m? of land containing 22,613 AT mines, 856 AP
mines, and 61,589 various kinds of UXO were deared from previoudy suspected and
confirmed contaminated lands now providing among other things, additiond safe land
for cultivation which in Cambodiais a scarce resource.

Bosiia and Hezegovina: In BiH 1.7 million n? were declared to be mine-free,
and 635 AP mines 48 AT mines and 511 UXO were destroyed. Although Bosnia and
Herzegovina has many high-dengty minefidds, one mgor problem is the lowdensty
mingfidds sugpected to contain randomly-lad “nuisancg’ mines. Unfortunatdy, these
aress d 0 have to be deared, whether they are found to contain mines or not.
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Croatia In 2000, the military and dvil defense together with nationd commercid
companies under the supervison, coordination and tendering of the Croaian Mine Action
Center (CROMAC) cdleared 9.8 million n?, of 1,173 antipersonnd mines, 710 antitank
mines and 789 UXO.

Mozambigue: In 2000, the area of land cleared was 5 million square meters,
incduding over 317 kilometers of road. A totd of 6,679 mines and 993 UXO were
cleared and destroyed.

Angda In 2000, INAROEE reported that 1,335 AP mines fifty-one antitank
mines and 75,017 UXOs were destroyed.

Kosovo: In Kosovo the planned clearance activities for 2000 were exceeded. In
2000, 194 million square meters of land were deared, including 10,713 AP mines, 3,920
AT mines, 3,729 duger bomblets (CBUs), and 9,643 UXO. UNMACC plans to
complete clearance of al known minefidds and surface CBU by the end of 2001.

Coordination of Mine Action and Transparency

A nationa body respongble for mine action and relaed issues is a prerequiste for
coordinaion of mine action. An increesng number of countries are developing Mine
Action Centers (MACs), a@ther within a military framework or with varying degrees of
dvilian input. In 35 of the mine-affected countries and regions today, one can find some
body respondble for coordingtion and implementaion of mine action programs
Abkhezia, Afghanigan, Albaniaz Angola, Azebajan, Bosia and Herzegoving
Cambodia, Chad, Coda Rica, Croatia, Djibouti — inaugurated in 2001, Ecuador, Egypt,
Eritrea, Estonia Ethiopiay Guatemda, Guinea-Bissau, Honduras, Jordan, Kosovo, Laos,
Lebanon, Mauritania, Mozambique, Namibia, Nicaragua, Pekigan, Rwanda, Somdiland,
Sudan, Thalland, Ukraine, Y emen, and Zambia

In dl but five of these the body has a dvilian sructure and represents a mine
action center under some socdid or dvilian minidries  In ESonia, Namibia, Pakigan,
Sudan, and Zambig, one can find militay or a combined military/governmenta  body
respongble for mine clearance.

In the mine-affected countries and regions where there are no coordinating bodies,
this may imply dther that there is no dearance going on in the country or that clearance
is conducted by the military whenever there is a need for such an operation. In the
Americas region, the main inditution for humenitarian demining operations is the OAS
through its AMICA program for coordinating operations, with assstance from the 1ADB
MARMINCA misson for traning and cetification activities In Vienam, a plan for
creding an agency has yet not been goproved by the government. In the DR Congo,
UNMAS has recommended the edablishment of a Mine Action Cdl as a pat of the
headquarters of MONUC (Misson de I’ Organisation des Nations Unies au Congo).

The degree to which dviliandructured centers are purdy dvilian with priorities
based on dvilian and humanitarian needs is not dear, and there remains a lack of
trangoarency within some bodies — both reated to the prioritization process and impact
asessments  pos-clerance. A precondition for a mine action center based on
humeanitarian needs should be that the center has a civilian Sructure and that the priorities
for dearance are based on humanitarian and development-oriented needs for people at
large whether a anaiond macro levd or in line with community-based approaches.
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A nationd Mine Action Center is often supported through UNDP, which has been
active in supporting mine action centers based on the concept of locd capacity building.
In 2000, UNDP reported being involved in such work in 15 countries and regions,
induding Albania, Azerbajan, Bosnia and Herzegoving Cambodia, Ched, Croatia,
Eritrea, Ethiopia GuineaBissau, Laos Lebanon, Mozambique, Somdia/Somdiland,
Thaland, and Yemen. In Angola UNDP had to cose down its support program in
August 2000 due to lack of funding. UNDP is respongble for the development phase of
the MAC dter the cessation of a conflict or trangtion from the emergency phese and
normdization is taking place with trandormation to more deveopment-oriented
environments.  During such emergencies or in peecekegping environments, UNMAS has
primary responghility for the initigion and support of mine action activities, often in
patnership with other rdevant agencies and depatments. Examples of this indude
Kosovo and Eritrea, where the mine action centers are under UNMAS auspices, and
gaffed by UNOPS,

Mine Action Planning and Priority Setting

Mine-affected countries and regions with a formdized mine action plan with
priorities developed and coordinated by mine action centers, or indications of the on-
going devdopment of such mine action plans indude Afghanigan, Albania, Azerbaijan,
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Cambodia, Chad, Coda Rica, Crodtia, Ecuador, Guatemala,
Honduras, South Korea, Kosovo, Laos Mauritania, Mozambique, Rwanda, Thailand,
Ukraine, and Y emen.

In Yemen, the Naiond Demining Commisson deveoped a draegic
naiond plan and associaed computer planning tool with a Survey Utilization Team
congding of SAC, Mine Clearance Planning Agency, and Cranfidd Universty’s
MAMP,

In Thaland, TMAC will devdop a five-yer Flan on Humenitarian Mine
Action, basad on the results from the Impact Survey carried out during 2000/2001,

- In Afghanigan, mine action plans are prepared by UN Mine Action Center
for Afghanigan (MACA) ad five UN Regiond Mine Action Cetters (RMAC) with
input from al mine action NGOs and in consultation with UN agencies

In Laos, UXO Lao isregpongble for the nationd mine action program;

In Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Mine Action Centers report that clearance
is prioritized in redion to the return of refugees and IDPs, and to support
recondruction of housng and rdated activities for economic sudanebility, such as
the expangon of agriculturd and grazing lands, infragtructure and common aress.

Post-clearance Development and Land Use

There is dill a great need for more and improved information on pod-clearance
ue of land. The lack of dgnificant data is largdy due to the fact that it is a rdaivdy
new fidd within mine action. However, as it is rdaed to priorities for dearance, and the
dloction and efficdent use of mine action resources, the need for such information
continues to grow. The procedures for post-demining assessments should idedly lie
within the mandate of mine action centers.  Such procedures should contribute to
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determining clearance conducted by NGOs and other agencies, but should be developed
and daboraed by dl concened paties induding bendficiaries, operaors, nationd
MACs and donors in order to obtain trangparency regarding both the use of resources and
appropriate post-clearance land use.

Priorities for clearance can be decisve in what happens to aress after they have
been cleared. There is a need for trangparent procedures for both prioritization and for
ensuring that deared land is handed over to those dated as the intended beneficiaries of
HMA. Areas should be assessed both before and after clearance in order to determine if
cdearance has met the HMA objectives of improving living conditions and ensuring
podtive devdopment in mined-affected aess. Some examples of post-clearance
evauation activities follow.

In May 2001, UNDP and GICHD published “A Sudy of Socio-Economic
Approaches to Mine Action.” The dudy focuses on the humanitarian imperaive in mine
action, emphedzing that “dl potentid ussful outputs of mine action” should be
conddered, and not jus the number of sgquare meters deared or mines and UXO
destroyed.®* With case studies from Kosovo, Laos and Mozambique, the report gives
exanples of three different settings in which dearance operations teke place — the
emergency, trangtion and devedlopment phases. The objective of the report was to
“identify sodd and economic andyticd tools by which mine action programs can be
more effectively planned, managed and evauated ™!

In Afghanisgan, a dudy was conducted in order to meesure the socid and
economic impact of mines and mine action. This dudy reported subgtantid economic
benefits due to clearance in saverd areas. Afghanigtan is aso one of few countries to date
conducting podt-cleerance survey in aeas demined measuring both the socid and the
economic impact of clearance operations.

In Namibia, there are no procedures to ensure that cleared land improves the
gtuation for those mogt in need. However, according to Namibia-based US Ambassador,
Jfrey Bader, the locd communities will benefit from dearance and the demining
project in Namibia has provided 1 million square meters of land for avilian use

In Azebajan, thee ae reports of how cvilians benefit from dearance
operdions. In the Fudli area covering about 40% of the country, 55,000 inhabitants
returned to the didrict after clerance took place. Houses have been rebuilt, schools
opened, and many of the district’ s roads reported demined as well asrebuilt.

In Bosnia and Herzegoving, there are ill no clear procedures in order to ensure
that cleared land benefits intended target groups, but according to the st up of the two
entity MACs and the BiH MAC, it will genedly be the municipdity who will decide
how to dlocate the cleared areas and dso be respongble for priorities.

In Cambodia, a sudy on the land cleared by CMAC shows that, in generd, land
has been didributed to those needing it the mos. HMA priority setting is linked to
methods for property dams and the establishment of landownership a the municipd as
well as regiond levd. After dearance there has been a dgnificantly increesed sense of
security as well as the dbility for people to cultivate the land. The Land Use Planning

30 «A Study of Socio-Economic Approaches to Mine Action,” UNDP and GICHD, Geneva, 2001, p.
3.
31 bid, p. 12.
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Unit was created to coordinate different actors in the process of land use planning a the
digrict levd. Those involved indude the provincid depatments of Rurd Deveopment,
demining agencies, didtrict governors, the military, police, and NGOs.

Resear ch and Development

Research and development (R&D) programs are dso a centrd pat of the mine
action initistives. In order to eradicate the landmine problem there is a need for continued
improvement of techniques, methods and procedures for mine clearance operations.

At the Second Meding of Stae Paties to the Mine Ban Trety, it was
recommended that messures should be taken in order to enhance the tegting and
evdudtion of mne dearance equipment. On 17 July 2000, a Memorandum of
Underganding was dgned by the European Commisson, Canada, the United States,
Bdgium, the United Kingdom, the Netherlands and Sweden in order to edablish an
Internationdl Test and Evauation Program (ITEP). The objectives of ITEP are to promote
the devdopment of new technologies for humanitarian demining and to share information
among different actors.

Bdgium is involved in severd projects rdated to mine dearance technology. In
2000, its support for R&D on new mine detection and dearance technologies amounted
to US$1,275,697. One of the projects that came to an end in 2000 was the Airborne
Mingfidd Detection Rlot Project coordinated by the European Commisson, severd EU
dates and other orgenizations. The results were not satisfactory and the project was
criticized by maeny, both in tems of finendd cods and feashility for mine detection.
Ancther proect in Begium is “PARADISE,” focusng on tools for demining bassd on
sadlite images There ae plans for evduaion missons of the project in Mozambique
and Laos

Denmark is ancther country involved in a number of research and development
programs. Apat from charing the Inter-Nordic working group for mine dearance
equipment, and paticipaing in the NATO enginer working paty, the man Danish
initiative is the Nordic Demining Reseaerch Forum.

In Croatia, CROMAC has severd projects involving research and development. A
gte has been edtablished for testing new methods of mine detection. The project, financed
by the European Commisson and managed by CROMAC's deputy director, has tested 29
metal detectors CROMAC dso ran teds on severd demining machines in 2000,
induding the Guzzler demining meching Orade, Hydrema—Weimar, a MFV-1000 flal
machine, and the KMMCS-Kerber mechine. The testing of the MV -3 machine — a three-
ton remately controlled flal — began in December and was to be completed by the end of
January 2001.

In Cambodia severd demining techniques have been tested and used in demining
operaions Demining machines such as the Fnnish flaling mechines (SSU RA-14 DS)
and the APS Command Vehide (SSU XA-180), as wel as the locdly produced Tempest
mechine have been used in vaious aess with different results dso with increesng
expectations for mechanicaly-run demining operaions Cambodia receives funding and
technicd assgance for the different tes projects from the UNDP Trust Fund, Finland,
Japan, and the Swedish Armed Forces, among others.

South Africa is becoming a leeder in the mine dearance eguipment fidd and
continues to be involved in severd R&D projects, with Mechem as the mgor mine action
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technology company. Mechem is dso involved in ssverd joint research programs with
the US government, induding comparaive tesing of the Mechem Explosve and Drug
Detection Sysem (MEDDS) and the “Hdo” detection sysem. A dosdy related vapor
detecting sysem is the REST, dso originating from the MEDDS, which is currently used
by NPA in Angola

The Intersessonal Standing Committee for Mine Clearance and Réated
Technologies

The Sanding Committee for Mine Clearance and Rdaed Technologies met in
December 2000 and May 2001 in Geneva, Switzerland. The Co-Chairs were Netherlands
and Paru while Garmany and Yemen acted as Co-Repporteurs. The main themes since
the SMISP have been the completion of the International Mine Action Standards (IMAS)
devdoped by UNMAS, how to improve messures of impact and benefit of mine
cleerance operations, the coordination and planning of operations and technologies for
mine action.

Severd outcomes from previous discussons were presented at the meeting in
May 2001 These induded the Informaion Management Sysgem for Mine Action
(IMSMA) currently used in thirteen mine action programs around the world. Moreover,
the UNDP's “Sudy of Socio-Economic Approaches to Mine Action” was presented with
brief contributions from UNDP, the Internationd Peace Research Inditute, Odo (PRIO),
and the Survey Action Center (SAC). Under the agenda item on coordination, planning
and prioritization & the May 2001 meeting, presentations were concentrated around the
IMAS and this Landmine Monitor Report 2001, to be didributed a the Third Meeting of
State Partiesin Nicaragua.

Funding for Mine Clearance

There are dill many difficulties in tracking mine action funding numbers but
according to avalable information, Landmine Monitor estimates that mine action funding
from 17 key donors in 2000 totaded about US$221 million, compared to about $202
million in 1999. This continues the upward trend snce 1993. Landmine Monitor
edimates that gnce 1993, a total of more than $1 hillion has been spent on globd mine
action.

Sill, in 2000, a number of mine action programs experienced serious problems,
even aises, in funding. A key problem is a lack of long-teem commitments from the
donor countries.

Afghanistan experienced a decrease in funding from $21.9 million in 1999
to $16.9 million in 2000. A severe shortage of funds in 2000 led to the laying df
of anumber of clearance teams

In Angola, some mine dearance organizations have druggled with
reduced funding, eratic funding and/or donor reluctance to commit long-term in
Angola A number of organizations had to suspend programs in 2000 or 2001
dueto lack of funding.

Funding shortfadls in 2000 and 2001 have put the exigence of the Bosnia
and Herzegovina Mine Action Center a risk.  Short-term funding was announced
in April thet will maintain the MAC gructure until September 2001
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In Canbodia, nearly dl demining operations were suspended in October
2000 due to funding problems.

Some pogtive devdopments in mine action funding are reflected in Lebanon
where the United Arab Emirates pledged US$50 million for demining and recongruction
in South Lebanon, and in Kosovo, which received US$32 million in mine action funding
in 2000.

LANDMINE/UXO CASUALTIES AND SURVIVOR ASS STANCE

New Victimsin 2000-2001

Although progress has been made snce the entry into force of the Mine Ban
Treaty, landmines and unexploded ordnance (UXO) continue to daim new victims®?  In
2000 and through May 2001, Landmine Monitor finds that there were new
landmingUXO victims in 73 ocountries®®  Landmine Monitor adso regisered mine
caadties in nine regons it monitors because of thar dgnificant landmingUXO
problems>*  In cdendar year 2000, new victims were registered in 70 countries and eight
regions.  In 2001, additiond casudties were recorded in Cuba, Ecuador, Indonesa and
the Golan Heights The sources of data included officid databases, government records,
hospita records, media reports, surveysassessments, and interviews.

Landmine Monitor has identified gpproximaidy 8000 new landmingUXO
casudties in cdendar year 2000. However, this number is far from the actud totd of
new mine vicims. This figure does not indude the thousands of casudties that ae
beieved to go unreported as victims are killed or injured in remote areas away from any
form of assgance or means of communication. There is no rdigble reporting in some
heavily-affected countries, for example, the 8,000 figure does not include casudties in
Burma (which Landmine Monitor Report 2000 estimated could be some 1,500 per year),
or in Vienam (where the government estimates more than 100,000 mingUXO casudties
sgncethewar’ s end).

While it is impossble to arive & a precise totd, it would seem certain that the
number of new mine victims is now on the order of 15000 to 20,000 per year, an
encouraging dedline from the long-ganding and widdy used estimate of 26,000 per yesr.

From January 2000 to the end of May 2001, landmingUXO casudties were
reported in:

32 For the purposes of Landmine Monitor research casualties include victims of antipersonnel mines,
antivehicle mines, UXO, and in some instances improvised explosive devices that function as AP mines.
From the information available in many countries it is not always possible to determine with certainty the
type of weapon that caused the incident.

3 In the 2000/2001 period, Landmine Monitor researchers definitively recorded new mine/UXO
casualties in 71 countries; in another two countries, casualties were not formally reported, but evidence
points to the strong likelihood of new victims, based on the scope of the landmine problem and reports of
victimsin earlier years.

34 These include Abkhazia, Chechnya, Golan Heights, Kosovo, Nagorno-Karabakh, Northern Iraq
(Iragi Kurdistan), Palestine, Somaliland, and Western Sahara.
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Landmine and Uxo Casualties In 2000-2001
AFRICA AMERICAS AJA- EUROPE/ MIDDLEEAST/
PACIFIC CENTRAL ASA NORTH AFRICA
Angola Balivia Afghanistan Albania Algeria
Burundi Chile Bangladesh Armenia Egypt
Chad Colombia Burma Azerbaijan Iran
(Myanmar)
DR Congo Cuba Cambodia Belarus* Iraq
Djibouti Ecuador China Bdgium* Israel
Eritrea El Salvador India Bosnia-Herzegovina | Jordan
Ethiopia Nicaragua Indonesia Croatia Kuwait
Guinea- Peru Korea, RO Estonia Lebanon
Bissau
Kenya Laos Georgia Morocco
Liberia Mongolia* Greece Yemen
Malawi Nepal Kyrgyzstan Golan Heights
Mauritania Pakistan Latvia* Northern Iraq (Iraq
Kurdistan)
Mozambique Philippines Macedonia Palestine
Namibia SriLanka Russia Western Sahara
Rwanda Thalland Tajikistan
Senegal Vietnam Turkey
Somdia Ukraine
Sudan Uzbekistan
Uganda Yugodavia, FR
Zimbabwe Abkhazia
Somaliland Chechnya
Kosovo
Nagor no-Karabakh
* Casudties identified as being caused by UXO only

Scale of the Problem

Complete data on landmingUXO casudties is difficult to obtain, paticulaly in
countries  experiencing ongoing corflict or with limited communiction sygems  To
address this problem, in severd mine-affected countries databases have been set up to
sydemdicdly collect information on mine victims. In othes NGOs ae carying out
urveys to assess the extent of the problem.

In 2000-2001, as shown in the chat, minUXO accidents are ill occurring in
evay region of the world:  in 20 countries in sub-Saharan Africa, in 19 countries in
Europe and Centrd Ada, in 16 countries in Ada and the Pacific, in 10 countries in the
Middle East and North Africa, and in 8 countries in the Americas.  While ongoing
corflict is a mgor problem in severd mine-affected countries, Landmine Monitor has
found that a mgority (45) of the 73 countries that suffered new mingUXO casudties in
2000-2001 had not experienced any active amed conflict during the research period. In
many cases, the conflict had ended years or even decades ago.

Although in many indances Landmine Monitor consders the casudty figures to
be incomplete a sampling of the findings fran the Landmine Monitor Report 2001
country reports follows. It should be noted these findings are for cadendar year 2000,
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unless otherwise dated, and tha some indude casudties only for cetan regions of a
country.
- In Angola, 840 casudties were recorded;
- In Bosia-Herzegovina, 92 casuaties were recorded;
- In Chad, approximatedy 300 casudties were reported over the past 24
months,
- In Colombia, 83 casudties were reported;
- In the Democratic Republic of Congo, 189 casudties have been reported
since 1997;
In Eritrea, 49 casudties were reported in May and June 2000;
- In Georgia, 51 casudties were reported between January and June 2001,
- In Lebanon, 113 casudties were recorded,;
- In Namibia, 139 casudties were reported;
- In Somdia, 147 casudties were reported in just two centra regions,
- In Somdiland, 107 casudties were recorded;
In Sudan, more than 321 casudties were reported between September
1999 and March 2001;
- In Tgikigan, 58 casudties were reported between August 2000 and early
May 2001;
- In Thaland, 350 casudties were identified in the Levd One Survey over
the past 24 months;
- In Uganda, 602 casudties were identified between 1991 and March 2001.

Severd countries reported minglUXO casudties in 2000 and 2001 thet had not
done 0 in 1999. Boliviagz Cuba, El Sdvador, Indonesa, Mdawi, Mongolia, and
Uzbekigan. Only in the cases of Indonesa (Aceh) and Uzbekigan were the new
ming/UXO casudties the result of new ingtances of conflict.

Seveard countries were dropped from Landmine Monitor's previous casudty lid,
due to lack of tangible evidence to indicate new victims, dthough these countries remain
mine-affected: Cyprus, North Korea, Moldova, Niger, Oman, Sera Leone, Tanzania,
and Zambia. It should be noted that dthough Tanzania has iecorded no new casudties in
2000-2001, the country does provide asssance to mine survivors coming over the border
from Burundi.

In some of the heavily-affected countries and regions, notebly those with
established mine casudty databases, it appears that the caaudty rate is dedining, in some
cases quite subgtantidly:

In Afghanistan, an average of 88 casudties per month were recorded in

2000, compared to 130 per month in 1999; dthough it should be noted that

MAPA dill edimates atrue casudty rate of between 150 and 300 per month;

In Albania, 35 casudties were recorded in 2000, down from 191 in 1999;
In Cambodia, 802 casudties were recorded in 2000, down from 1,049 in

1999;

In Croatia, 22 casudties were recorded in 2000, down from 51 in 1999;
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In Kosovo, 95 casudties were recorded in 2000, down from 342 registered
between 16 June (end of conflict) and 31 December 1999;

In Nagorno-Karabakh, 15 casudties were recorded in 2000, down from 30
in 1999.

In a number of mine-affected countries and regions the casudty rate gppeared to
increese in 2000-2001. In some countries the increase is to be due to a new or expanded
conflict, or the movement of refugees and IDPs Colombia, Chechnya, Ethiopia,
Lebanon, Namibia, and Tgikigan. In other countries the increase gppears to be a result
of improved data collection, for example, Armenia, Bangladesh, and Pakistan.

In 2000/2001, landmingUXO casudties dso indude naionds coming from
mine-free countries or other mine-affected countries, killed or injured while abroad
engaged in militay or demining operdions peacekesping, tourism, or other adtivities
These countries include Bhutan, Canada, France, Honduras, Macedonia, Norway,
Portugd, Sovakia, Sweden, Switzerland, Syria, United Kingdom, and the United States
of America

In addition to the new casudties regigered in 2000-2001, Landmine Monitor has
previoudy identified more then 30 other countries with an inddence of landmine
aurvivors from previous years  In other words, countries with no new landmine
casudties in 2000-2001, but which neverthdess have landmine survivors from prior years
that dill require assstance.  Consequently, more than hdf the countries in the world are
affected to some extent by the landmine problem and the issue of survivors,

Regardless of the difficulties in obtaining complete data, based on the information
gathered for Landmine Monitor Report 2001, two points are clear:

. landmines continue to pose a dgnificant, laging and non-discriminetory

threst; and

the mgority of new minevidims are dvilians

Landmine Victims. Needsand Assistance

The prindpd actors in vicim assgance genedly agree that victim assgance
indudes the following com °

Prehogpitd Cae (fird ad and management of injuries):  Hedthcare and
community workers in mine-affected areas should be trained in emergency firg ad to
respond effectively to landmine and other traumdtic injuries.

Hospitd Cae (medica cae surgery, pan manegemet): Medicd fadlities
should have medica care and supplies that meet basc sandards.

Rehabilitetion  (physiotherapy, proshetic gopliances and asddive devices,
psychologica support):  Rehabilitative services should produce devices tha are sdfe,
durable, and can be mantaned and repared locdly. Community-based peer support
groups can offer codt-effective psychologicd, socid and other benefits.

%5 For further information see Guidelines for the Care and Rehabilitation of Survivors, ICBL
Working Group on Victim Assistance. See also Providing assistance to landmine victims: A collection of
guidelines, best practices and methodologies, compiled by the Co-Chairs of the Standing Committee on
Victim Assistance, Socio-Economic Reintegration and Mine Awareness, May 2001.
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Socid and Economic Rentegration (associations, skills and vocationd  training,
income gengrating projects, sports):  Assdance programs mugst work to improve the
economic datus of the dissbled population in mine-afected communities through
educaion, economic devdopment and community infrastructure and cregtion  of
employment opportunities.

Disdhility Policy and Prectice (education and public awvareness and disability
laws): Nationd legidation should promote effective trestment, care and protection for dl
dissbled dtizens, induding landmine survivors

Hedth and Socid Wedfare Survellance and Research cgpacities (data collection,
processing, ardlyss, and reporting).

Survivor/Victim Assistance

The Mine Ban Tresty Standing Committee on Victim Assidance promotes a
comprehensve, integrated approach to victim assidance tha rests on a three-tiered
oefintion of a landmine vidim. This means that a vicim indudes directly afected
individudls thar families and mine-affected communities Conseguently,  victim
assdance is viewed as a wide range of adtivities that bendfit individuds, families and
communities

However, throughout the Landmine Monitor Report 2001 the term Survivor
Assistance is used in the country reports to describe ectivities directed a landmine
victims. The focus of the reseerch for this report is on the individud directly affected by
amine accident. The use of theterm survivor isintended to emphasize this digtinction.

Capacities of Affected Statesto Provide Assstanceto Landmine Victims

A dealed andyss of States efforts and cgpacities to adequatdy address the
needs of landmine victims and the dissbled in generd, is beyond the scope of the
research undertaken for this report.3® In the Landmine Monitor Report 2000, details on
the avaladlity of the vaious components of survivor assgance in mine-affected
countries were presented®”  Little has changed in the provision of sarvices during this
reporting period. Neverthdess, from the research collected some generd observetions
can be made.

It isbdieved that many mine casudties die before reaching medicd assistance;

In many of the countries reporting new casudties, the assstance provided to mine
victimsis inadeguate to meet thelr needs,
- Mog sarvices ae located in urban centers whereas the mgority of mine survivors
can befound in rura areas where the concentration of mine pollution is greetes;
: The mgority of resources continue to be directed toward medicd and physica
rehebilitation;

In the magority of countries with mine survivors the demand for new and
replacement prostheses exceeds the available supply;

36 A more detailed study on this important area is compiled by Handicap International. The second
edition of the report, entitled Landmine Victim Assistance : World Report 2001, due for release in
December 2001 examines a wide range of indicators to determine a state's capacity to adequately address
the needs of the disabled, including landmine victims.

37 For details see Landmine Monitor Report 2000, pp. 27-31.
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Gengdly, the avalability of assgance in psychologicd support and socio-
economic reintegration is limited or non-existent;

International  Organizations, internationd and locd NGOs, and UN agencies
continueto play akey rolein the ddivery of servicesto mine survivors,

- Genedly, the care dforded to cvilian mine casudties is not as comprehensve as
thet available to military casudlties,

The economic gtuation of many mine-affected countries is an obdacle to the
provison of adequate assstance to landmine survivors,

On-going conflict, and the conseguent security concerns, in some mine-affected
countries is severdy hampering the ability of the government and international agencies
to provide adequate assstance to landmine survivors, and
- The development of programs thet address the needs of landmine survivors, and
the dissbled population in generd, is being hampered by the practice of many donors to
only fund individud programs for a limited peiod of time A commitment to long-term
funding is needed to ensure sudtanability and the bulding of locad capacities to carry-on
the programs.

Sample of Regional Developments and Key Findings

Global

In 2000, the ICRC provided prostheses to 9,882 landmine amputees®®

Form J, the voluntary victim assstance reporting attachment to the Article 7 Report was
submitted by eeven governments up to July 2001 Audrdia, Audria Bdgium, Canada,
Japan, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Peru, Siveden, Thalland, and Zimbabwe.

Africa

In Angola, ndiond authorities have adopted a new five-year plan for physcd
rehebilitation.

In Mozambique, the recently crested Counall for Action on Disability will work dosdy
with NGOs and international agendies to build capadty interndly and move toward long-
term sudtainability of programs for the disabled.

In Uganda, anew disability policy has been put in place.

Americas

In Colombia, the government has launched a new Program for Mine Accident Prevention
and Victim Assgance.

In Guatemda, the Center for Internationd Rehabilitation is desgning a specific victim
assgance and rehabilitation program that will be replicated throughout the country in
coordination with the Minigry of Hedlth.

In Nicaragua, the government, through the CND and together with NGOs and
international  organizations, is in the process of devdoping a nationd policy on victim
assgance that will take into account rehabilitation and economic reintegration.

38 |CRC Annual Report 2000, p. 20.
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Asia-Pacific

In Afghenigan, due to a budget shortfdl in 2000, UNOPS/CDAP had to reduce its
community rehabilitation program from 64 to 46 didricts.

In Cambodia, the Disability Action Council, together with afilialed members and
rdlevant government minidries, issued the Cambodian Plan of Action, which provides an
orientation Srategy for the disability and rehabilitation sector.

In Ching, the CCW Amended Protocol 11 Artide 13 report induded for the fird time a
section on Rehahilitation and Relief of Civilians Acddentally Injured by Landmines,

Europe/Central Asa

In Albania, an agreement was Sgned between the Albanian Mine Action Center and he
Sovenian Internationd Trust Fund to provide forty mine survivors with prostheses up to
June 2001.

In Armenia, in October 2000 the Yerevan Progthetic and Orthotic Center stopped
providing medica asssance due to a lack of funding. Operations were resumed in
February 2001.

In Azebajen, the Vicim Assgance component of the Naiond Mine Action Pan,
budgeted to cost $150,000, has not been implemented due to the absence of donor
funding.

In Chechnya, UNICEF with the support of a locd NGO, Voice of the Mountans, is
devdoping a dadbase on mine casudties Women and children were reported as
auffering 34 percent of dl landmine and UXO injuries, which account for 67 percent of
al casudtiesrelated to hodtilities.

In Georgia, the Minisry of Labor, Hedth and Socd Affars is devdoping a specid
program for the care and rehabilitation of the disabled.

In Ukraing, the government fulfilled its budget obligations and financed the activities of
the orthopedic centers in full. A series of date decrees rdaing to the dissbled, incduding
minevictims, have been accepted.

Middle East/North Africa

In Algeia, the Minisry of Naiond Solidaity and Handicgp Internationd dgned a
partnership agreement to establish aprogram to provide assstance to the disabled.

In Egypt, the Miniger of Socid Affairs sgned a year 2000 budget for $27,000 for the
compensation of mineUXO victims

In Irag, the ICRC reports that an edtimated 3,000 petients per year receive ICRC
prostheses, of whom over 50 percent are mine survivors.

In Lebanon, the Minidry of Hedth stopped providing prosthetic services due to a lack of
funding. In May 2000, anew disability law was passed by the Parliament.

In Yemen, the Minidry of Insurance, Socid Affars, and Labor (MOISA) and the
Minigry of Public Hedth, in patneaship with Handicgp Intenationd (Begium)
edablished a rehabilitation center in Aden. MOISA has reorganized its community based
rehabilitation program to be more respongve to the needs of landmine survivors

Addressng the Needs of Survivors

Added to the number of new casudties each year are the survivors from previous
years edimated in Landmine Monitor Report 1999 to number 300,000. Consequently,

4z



LANDMINE Landmine Monitor Report 2001: Toward a Mine-Free World
M m Embargoed until 12 September 2001

the number of survivors reguiring assstance continues to grow every year. It was dso
noted thet in many mine-affected countries, the assstance provided to mine casudties is
inadequiate to meet their needs.

In contrast to mine dearance activities, which potentidly have an end point, the
needs of landmine survivors ae longterm. A landmine survivor will require ongoing
medicd and rehdbilitation sarvices and sarvices assding in socdo-economic reintegration
and psychologica support. For amputees, prostheses will require repair and replacement.
To ensure sudainability, assstance to landmine survivors should be viewed as a pat of a
country’s overdl public hedth and socid sarvices sygem.  Landmine survivors should
not be viewed as a group separate from other war victims or persons with disabilities. In
providing resources to support programs thet address the needs of landmine survivors, the
internationd community is in effect as3ging to build the infragtructure that will  benefit
dl people with dissbilities in a mine-affected country. Idedly, victim assstance programs
should be open to dl persons with disabiliies, but with dear benefits and explicit
induson of landmine victims. It is essantid that support from the internationd
community focuses on locd capacity-building and thet each dement of victim assgtance
be seen as a sep towards the complete rehabilitation of survivors, and other persons with
disahilities, into the wider community.

Statesand Victim Assstance

The Mine Ban Treaty requires, in Artide 6.3, that “Each State in a pogtion © do
0 dhdl provide assdance for the care and rehabilitation, and socid and economic
reintegration, of mine victims and for mine avareness programs.”

As with the number of new victims precise comprenensve and compareble
figures for vidim assdance funding are difficult to obtan as some governments do not
provide specific amounts for victim assstance, but rather congder victim assgance as an
integrated pat of humanitarian mine action. In other indances some countries, for
example the United Kingdom, do not specify amounts for victim assstance dthough
assdance is provided through hilatera development cooperation.  Ancther problem is
differences in reporting periods (fiscd years) in donor countries. In addition, many victim
assisance programs are carried out by NGOs who receive funding from private donors.
Therefore, information provided by Landmine Monitor should not be taken as fully
representative of the total globd funding for victim assstance programsin agiven yesr.

From infomation provided in country reports, donors to mine victim assgance in
2000-2001 indluded:*°

Audrdia $1.88 million
Audria $233,105
Begium $716,172
Canada $1.34 million
Finland $147,000
France $213,980
Germany $Lmillion
Irdand $341,743
Ity $1.32 million

39 All amounts are expressed in U.S. dollars.
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Japan $1.14 million
Netherlands $2.41 million
New Zedand $93,842
Norway $4.48 million
United States of America up to $11 million

Member countries of the European Union dso contribute to EU mine action
programs. The EU contributed to victim assstance programs in 2000 through various
departments, induding the Europeen Commisson Humanitarian Office (ECHO). In
2000, 20% percent of overdl contributions from the European Commisson and the
Member States was adlocated to Victim Assistance programs™©

In 2000, 11 countries, the European Union, and 12 organizations and companies
contributed about $29 million to the Sovenian Internationd Trus Fund for Demining
and Vicdim Assgance. (See Sovenia country report). However, only $1.4 million went
to victim assgtance programs, well bdow the ITF s target of 15 percent.  The fund has
reportedly been unable to attract donors to support victim assstance.

The ICRC Specid Apped for Mine Action, which focuses on mine awareness and
victim assdance continued to dtract donors including South Africa and Sweden. It
should be noted that in some cases amounts liged above agang specific countries
include a component of funding to the ICRC Specid Apped.

As more donor countries complete the voluntary Form J attachment to the Artide
7 report, it is envisaged that it will be possble to provide a cearer picture of victim
assgance programs and the funding available.

The Intersessonal Standing Committee

The Mine Ban Trety Sanding Committee on Vicim Assdance Socio-
Economic Rentegration and Mine Awareness (SC-VA) continued its work in 2000-2001.
Since September 2000 the SC-VA has been co-charred by Jgpan and Nicaragua, having
taken over ths role from Mexico and Switzerland. The co-rapporteurs are Canada and
Honduras (who will become co-chairsin September 2001).

Building on previous outcomes, important work was accomplished during two
intersessond meetings, held in December 2000 and May 2001, in Geneva, Switzerland.
The meetings continued in what has been described as a “spirit of practica cooperation,
indusvity and collegidity.” Both medings were dso wdl atended by numerous
internationd and nongovernmenta  organizations, including the ICBL. The medtings
continued with sx man themes rasng the voices of landmine survivors linking
resources with needs, implementing lessons leaned rdaing to coordingtion of victim
asgdance guiddines, information dissmingtion and information management;  socid
and economic reintegration; and mine avareness.

At the May 2001 medting, paticipants were introduced to eght landmine
aurvivars from the Ameicas who ae involved in the fird phese of the “rasng the
voices’ initigive.  The “survivor advocates’ will be trained to enhance their cagpacity to

40 Email from Veronica Borghini, Assistant to Daniella Dicorrado, Chair of the Mine Action
Coordination Group, European Commission Externa Relations Directorate General (Directorate CFSP
Security Policy), to Annalisa Formiconi, Handicap International (Belgium), 26 July 2001.
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represent, organize and advocate on behdf of landmine survivors and other disabled
persons in their home countries, and to actively participate in SC-VA medtings and other
meetings of the Mine Ban Treety process.

The SC-VA was successful in encouraging States Parties to accept, and complete,
the new, voluntary Artide 7 Form J for reporting on victim assgance activities and other
matters. Discussons have continued on the need to further devdop and use the various
indicators available in order to obtain a more comprehengve view on the level of need as
it pertains to victim assdance. The Co-Chairs encouraged the ICBL Working Group on
Vicim Assgance and other rdevant actors to pursue their work in this aea  The
chdlenges faced in providing adequate victim assgance were dso discussed.  The firg
Portfolio of Victim Assgtance Programs, ancther SC-VA initigtive, liding a sdection of
victim assstance projects worldwide was released in September 2000. A second edition
isduefor rdlease in September 2001.

The need for coordingtion of victim asistance a a nationd level was reterated.
At leagt two sudies will be undertaken in 2001 to address this issue. The GICHD, in
cooperation with UNMAS, is underteking a sudy on the role of mine action in assgance
to mine and UXO victims. The reaults of the sudy are due for rdlease in the last quarter
of 2001. The second study involves a workshop organized by Handicap Internationd in
Southeest Aga in November 2001. The workshop’'s main objective is to exchange views
on the methods used to meet the chalenges defined in country action plans.

Following a commitment made in December 2000, the Co-Chairs released a
compilation of guiddines entitted Providing assistance to landmine victims: A collection
of guiddines, best practices and methodologies. The text will dso be avaladle in French
and Spanish by the Third Meeting of States Partiesin September 2001.

The focus of discussons on socid and economic reintegration centered on
vocaiond and psycho-socid rehdbilitation. In terms of vocaiond rehabilitation Sates
and rdlevant organizations were encouraged to work toward reducing vulnerability and
promoating sHf-reliance.

The SC receved an update from internationd organizations and NGOs
concerning the devdopment of preventive educdtion efforts in mine-affected countries.
The need for more time to discuss mine awvareness within the Standing Committee
framework was raised. |t was reterated that the Standing Committee on Mine Clearance
and Reated Technologies would be a more gppropriate forum in which to discuss mine
awareness.

Findly, participants were reminded that the purpose of the SC-VA s to identify
practicd means of ensuring implementation of the Mine Ban Tresty. The Co-Chairs
encouraged dl paticipants to condder mechaniams for ensuring that the profuson of
information, advice and suggestions presented to the SC-VA are converted into concrete
actions that benefit landmine vidims

MINE AWARENESS
Introduction

The tem mine awareness (or mine-risk educetion as it is otherwise known) is
used to describe programs that seek to reduce desths and injuries from landmines and

unexploded ordnance (UXO) through informetion, education and didogue with at-risk
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communities. The primary objective of mine awareness is to promote safe (or sfer)
behavior among communities living or working amid mine and UXO contamination.  In
this it should be didinguished from campagns desgned to rase genad public
avaeness of the impact of mines and UXO and the consequent plight of affected
communities (dthough such information and advocacy campagns may overlagp with
mine avareness, and even sometimes serve adouble function).

In this Landmine Monitor reporting period, subgtantid resources have been
committed to mine awareness programs in Kosovo and south Lebanon; esewhere a
number of programs have reported difficulty in obtaining funding. New programs have
been initided in Burundi and Kisangani in the eastern Democratic Republic of Congo.
Additiond ectivities have been caried out in Eritrea and Ethiopia, following the
dgnaure of the peace agreement, and in Georgia Handicgp Internationd is conducting
an assessment of its program tools in dx countries.  UNICEF has announced the
devdlopment of mine awareness dandards and accompanying guiddines for monitoring
and evauation.

Key Actors

As with the previous reporting period, the principd mine awareness actors
internationdly have been UNICEF, the Internationd Committee of the Red Cross
(ICRC), Handicap Internationd (HI) Bedgium and France, the Internationd Save the
Children Alliance, and Mines Advisory Group (MAG). In Centrd America, the
Organization of American States (OAS) has been active in a number of affected
countries.  Norwegian Peoples Aid (NPA) and the Vietnam Veeaans of Ameica
Foundation have implemented programs in Kosovo, which has ds0 seen the emergence
of reaivdy new mine awareness actors, such as the Assodation for Aid and Reief-
Jgpan, Caitas, Danish Church Aid, HMD Regponse, INTERSOS, Idamic Rdief
Worldwide, and the Mines Awareness Trugt*' HALO Trugt, previoudy unenthusiastic
about mine awareness, has worked in conjunction with a Japanese NGO that carried out
awareness and community liason activities The Internationd Protection Force, KFOR,
has aso conducted mine avarenessin schoolsin a*“soldier to child” program.

UNICEF reports thet it is “currently to varying degrees undertaking, supporting or
planning mine action programs, mogly mine awareness education and advocacy, in 28
countries Albania, Angola, Azerbajan, Bosnia and Herzegoving, Burundi, Cambodia,
Chad, Colombia, Croatia, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Federd Republic of Yugodavia (Kosovo),
Guatemda, Guinea-Bissau, Kyrgyzsan, Lao Peoplés Democrdic Republic (Laos),
Lebanon, Mauritania, Nicaragua, Russian Federation (North Caucasus), Panama,
Somdia, Si Lanka, Syria (Golan Heights), Sudan, Tgikigan, Thaland and Uzbekistan
In 2001, UNICEF hes for the firg time deployed saff directly to a UN and nationd mine
action program, in Eritrea.and Ethiopia respectively.”+?

HI-France has implemented or supported mine-risk educaion (MRE) in seven
countries. Angola, Bosnia and Herzegovina (through a locd NGO, APM), Ethiopia,

1 See “Case Study of Kosovo,” Appendix 1, A Sudy of Socio-Economic Approaches to Mine Action”
(Geneva: UN Development Program and Geneva International Center for Humanitarian Demining, March
2001), Ep 106-107 and 114-115.

42 UNICEF contribution to Landmine Monitor—Appendices, undated but received 13 July 2001.
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Guinea:Bissau (through a locd NGO, Andes), Mozambique, Senegd, and Thalland. The
program in Ethiopia dosed on 1 June after objectives were reeched®®  HI-Bdgium has

implementing mine awareness programs in - Afghanigan, Cambodia, and the
Democratic Republic of Congo (Kisangani).**

In 2000, working directly or through Nationa Red CrossRed Crescent Societies,
the ICRC conducted mine awareness programs in Afghanigan, Albania, Bosnia and
Herzegoving, Crodia, Ethiopia, Eritrea, Lebanon, Nicaragua, the northern Caucasus
region of the Russan Federation (including Chechnya), and the regions of Kosovo and
Nagorno- Karabakh. In addition, data collection began in Irag and on the
Tgikiga/Uzbekigan border to determine whether there is a need for mingUXO-
avareness programs. New mine awareness programs were dated in Entrea, Ethiopia,
Georgia, Lebanon, the Russian Federation (Chechnya), and the region of Kosovo.*®

Regional Summaries of Mine Awar eness Programs

Duing the reporting period, atention and funding has concentrated on programs
in southern Lebanon and especidly Kaosovo where more than 20 organizations and bodies
have caried out mine awareness during the past two years*® Other organizations, for
example HI- Bdglum have complained about lack of funding in other contexts for ther
field programs *’

In Africa, programs have been conducted in Angola, Burundi, the Democratic
Republic of Congo (DRC), Djibouti (including for refugees from Somdiland), Eritres,
Ethiopiaz GuineaBissau, Mauritius Mozambique, Namibiaz Rwanda, Senegd,
Somdiland,*® Sudan (induding in the south), and Uganda. A UNICEF needs assessment
in Chad in July 2000 recommended the establishment of an integrated community liason
and UXO digposd initiative in the east of the country, but to date no activities have yet
been implemented, reportedly because of funding difficulties*

In 1999, UNICEF commissoned an indepth evadudion of its mine avareness
program in Huila and Uige provinces of Angola; the evdudion was jointly funded by
UNICEF, CIET and Canadian DFAIT. Although the findings were broadly postive, the
evaduation report noted tha dudents who had receved mine awareness under the
program were less likdy than other children to day out of a known mined areg, to
recognize high-risk gtes and to tdl their family members what to do if one encounters a
mine.  Changes to the mine awareness program as a result induded the adaptation of
messages to encourage behavior change rather than providing informetion on merdy the
dangers of mines the devdopment of a smple monitoring tool, and the devdopment of
information and materidsin local languages™°

3 |nformation provided by Hugues L aurence, MRE Coordination Officer, HI, Lyon.
a4 Informatlon provided by Stan Brabant and V éronique Royen, HI, Brussels, June 2001.
451 CRC contribution to Landmine Monitor—Appendices, 1 June 2001.
48 For further information on mine awareness in Kosovo see “An Analytical Review of the State of
Mine Awareness,” in the appendices to this edition of the Landmine Monitor.
4 4 Information provided in email from Stan Brabant, Head, Mines Unit, HI-Belgium, 24 July 2001
“8 See Lionel Dyck and Bob Macpherson, “An Outline for Mine Awareness Action,” Journal of Mine
Actlon Issue 4.3, Fal 2000, pp. 24-28.
4 | nformation provided by UNICEF, 10 May 2001.
%0 Aparna Swaminatham et al., “Angola Mine Awareness Evaluation: Summary,” UNICEF, DFAIT
and CIET, 31 July 2000. Seethereport on Angolain this edition of the Landmine Monitor.
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In March 2001, in the DRC, HI Bdgium launched a sx-month mine action
program to prepae, coordinate and implement a clearance and mine awareness program
in the Kisangani area.  In Uganda, mine awareness programs in Gulu and the neighboring
digtricts were suspended in October 2000 due to the Ebola outbresk in the area. Mine
awareness activities covering northern and western Uganda were resumed in April after
the areawas declared free of the disease.

In Mozambique, HI has been temporaily given back responsbility for
coordinaing mine awaeness from the Naiond Inditute for Demining, which lacks the
cgpacity and resources to do it.  In collaboration with the Minigry of Educetion, mine
avareness education was introduced into the nationd curriculum and from 2001, it is
being taught in schools In Maawi, there may be a need for mine awareness targeting
aviliansliving dong the border with Mozambique

In the Americas, mine avareness programs have been caried out in Colombia,
Coda Rica, Guaemda, Honduras, Nicaragua and, to a limited extent, in Peru. In
Colombia, a government-funded pilot project on mine avareness and victim assstance is
bang implemented in three of the mod mine-affected depatments in the country
between June and December 2001. It ams to establish a database on mine casudties and
mire-affected communities and to dat building loca mine action capadity, induding the
implementation of mine awvareness programsfor a-risk communities

The Nicaraguan Red Cross, supported by UNICEF and ICRC, continues with its
“child to child” mine avareness program in communities dong the northern border with
Honduras. The program is discarding the use of the notorious Superman and Wonder
Woman comics®® In April 2001, the Organization of American States and UNICEF
jointly convened a workshop of dl actors working in the aea of prevention in mine
action to coordinate messages and gpproaches in mine avareness in Nicaragua.

In Asia, ggnificat mine awvareness prograns have continued in Afghanidan,
Cambodia, Laos and Si Lanka, and smdler scde activities have been conducted in
Thailand and Vietnam.

The mine awareness education program in Afghanigan currently condss of 150
mine awareness tranes and goproximatdy 2,000 community volunteers.  Each NGO
implements its avareness activities usng a number of different gpproaches to presenting
a core st of information. In the year 2000, more than one million avilians reportedly
recelved mine avareness educetion in various parts of the country.

In Cambodia, mine awareness is undergoing a mgor shift in focus following a
leed from MAG. The emphess is now ghifting to community liason, in which
information and education activities about the danger of mines teke a back seat.  This
new goproach reflects the dready high levd of awvareness among the divilian population
and the recognition thet economic and other survivd pressures will not be solved by the
mere providon of information. In Laos a smdl-scde evduation of mine awvareness
commissioned by UNICEF was carried out in August 2000.

51 Letter by Esperanza de Morales, President of the Nicaragua Red Cross, to Landmine Monitor, 12
January 2001 See ICRC, “ICRC minUXO awareness programs worldwide” at
<www.icrc.org/icrceng.nsf>, updated 20 April 2001. Information contained in the report on Nicaragua in
this edition of the Landmine Monitor.
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In Europe, mine awareness prograns have been implemented in Abkhazia,
Albania, Armenia, Azebajan, Bosnia and Hezegoving, Croatia, Georgia Kosovo,
Nagorno-Karabakh, and the Russan Federation (Chechnyaand Ingushetia).

In Azerbajan, UNICEF had made a public datement in May 2000 about its
intention to conduct a mine awaeness program, but no work was subsequently
undertaken through December 2000. In February 2001, UNICEF was reported to have
announced that it was beginning a new mine awaeness program desgned for 800
teechers, 500 hedth officids, and 200 representatives of public organizations, and thet
the program would be caried out jointly with the Azerbajan Netiond Agency for Mine
Adion (ANAIA). On 8 February 2001, the Azerbaijan Campaign to Ban Landmines
and other public organizations sent an open letter to UNICEF and ANAMA expressing
their concerns about the awareness program.®

In Albania, in June 2000, an assessment misson was caried out jointly by the
ICRC and a mine dearance NGO to determlne the extet of the mingUXO problem in
the three most contaminated districts®  Through contacts with the rdevant authorities in
Tirang, the ICRC has hdped the NGO rase funds for seting up demining programs
directly linked to the Albanian Red CrossyICRC mine awareness programs S0 as to
reoond to the needs of afected communities® The community-based mine awareness
program is dso dosdy linked to programs providing asssance for mine vidims The
ICRC has organized trangportation for mine victims from northern Albania to the
rehabllltatlon center in Tirana and hes aranged for the center to fit amputees with
prostheses.>®

In Crodia following the recaipt of funds from Canada, the GICHD has been
requested by the Crodian Mine Action Center to conduct an evduation in September
2001 to look & the state of mine awareness®®  As a result of e recent fighting in the
Former Yugodav Republic of Macedonia, the ICRC conducted a needs assessment in
June 2001 in order to assess the extent of the UXO problem. A UXO awareness program
is reportedly being developed by the ICRC in collaboration with the Macedonian Red
Cross>’

In Kosovo, dter the early proliferation of mine awareness programs, the UN Mine
Action Coordination Center (MACC) reinforced its coordinging role to include
accreditation of mine awareness organizations working in Kosovo. In 2000, it became a
MACC reguirement that mine awareness be included as an dement of al dearancetasks,
on the bass that awareness has a role before, during and &fter clearance.  This role is
fulfilled by “Mine Action Support Teams”® All mine awareness organizations were

>2 | nformation contained in the report on Azerbaijan in this edition of the Landmine Monitor.

53 Laurence Desvignes, “The International Committee of the Red Cross MineUXO Awareness
Programs Journal of Mine Action, Issue 4.3, Fal 2000, p. 7.

4 See “|CRC mineUXO awareness programs worldwide,” available at: <www.icrc.org/icrceng.nsf>,

accessed on 19 July 2001.

> |bid.

%% Information provided by Eric Filippino, Head, Socio-Economic Study Group, GICHD, 15 July
2001

" Information provided by the ICRC, 11 July 2001; see report on FYROM in this edition of the
Landmine Monitor.

%8 For further details see “An Analytical Review of the State of Mine Awareness,” in the appendices
to this edition of the Landmine Monitor.
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dready required to meet specific accreditation standards prior to project implementation.
The MACC monitors mine awareness programs and mantans a database that helps
invedigation of new cesudties and future planing, and feeds into the Information
Management System for Mine Action (IMSMA) Mine Awareness Module.

In Central Asa, in June-July 2001, the GICHD conducted a mine awareness and
advocacy assessmet misson on bendf of the UNICEF Area Office in Almay. The
assessment covered three countries—Kyrgyzgtan, Tgikigan and Uzbekisan—but as of
going to press the findings ad recommendaions of the misson were not publidy
avalable The ICRC was planning to conduct a mine awareness needs assessment in
Tqikigan in summer 2001 using expertise from its Moscow delegetion.

In North Africa and the Middle East, programs have been implemented in Iran
(in Kurdigan province), Iraq (Iragi Kurdigan), Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Paedine, Syria
(induding the Golan Heghts) and Yemen. In Lebanon, folowing Isad’s withdrawd
from the south, a number of actors induding Hezbollah, the ICRC, the Landmines
Resource Center, the Lebanese Red Cross, Rédda Barnen, UNESCO and UNICEF have
conducted mine awareness activities, induding emergency interventions  In Libya, it is
reported that the authorities have provided mine awareness training tha may indude
training in mine dearance.

In Egypt, mine avareness activities by the Landmine Struggle Center, the sole
NGO conducting mine awareness education in affected aress, have been curtailed due to
lack of funds. The ICRC has darted collecting data on mine and UXO casudties in
southern Irag as a prdiminary dep toward defining an agopropriate mine awareness
drategy. In 2000, the ICRC held discussons with the locd authorities and the Iragi Red
Crescent on the object of the data collection, on future plans for mine awvareness activities
and in an effort to reach an agreement with the government and the next step was to be an
in-depth needs assessment, scheduled for July 2001.  In the Wedtern Sahara, a mine
awareness education program conducted by NPA ended in May 2000. According to the
UN Peace Fan, the Office of the High Commissoner for Refugees (UNHCR) will be
respongble for providing mine awareness prior to the planned repatrigtion of Sahrawi
refugees

I nternational Developments

As pat of the ongoing process of professondization of mine awareness a
number of dgnificant devdopments have taken place internationdly, many led by the
United Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF), the UN focad point for mine awareness
education. In September 2000, following the adoption by the UN of the Internationd
Guiddines on Mine and Unexploded Ordnance Awareness Education,®® UNICEF
presented “preview” copies of two UN Mine Awareness Training Modules to the Second
Meseting of States Parties. The training modules, which were funded by the United States
Depatment of State, each comprise a trainers guide and resource manud. One module
focuses on Mine Awaeness Progran Managers, who have ovedl responghility for
planning and implementing mine awareness activities in a given context. The sscond is

%9 The International Guidelines were formally presented to the international community at the First
Meeting of States Partiesin May 1999.
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devoted to the training of “Community Fadlitators’—the individuds who will actudly
be conducting mine avareness activities a the community leve.

In May 2001, however, the UNICEF Globa Focd Point for Landmines said thet
the use of the modules had been suspended, on the bass that there had been insufficient
paticipation in their devdopment®® UNICEF subsequently declared that the modules
were used to tran traners in North Caucasus in September 2000 but “are now being
reviewed as pat of the devdopment of the Internationd Standards for Landmine and
UXO AwarenessRisk Reduction Education.”® At the same time, UNICEF Stated thet it
would “coordinate the devdopment of a saies of Smple dep-by-step manuds on
different aspects of mine awarenessrisk reduction education, drawing on actud examples
from mine awareness agendies and practiioners”®® It is not dear how these “how to”
manuals rlate to the existing resource manuals included in the training modules.

In addition, UNICEF, which is in the process of reviewing its mine action
srategy,®® has announced its intention to develop Guidelines for the Monitoring and
Evaluation (M&E) of Mine Awareness Programs and International Sandards for
Landmine and UXO Awareness/Risk Reduction Education Programs.®* The Standards,
which will be daborated within the context of the Internationd Mine Action Standards
(IMAS),%® will replace the exising UN Guiddines and the Monitoring and Evaluation
Guiddines will become Technica Notes to the Standards®® UNICEF dedlared its
intention to set up a working group to guide the process of sandard development; a firgt
Zr%a.ilrgg was tentativdy planned to teke place in Geneva towad the end of August

The UN Mine Action Service, in coopedion with UNICEF, commissoned
CARE to prepare a Landmine and UXO Safety Handbook, and an accompanying video
and traning module  Thexe will be used to provide security briefings in afected
countries to UN staff, peacekegpers and NGOs about the dangers of landmines and UXO.

Handicap Internationd has dso been active in promoting the devdopment of
mine awvareness, notably through the publication of its Mine Rik Education (MRE)
Guide 2001. The Guide, which is “to be conddered as an accompanying tool, covering a
broad spectrum of MRE project functions and activitied,] ... represents a didillation of
Handicgp Interndtiond (France & Bdgium) experience in implementing this type of

60 Remarks during the UNICEF/JUNMAS User Focus Group on Mine Awareness, Geneva, 10 May
2001.

Z; UNICEF contribution to Landmine Monitor—Appendices, undated, but received 13 July 2001.

Ibid.

%3 UNICEF has stated that in 2001 it has “embarked on a consultative process with other mine action
stakeholders in order to further define its role and to develop a mine action strategy. The consultation is
due to be completed by the [end] of 2001, and will complement the UN interagency mine action strategy,
emergency preparedness and response plan, as well as UNICEF's own work in health, education and child
protection, particularly in emergencies” UNICEF contribution to Landmine Monitor—Appendices,
undated but received 13 July 2001.

64 UNICEF contribution to Landmine Monitor—Appendices, undated but received 13 July 2001. See
also Landmine Monitor Report 2000, pp. 39-40.

%5 Remarks during the UNICEF/JUNMAS User Focus Group on Mine Awareness, Geneva, 10 May
2001

%5 UNICEF contribution to Landmine Monitor—Appendices, undated but received 13 July 2001.

%7 Email from Polly Brennan, UNICEF Global Focal Point for Landmines, 11 July 2001.
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educationd progran over a period of nealy a decade in seven countries around the
world”®®  The Guide is divided into four sections—*Preliminary” (exploratory mission),
“Setting up human and technicd resources’ (partnerships, loca personnd recruitment,
traning, and messages), “Deployment” (communication, data collection, monitoring, and
data base), and “ Extengons’ (capacity building, assessment, and capitdization).

On 7 March 2001, a the ICBL Generd Mesting, a four-year plan for the Mine
Awareness Sub-Group (of the ICBL Mine Action Working Group) was adopted with the
folowing objectives to promote improvements in the qudity of mine awareness
programs, to advocate for and mantan higher profile of mine avareness in Standing
Committee meetings and Medtings of Saes Paties and mine action community in
gened; to advocate and provide guidance to the internationd community as to
wherelwhat and how mine awareness is needed; and to advocate and encourage
development of more programs and improved sustainahility of programs®®

The Sub-Group's agenda for the fird year has been: to improve cooperdtion
between ICBL agencies, UNICEF, UNMAS, ICRC, and try to come up with a joint
gpproach a the Third Meeting of States Parties; to encourage darification of respective
mandates and activities (UNICEF, ICRC ad GICHD in particular); to gather, synthesize
and present working group members  inputs in different fora, to launch a Code of
Conduct on the sharing of mine awareness tools, and follow it up; to sarve as an dert
sydem for dl ICBL mine awareness agendes, and to improve the sharing of information
(Aden Workshop, lessons learned, resource center database).

TheMineBan Treaty Intersessional Process

To dae the MBT intersessond Standing Committee (SC) medtings have played
a rdaivdy low-key role in the devdopment of mine avareness, which is grouped with
victim assdance as it is in Artide 6 of the Mine Ban Treaty. A proposd has been put
fowad to move mine awareness to the SC on Mine Clerance and Redated
Technologies® the Third Medting of States Parties will decide whether or not to approve
this The ICBL Mine Awareness Sub-Group has expressed a wish for more time to be
accorded in the SC medtings to discussng mine awareness™* the co-chairs and co-
rapporteurs of the respective SC will have to decide how to proceed. During the May
2001 SC meetings, UNICEF organized a fird interagency mine awareness user focus
group (UFG) under UN Mine Action Sarvice (UNMAYS) auspices The origindly Stated
objectives of the UFG were to “provide a mechanism for inter-agency cooperation, in
order to support the development of: better quaity mine awarenessrisk reduction
programs, grester cgpacity to respond to mine awarenessrisk reduction needs, especidly
in emergendes, modds of mine acttion in which dl components are integrated, mutudly
reinforcing, and sudainable; links befween mine action and other sectors of humanitarian
and development work.””? It was planned to convene the second mesting of the group,

68 |_etter from Bill Howell and Hugues Laurenge, HI, Lyons, 20 July 2001.
%9 See <www.ichl.org> for further information about the ICBL Mine Awareness Sub-Group.
0 Report of the Meeting of the Meeting of the Standing Committee on Victim Assistance, Socio-
Econggnli tCJ (I;Qei ntegration and Mine Awareness, 7-8 May 2001, Geneva, para. 24.
id.
2 Draft Terms of Reference for Mine Awareness User Focus Group, attached to email from Polly
Brennan, UNICEF Globd Focal Point for Landmines, 11 April 2001.
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ubsequently renamed the Mine Awareness Working Group and convened as a
subcommittee of the Stearing Committee on Mine Action, in Managua around the Third
Mesting of States Parties.”®

The Use of Mediain Mine Awareness

Increesng atention has been pad in 2000-2001 to the use of media, tools and
maerids in mine avareness.  Thee are often the backbone of any program, despite
doubts as to their pedagogic effectiveness and cogt efficiency. In November 2000, with a
view to addressng these wider drategic issues, the Geneva Intenationd Center for
Humeanitarian Demining (GICHD) initisted a sudy of the use of media and materids in
mine awareness programs, focusng on three countries'contexts—Cambodia, Kosovo,
and Nicaragua. It is expected that the study, which is funded by the US Depatment of
Sate, will be published by the end of 2001.

On 1922 February 2001, Radda Barnen (Save the Children Sweden) organized in
Aden, Yemen, an Internationd Workshop on the Dedgn of Materids Resources and
Other Media in Mine Awareness Programs (the Aden Workshop). The Aden Workshop,
which was atended by 35 participants from 20 countries, sought to discuss the desgn of
al forms of media (that is, dl tools and resources, and not only mass media) used in mine
awvaeness programs.  Through a combinaion of presatations, working groups and
plenary discussons, the workshop sought to exchange experiences, draw together lessons
learned and identify unmet needs with a view to drengthening the effectiveness of future
programming.”*

A summay report of the workshop identified 14 key lessons incuding that
community patidpation in mine avareness is essntid to the effettiveness ad the
sudanability of the program; adeptation of materids from one context to another is not
recommended; fidd-testing of resources, tools, media and materids is essentid prior to
ther widesoread dissemindion; and an effective improvement in mine awareness
lporglrar%s demands grester coordinaion and operdiond support internationdly  and

y.

HI informed the Aden Workshop of progess in its ongoing in-house evauation of
mine rik educdion tools from its programs in Afghanigan, Angola, Bosnia and
Herzegoving, Ethiopia, Mozambique, and Senegd. The evduation is looking a whether
the tools managed to cresie a sustainable educative dynamic within the community, and
condders the appropriateness of the messages and the conduit for their transmisson.
Methodology is based on interviews and an andytica workshop. The results are due to
be published before the end of 2001.7°

HI aso indicaed its intention to pursue the adoption of a code of conduct on
ethics on “how to share tools” out of a concern about the misgppropriation of avareness

"3 Email from Polly Brennan, UNICEF Global Focal Point for Landmines, 11 July 2001.

" Summary Report of the International Workshop on the Design of Materials, Resources and Other
Mediain Mine Awareness Programs, Rédda Barnen, Beirut, May 2001.

> summary Report of the International Workshop on the Design of Materials, Resources and Other
Mediain Mine Awareness Programs, Radda Barnen, Beirut, May 2001.

78 Presentation by Hugues Laurenge, MRE Coordination Officer, HI, Lyons, to the Aden Workshop,
19 February 2001.
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or educationad maerids’’ A draft code of conduct, circulated in April 2001, laid down
five conditions for an organization to share the concept of its mine awareness tools with
another organization:

1 The todl is tranderable and will be used in a drategy adgpted and
respectful of itsorigind function;

2. The organization interesed in dl or pat of the tool makes a written
request to the “ parent organization;”

3. The organization, which borrows dl or pat of the tool, dealy quotes the
source on the new materid,;

4. The organization, which borrows al or part of the tool, undertakes to send
one specimen of the new toal to the “holder organization” headquarters, and

5. The organization which borrows dl or pat of the tool, undertekes to re-
fied tes the tool in the new context and provides a copy of the results to the
parent organization.

" Presentation by Hugues Laurenge, MRE Coordination Officer, HI, Lyons, to the Aden Workshop,
22 February 2001.



