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I.
Introduction

The scope of the study

This report on the mine action programme in Kosovo has been commissioned by the United Nations Mine Action Service, in accordance with its strategic objective to conduct “at least one external evaluation in all UN-supported programmes”.
  The evaluation covers the period from early 1999, when it first became apparent that there might be a serious threat from mines and unexploded ordnance in Kosovo as a result of the violent conflict that had erupted, until the end of 2001, when the United Nations’ mine action programme had reduced this threat to a merely vestigial level.  The full terms of reference are attached as annex A. 

The report addresses the initial threat assessment and response of the United Nations as well as the first steps taken by various donors, the establishment of a United Nations mine action coordination capability within the framework of UNMIK, the implementation and the effectiveness of the resulting mine action programme, the nature and scope of donor support to - and participation in - the programme, and the handover of expertise and responsibilities to the new governance structures in Kosovo. 

Considerable attention has been paid to the perceptions and perspectives of the numerous stakeholders in the programme: United Nations system organizations, mine action operators, donors, funding agencies, and most importantly the people and institutions of Kosovo. The argument could be made that there are few lessons to be learned from the Kosovo programme, given the short duration of the conflict that caused the problem, the  relatively limited and well defined scope of the threat, and the unusually high level of donor support for Kosovo’s reconstruction. Nothing is further from the truth: the Kosovo mine action programme pioneered approaches that deserve to be examined in depth, and it brought systemic issues to light that, if resolved, can contribute to the successful design of  future activities. 

Methodology

While this study was commissioned by the United Nations Mine Action Service, it was carried out by the Praxis Group, Ltd., an independent management consulting firm committed to the concept of public service, drawing on the competencies of a culturally diverse but like-minded team with experience in areas such as peacekeeping, peace-building and post-conflict recovery. A listing of the bewildering range of acronyms used can be found in annex B. The composition and background of the team are described in annex C.  

Over a period of five weeks in October and November 2001, the team conducted numerous interviews, in New York, in Kosovo, and in various donor capitals. It spent much time with the staff of the Mine Action Coordination Centre in Pristina.  It visited  sites where mine clearing teams where operating, it observed the training of the Kosovars designated to take over, it attended numerous coordination meetings, and it pored over reams and reams of documents. In all this, the team members received exceptional cooperation from the United Nations system staff involved, and all respondents – whether representing agencies, countries or organizations – were most generous with their time, and remarkably frank and forthright is sharing their views. 

In order to conduct an evaluation, one must have a clear idea what the goals and standards are against which performance is assessed.  This was not always easy, as the objectives of the Kosovo mine action programme to a large extent evolved during its implementation. For this reason, we have used a historical-analytical method, describing in roughly chronological order the manner in which the programme took shape, and flagging the issues and questions that arose in the course of this narrative.  Then follows an overview of stakeholder perspectives.  The summary of the report, found immediately after this introduction, analyses the substantive themes emerging from both the historical narrative and the stakeholder consultations, in order to define the broad lessons that can – and should - be learned. These are formulated as recommendations.

Four criteria were used in this assessment.  First of all, did the programme have a positive impact on the population and institutions of Kosovo?  Secondly, did the mine action programme adhere to the international standards that the United Nations itself had developed?  Thirdly, did the United Nations manage the programme in an effective manner? And finally: did the international community adequately support the endeavour? These criteria themselves raised numerous questions: what is an acceptable residual level of threat?  What is the optimal trade-off between accuracy and efficiency?  What performance standards can be set for an operation that has so little control over its own resource flow?  How should the needs of a European country in distress be balanced against those of so many other countries threatened by mines and unexploded ordnance?

The members of the team are extremely grateful for the assistance they received from the staff of the UN Mine Action Service in New York, particularly from Vladimir Jankola, whose knowledge and patience were both infinite.  Ben Lark, UNICEF’s Deputy Gobal Landmines Coordinator, came to Pristina and helped us understand the value of mine awareness education. Lisa Gomer and Charles Downs in UNOPS smoothed out path by providing excellent logistics. The staff members of the UNMIK Mine Action Coordination Centre in Pristina – while being the subject of our study - served as the principal facilitators of our enquiry throughout our stay in Kosovo, and the evaluation team is most thankful to John Flanagan and his colleagues for their constructive collaboration, openness, humour, and legendary hospitality.  

II.
Summary and Recommendations

First things first: the mine action programme in Kosovo was a resounding success. Nearly 45,000 lethal devices were destroyed, and over 30 million square meters of land were painstakingly restored to their pre-war pristine state. The country is safe.  Whilst 267 serious mine and unexploded ordnance accidents killed or maimed 341 people in the first six months after the conflict ended, such accidents are now few and far between.  The people of Kosovo live their lives confident that mines are the least of their problems.

The programme was a success because of the staunch commitment and financial support on the part of the donor community; because of the energy and vision of the extraordinary people who shaped, supported and led it; and because of the relentless hard work of the NGOs, commercial firms and hundreds of Kosovars who actually cleared the land.  Why then evaluate? As we tend to draw lessons only from failure, we might conclude that there is little to be learned from the Kosovo programme.  Yet, success does not imply perfection, and it tends to mask the hurdles that had to be overcome. One could also argue that Kosovo is unique, given the short duration of the conflict that caused the problem, the relatively limited and well defined scope of the threat, and the unusually high level of donor support. Nothing is further from the truth: the Kosovo mine action programme pioneered approaches that deserve to be examined in depth, and it brought troublesome systemic issues to light that, if resolved, can contribute to the successful design of  future activities. 

The drawback of a summary is that it invites people to skip the rest of the report, and we were tempted, therefore, to leave it out altogether. At the same time, we realize that this report covers a wide range of topics, which may not all be of equal interest to the readers.  There are chapters with mainly technical content; others have a management flavor, others again are of a political or strategic nature. To make it easier for the readers to find those parts of the report that most directly match their needs for information, we have highlighted those passages in the body of the report that bring out the gist of each chapter. In this summary, we bring together some of these “highlights“, and we add recommendations that flow from our findings.

The Start-up Period of the Mine Action Coordination Centre (MACC)

After an air campaign lasting seventy-seven days, on 10 June 1999, Belgrade capitulated and began the full withdrawal of its forces from Kosovo. The withdrawal was in accordance with a Military-Technical Agreement concluded between NATO and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. On the same day the UN Security Council passed a resolution (UNSCR 1244) welcoming the acceptance by the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia of the principles for a political solution to the Kosovo crisis, including an immediate end to violence and a rapid withdrawal of its military, police and paramilitary forces and announcing the decision to deploy international civil and security presences in Kosovo under UN auspices.

Chapter IV describes the extremely rapid response of the international community as refugees flooded the region, and as rumours of extensive mine contamination spread.  Broad plans for UNMIK were ready by the time the Serb withdrawal took effect, and many actors, including donor countries, NGOs and UN system agencies took action to deal with the threat of mines and unexploded ordnance. DPKO and UNMAS were at the forefront of these efforts, supported by UNOPS.  This came at a time that UNMAS had just negotiated a detailed agreement with its partners in the UN system, setting out the distribution of responsibilities of each actor “in responding to the immediate and long-term problems posed by landmines.”

The mine action programme in Kosovo, starting so soon after this key policy document had been promulgated, represented the first on-the-ground challenge to the United Nations system in terms of coordination and cooperation: did the various actors live up to the expectations set out for them? 

Not only did the UNMAS experience major policy developments in 1998 that helped define its role and functions within the UN system, it also confronted major staffing changes, as it became a prime target of the General Assembly’s decision to curtail the use of military “in-kind” contributions to DPKO – leading to the departure of eight UNMAS staff members, and leaving only four behind on regular posts.  Thus in early 1999, when the situation in Kosovo became critical, UNMAS’s capacity to assess the needs and come up with a plan was put to a severe test.

By May 1999, UNMAS had its first people in the region, and an action plan was ready by the first of June. Its approach, with a focus on coordination and planning, followed the theoretical model set out in the United Nations policy document on the distribution of responsibilities very closely.  As we will see in the course of this evaluation, it was one of the key design elements that made the mine action programme in Kosovo a success.  It demonstrated that a partnership model, based on harnessing the competencies of various players (of which many were outside of the UN system), could lead to results that would have been hard to generate in a “command and control” structure.  The fact that the mine action programme had no guarantees of sufficient, predictable and sustainable revenues made this approach even more valuable, as it sought cooperation and support – requiring a vantage point of collegiality. 

Piecemeal funding was indeed a serious problem. Initially, there was no more than US$ 330,000 available, coming from the UN’s Voluntary Trust Fund, while first rough estimates of immediate needs amounted to US$ 8 million for the first year.  The story of the start-up period, therefore, is one of deprivation and improvisation. While the 1999-2000 UNMIK budget had included 27 posts for the MACC, as well as US$ 900,000 for initial mine action activities, this sum was not made available to the programme until late 2000. UNMIK funding for the following eighteen months – while in the budget - is still being disputed. UNOPS, which had been invited to execute the project, given its specialized experience in this area, had to make do with a trickle of voluntary contributions, and adapt the project continuously as the resource flow ebbed and waned. A memorandum of understanding between DPKO and UNOPS, designating UNOPS as the executing agency, and drawn up the day that the Security Council authorized the UN’s establishment of a presence in Kosovo, did not reflect the scope of the MACC’s requirements, as it was based on a US$ 330,000 budget.  UNOPS worked around this problem by bringing in a Programme Manager on a no-cost consultancy while he was still on his government’s payroll, and it negotiated an agreement with Canada to provide an in-kind military officer to serve as the MACC liaison officer with KFOR. Subsequently, during July and August, in-kind agreements with Sweden, Switzerland, UK, Germany, Slovenia and Canada brought another sixteen personnel to fill key MACC posts. In-kind personnel outnumbered regular staff in a ratio of nearly two to one.

While this met the immediate needs of the Centre, it raises the question whether any operation of this type should rely to such an extent on staff who have been selected by their government, who often have no previous experience with UN mine action programmes, and who may therefore lack the credibility and authority to represent the UN in dealings with a wide array of NGOs, commercial firms, government agencies and donor representatives. In the absence of adequate start-up funds, the MACC also had to rely on a generous donation of equipment from DFID, including vehicles, in order to become operational. This dependency on the kindness of donors was aggravated by the fact that the rest of UNMIK’s operations in Kosovo was being implemented by the Field Administration and Logistics Division of DPKO, which had no mandate for sharing its meagre resources with a venture managed by UNOPS.  

If UNMAS/DPKO had in place a viable standby capacity mechanism from which personnel, start-up kits, materials, communication systems, computers, vehicles etc., could be sourced at very short notice, then some of the logistic and administrative obstacles that the MACC faced during the initial phases of its operations could have been overcome more easily.  The current efforts in UNMAS to develop a rapid response policy and capacity may go a long way in addressing this issue. 

Building Coordination Capacity

The early days of the MACC in Kosovo were total pandemonium. Houses were booby-trapped. Casualty reports kept coming in. NGOs were all over the place. With minimal equipment and a weak logistics link to its parent UNMIK (which itself was undoubtedly in start-up crisis), the UN team was forced to “make do”– often relying on mine action NGOs for support and assistance. Without the goodwill and help of the NGOs (and at least one major donor – the UK’s DFID), the fledgling MACC might well have failed to go much further. Chapter V describes how the MACC managed to gain control and assume a leadership role.

On the upside, perhaps this early cooperation helped pave the way for the later cooperative spirit within the MACC and the wider mine action community. Nonetheless, these ad-hoc and poorly resourced start-up arrangements reflect badly on the competence of the UN to react in a timely, efficient and effective manner. UNMAS (and its executing agency, UNOPS) had done quite well to foresee basic mine action needs, draw upon some lessons learnt from other programmes and quickly mobilize limited personnel and staff – but shortcomings are clearly evident in the start-up logistics and funding to support the MACC. 

“Coordination” without formal authority can often be a near-impossibility, as this management concept invariably relies solely on the goodwill and cooperative spirit of the actors affected. The MACC’s interpretation of its role was robust: it decided who was qualified to work, it determined who did what, and it kept a close tab on the operator’s adherence to rules and procedures. It also knew how to delegate: it developed the concept of “senior partners”, whereby the NGOs themselves took on part of the coordinating role.

For the Kosovo MACC, a number of other factors emerged which undoubtedly helped the coordination model become successful. First of all, the United Nations had the authority normally reserved for governments. Secondly, the United Nations had some ten years of experience in mine action, and knew what needed to be done.  Thirdly, the NGOs themselves welcomed a coordinating role for the MACC, and three key organizations formally pledged support in a letter to UNMAS.  A fourth, very important factor was donor support: several bilateral programmes instructed their operators to accept the MACC’s leadership. The MACC was there from the beginning. And, finally, the MACC had something to offer: radio communications, medical evacuation, explosives, technical guidance. 
While the above-mentioned factors clearly helped the MACC in its early days, personalities also played a key role. Nearly all the MACC staff (UN and in-kind) had credibility and competence; the Programme Manager demonstrated consistent vision and leadership to both the MACC staff and the wider mine action community; the MACC staff harmonised well together and with the other mine action actors; the emphasis was on flexibility, open-mindedness, greater involvement by partners, coordination, cooperation and teamwork – all in all, these greatly contributed to a harmonious and productive environment.

At the beginning of August 1999, the MACC had de facto taken full control of the mine action programme, although formally it still fell under KFOR’s responsibility. On 14 August clearance organisations (NGOs and Commercial Companies) were issued the Operational Plan for Mine/UXO Clearance, and a few days later, on 21 August, mine awareness organisations were issued the Operational Plan for Mine Awareness Education. This was followed, on 24 August, by UNMIK’s approval of the Mine Action Outline Concept Plan for Kosovo. By now the process was well on the road, moving, if not smoothly, with at least a large degree of competence. However, during the middle of September, a political decision was taken (ultimately by the SRSG) that the KPC (which came into being on 20 September) would be assigned the role of mine clearance, post-UNMIK, thereby effectively reducing the options available to the MACC for the creation of (civilian) long-term capacity in Kosovo. The Programme Manager raised his concerns about this course of action, but with little avail. A political decision had been taken and it was a done deal.

Managing the Programme

In chapter VI, the evaluation team has explored how the MACC managed the various programme elements that it had in its portfolio: threat assessment, allocating mine action assets, planning and reporting, and developing a tasking methodology. 

It did not take long before the scope of the mine/UXO problem in Kosovo became known.  By the end of July 1999, the MACC had received fairly accurate records of the 620 Serbian/VJ minefields, and NATO, after some initial reluctance, had divulged the strike sites of its bombing campaign, as well as the munitions used, enabling the mine operators to track down the unexploded ordnance. If the MACC had not been able to acquire the VJ and NATO records, we estimate that it would have cost donors an additional US$1-3 million (quite possibly much more) to acquire this same level of information using traditional mine action surveys (Level 1 and Level 2). More importantly, the absence of this type of information could delay the delivery of life-saving mine action services by many months.

This leads to the conclusion that, as a matter of course, conflicting forces should be strongly encouraged to promptly provide the UN (or any other post-conflict humanitarian/reconstruction effort) with landmine, bombing and other similar records (e.g. locations of fortifications, battles, etc). In future conflict situations, it should be pre-agreed that peace-making/peace-keeping forces will handover bombing records and similar data immediately on the cessation of conflict (or earlier if possible). In addition, peace agreements should insist that warring parties supply any information that they may have on minefields, booby-traps/IEDs, munitions used, ammunition caches, etc – regardless of how accurate that data may be. In the absence of accurate written or electronic records (and if feasible), it may necessary to insist that military personnel involved in minelaying or similar activities be made available for interview.

While the MACC had information on the likely whereabouts of mines/UXO as well as types of munitions used, what was not known at this time was their impact on the population (this is essential for planning and prioritization purposes). To help partially overcome this gap in information, on 13 June 1999 the HALO Trust (bilaterally funded by DFID) commenced a rapid province-wide assessment of the mine/UXO contamination which was aimed at providing the UN and donors with a clearer overall picture of the situation. With the benefit of hindsight, it might have been better to delay the HALO assessment until after the minefield and bombing records had been received. If this had been done, the assessment could have been part of a coherent, integrated information-collection plan – it could have been a very useful verification exercise to confirm the accuracy and reliability of the VJ/NATO records as well as collect basic information on the socio-impact impacts of the mines and UXO.

A number of important lessons have emerged from all of this:

· There is a critical need for comprehensive mine/UXO information in the earliest stages of a mine action intervention. Mine, UXO, etc data needs to be released or acquired as quickly as possible without unnecessary delays.

· The release or acquisition of mine, UXO, etc data from conflicting parties should be an essential and integral part of cease-fire or peace agreements. 

· Initial data collection should be part of a comprehensive and integrated start-up plan agreed to by donors. Ideally, mine action data should be standardised (as much as is possible) and agreed before deployment to ensure compatibility. 

· Subsequent mine/UXO data collection exercises should be done as part of an integrated information collection process – preferably orchestrated by the MAC. 

· The end-users of data collection exercises (especially MACs) should play an active and major role in defining data to be collected.

· In situations where extensive mine/UXO data are likely to be provided, a rapid verification exercise after the data has been received would add value – especially if basic socio-economic impact data were also collected during this process. 

· In situations where extensive mine/UXO data are not likely to be provided, a rapid assessment exercise (such as the HALO-style survey) should be done. This should include the collection of basic socio-economic impact data.

This chapter further contains an analysis of the various ways in which mine operators can be tasked, either by the surface to be cleared, or by the resources they make available in a given time. Both tasking systems have their strengths and weaknesses. The increased flexibility, however, offered by funding assets rather than specific tasks suggests that the former may be a better approach – at least during the first 6-12 months of a new programme when a MACC is trying to accumulate information and formulate a more detailed workplan. Thereafter, and depending on the situation, it may be possible to either continue with the “funding of assets”, convert fully over to the “task/commercial-based system” or have some combination of both (e.g. NGOs operating on the “funding of assets” approach and commercial companies on the “task/commercial” approach).

Mine action plans that coordinated the efforts of the many players were generally developed and issued in a timely manner. “Outline Concept” plans had been developed by July/August 1999
; the MACC issued its plan for mine/UXO clearance mid-August 1999
; the plan for mine awareness education by late-August 1999
 and the plan for the “Consolidation Phase” by mid-December 1999
. Its Exit Strategy came out in January 2001. The efforts of the MACC (in particular the Programme Manager) to develop these plans in a short time-frame are to be commended – especially given that the MACC at this time was still under-staffed and under-equipped.

It seems, however, that the initial plans were supply-driven, in a sense that they tried to make sense out of the resources already on the ground.  Here again, the United Nations’ relatively weak and under-funded start-up capacity caused problems. This question is also addressed by many of the stakeholders whom we interviewed.

Relations with KFOR were relatively smooth, thanks to the work of the MACC’s liaison officers. The allocation of mine action tasks to implementing organisations was handled exclusively by the MACC. Concurrently, KFOR continued to independently undertake limited mine/UXO clearance tasks – principally in support of its own operations but also on occasion in support of the civilian population. While the efforts of KFOR in this regard were welcomed, the MACC staff raised a number of concerns regarding the lack of information and reporting provided to the MACC for tasks being undertaken by KFOR. 

Setting and Promulgating Standards

 By mid-99, when the Kosovo MACC was being set up, revised International Mine Action Standards (IMAS) were still under development. It was not until mid- to late-2000 that some 17 new standards had been issued in draft form for review by the User Focus Group
. On 1 October 2001, the first 22 of the officially approved IMAS were issued – these included standards for the overall management of mine action programmes, mine action surveys, mine/UXO clearance, training and equipment. It should be noted that the latest IMAS have focused primarily on management, survey and clearance; mine risk education/awareness standards are now under development ( as an integral part of IMAS) and will be released in April 2002. Mine risk education/awareness has been reflected in the management, clearance and survey elements already released. No IMAS had as yet been developed for victim assistance.

The Kosovo MACC staff therefore knew that the old standards were inadequate but did not, at the time, have the new standards to work with. They also realized that a major effort (requiring additional staff) was needed to “define and document” their systems if these were to be taken seriously by operators. Chapter VII examines how the MACC coped with this challenge. 

Overall – and given the absence of templates to help them - it is a credit to an understaffed and overworked MACC to have produced some 119 pages of standards and SOP. The fact that no major problems or dissent with regard to these were reported may be attributable (at least in part) to the consultative process used during the development of the IMAS themselves, which helped pave the way for wide-spread acceptance of common “standards” as a concept. 

Nonetheless, interviews with a wide cross-section of the mine action community (MACC staff as well as operators) revealed an almost-universal call for greater detail in IMAS (or the supporting “Technical Notes for Mine Action” – TNMA). Included among these were suggestions for the following:

· Standards or guidelines for mine action information systems and data.

· Standards or guidelines for mine awareness/education (including mechanisms to measure or quantify efficiency/effectiveness).

· Standards or guidelines for mine/UXO clearance operations conducted by peace-keeping forces (including, as a minimum, standardised and mandatory reporting of such activities).

· Improved standards or guidelines for surveys – particularly “rapid assessments”, Level 1/General Surveys and Level 2/Technical Surveys.

· Standards or guidelines for personnel employed within the mine action sector (e.g. sample “Labour Laws”).

· Standards or guidelines for accreditation/testing of mine/UXO clearance equipment.

· Samples, templates and/or processes for reporting (e.g. for reporting hazards, accidents/incidents, medevac, task progress, task completion, task suspension).

· Sample and/or template Terms of Reference for staff positions (national and international) within a MAC.

· Improved standards or guidelines for investigations (e.g. clearance incidents) including sample forms, templates and processes. 

· Standards or guidelines for mine action communications networks.

· Improved standards or guidelines for QA including sample forms, templates and processes.

The above is not intended to be an exhaustive list of work needed, but we hope that it illustrates that more can and should be done to help the mine action players in the field.

Overall, the MACC’s accreditation processes were well documented, properly implemented and, most importantly, achieved the primary aim of ensuring that operators were capable of performing work to a professional standard.

Given the relatively small level of MACC staff and resources available for this work, the monitoring, quality assurance (QA/QC) and incident/accident investigation processes for survey and clearance all seem sound, quite well developed and accepted by the mine action operators – the end result being the production of accurate assessments, valid conclusions and correction of weaknesses in the programme. The fact that these results were achieved by training and deploying a team of ten local staff members made this outcome particularly noteworthy. Despite the observation that some areas that could be further improved or developed, the MACC’s monitoring and QA processes clearly achieved the primary purpose(s) as stated in IMAS.

A number of key lessons concerning QA/QC have emerged from the Kosovo experience:

· Monitoring, QA/QC, accreditation, and the conduct of accident/incident investigations are valid and necessary functions that should be undertaken by MACs directly.

· More work is needed to develop the processes, mechanisms, etc for these functions so that MACs can quickly implement them.

· MAC’s need to be adequately resourced/staffed to perform these functions.

· There is a potential for conflicts of interest in using commercial clearance companies to perform QA. 

UNMAS, through the Geneva International Centre for Humanitarian Demining (GICHD), commissioned the development of a mine action information system designed as a common information platform for all mine action programmes. When the Kosovo crisis emerged, the first version (1.2) of the “Information Management System for Mine Action – IMSMA” had only recently become available - and it had not yet been tested in any mine action programme.

The Kosovo crisis allowed the application of information resources to a degree unprecedented in other, less high-profile complex emergencies. The use of satellite and aerial imagery made tools available that are normally out of reach to humanitarian organizations. Additionally, the availability of GIS technology to facilitate and support coordination, program development and implementation created its own dynamic relating to data standards and information sharing. In this context, and as compared to other reconstruction and relief efforts, the deployment and use of IMSMA in Kosovo placed the MACC and the mine action community on the leading edge of information technology operations in humanitarian applications.

On the surface, therefore, it would seem that this was an almost idyllic situation in relation to mine action information. However, interviews with both MACC managers and IT specialists revealed many weaknesses and deficiencies that made the system less than perfect. These are described in the body of the report. It would appear that the Kosovo MACC used relatively little of IMSMA’s full capabilities. In actuality, the bulk of IMSMA’s outputs appear to have been mine/UXO contamination maps and limited (and often inconsistent) management information/reports. It must be stressed that this was one of the first versions of IMSMA to be field-tested, thus certain shortcomings could be expected. It is known that the Kosovo MACC provided significant feedback to the IMSMA designers and, just prior to the departure of the Evaluation Mission, IMSMA Version 2.1 was received by the MACC. The designers have clearly taken note of the Kosovo experience as this later version has undergone significant changes that have addressed many of the above-mentioned concerns.  Above all, it uses a new platform that will allow access to multiple users simultaneously. 

Kosovo saw a proliferation of NGOs implementing mine awareness, particularly non- mine action NGOs. Initially, these tended to implement in their normal project area, rather than in areas of greatest need. Given their general lack of mine action experience and knowledge, the quality of projects implemented was variable. The MACC responded to this in August 1999, when the Senior Partner system was introduced for mine awareness organisations. At the same time, the MACC started to coordinate the mine awareness agencies, putting an end to duplication and ensuring that the vulnerable were properly targeted.  

However, due to the large number of NGOs of all types implementing mine awareness in  such a small territory and because of the generally narrow focus of their projects, the MACC was forced to accredit multiple  NGOs to each area. Although unavoidable, this  approach did not promote consistent standards of implementation or effective integration with clearance and survey organisations.

Overall, there appears to have been insufficient attention paid by UN HQ and field managers, during both the initial planning and initial implementation, to the proper integration and development of the mine awareness sub-sector. Given the lessons learned from many other country programmes, this fragmented approach to the development of an integrated mine action programme – in which mine awareness plays an essential role - cannot be readily explained. However, these issues were to have a  negative bearing on the future of mine awareness in Kosovo.

A holistic interpretation of the mine awareness task requires knowledge of mine or battle area clearance and an intimate understanding how the partner clearance organisation works. This in turn requires an intimate link between the ‘partnered’ organizations, which often proves to be a problem, especially in mine action where the working culture varies from other sectors. MACC SOPs state that mine action support teams (MAST) should be an ‘integral part of the mine/BAC clearance team
’, clearly an unrealistic expectation. Tacking together stand-alone mine awareness and clearance organisations is a short term ‘bandaid’, not an ideal solution. 

Clearly, it is better to fund organisations that are capable of implementing a complete, integrated solution for their area of responsibility. This approach is also more cost effective - one organisation means one set of management costs and other cost savings based on economies of scale. An organisation dealing with all aspects of the mine action problem is more likely to have an intimate understanding of the concrete solutions.

Staffing and Administration

Chapter VIII revisits some of the issues already raised in the chapter on the start-up phase of the MACC, and examines in detail some of the underlying systemic obstacles that make it so difficult for the United Nations to respond rapidly to an external challenge that requires mobility and agility. In the case of the MACC, this usual array of problems was compounded by the extensive use of “in-kind personnel”, which raises questions of loyalty, validity of the selection process, and complexity of administration. 
All of these administrative and logistics issues strongly suggest that there is a need for the UN and member states to critically examine the UN’s response capability to crisis and emergency situations. This is especially important given that the UN is involved in such situations on an almost continual basis – be it rapid responses to mine action problems such as Kosovo, natural/man-made disasters or, as seen in recent months, rapidly evolving security situations.  The efforts currently underway in UNMAS to develop a rapid response strategy are therefore most timely. 

Achieving Results

This part of the report, chapter IX, examines what constitutes success. If total elimination of all mines and unexploded ordnance is illusionary, what level of containment, then, is adequate?  The MACC initially defined its goal as achieving a level of threat comparable to that of those countries that have had to deal with the legacy of the First and Second World Wars, such as France, Germany or Belgium. It would appear to the evaluation team that a more objective standard should be sought, quantifiable in the number of mine incidents occurring annually among a population of a given size. One could also measure the level of mine awareness by the ratio of dangerous areas reported to the number of incidents, and assess the quality of mine victim assistance by the availability of trauma centers, physiotherapists, and prosthetics.

The MACC set very precise and distinct goals for each phase of its existence, and this chapter describes these in detail. The evaluation  team studied the MACC’s operational plans, and found that the objectives and activities proposed during the various phases were relevant; moreover, they were achieved. Civilian casualties were dramatically reduced, large numbers of lethal devices were destroyed, many square meters of land were cleared, and numerous mine awareness activities were conducted throughout the province. 

The MACC information/survey systems have not collected sufficient data to allow a substantive and detailed analysis of the socio-economic impact of mines/UXO or an analysis of the mine action programme’s effectiveness in reducing this impact. The evaluation team is therefore unable to conclusively determine whether the effectiveness of mine action activities coordinated by the UN MACC (i.e. the targeting and socio-economic impact of these) has met or exceeded expectations. Nonetheless, indicators such as the marked drop in civilian mine/UXO accidents from some 341 in 1999 to less than 20 in 2001, coupled with the almost complete elimination of the known mine/UXO threat areas, strongly suggests that the UN MACC (together with all other mine action operators) has adequately targeted most, if not all priority areas. Despite the lack of comprehensive socio-economic data, the saving of human lives alone (indicated by the drop in civilian accidents and number of in-ground mines/UXO found and destroyed) is, in itself, a significant socio-economic achievement. The evaluation team’s observations based on interviews and visual inspection also reinforce the impression that the threat of mines and UXOs is no longer a major element in the province’s economic and social life. 

The MACC’s ability to collect and track costs associated with the various mine action activities appears to have been severely hampered by the extensive number of bilateral funding agreements which the MACC was not always privy to. In addition, the lack of comprehensive socio-economic data means that two key components of the cost-efficiency equation are not available. As a consequence, there has been little or no cost-efficiency/cost-benefit analysis done by the MACC and similar analysis by the evaluation team is not possible without substantial extra research and data. The reader may, however, wish to refer to the chapter on “resource mobilization”, where some expenditures are cited, to get a sense of the magnitude of the international community’s investment in Kosovo’s mine action programme.

Working conditions and the mine/UXO threat in Kosovo were neither unique nor particularly difficult compared to other country’s mine action programmes. Given these factors and the size of the demining workforce, an accident rate of some 32 injuries in a 2.5 year period is considered to be somewhat high. Most of the operators who were involved in accidents were experienced in mine and UXO clearance. Nevertheless, nearly all of the MACC’s investigations concluded that these accidents were “preventable”. The evaluation team reviewed all accident investigations and fully concurs with the MACC’s findings, conclusions and recommendations. While a certain level of accidents has come to be expected in most mine action programmes, the level and frequency of accidents in Kosovo appears excessive – operators, MACs and donors should continue to monitor this performance indicator with a view to further reducing unnecessary injuries or loss of life involving deminers.

Exit Strategy

The exit strategy as it was originally conceived was based on the principle that the functions of the MACC should be transferred to the provisional set of local institutions for democratic and autonomous self-government created by UNMIK Regulation 2000/1 of 14 January 2000. This Joint Interim Administrative Structure (JIAS) consisted of twenty interim administrative departments, responsible for administration, service delivery, and revenue collection.  This was later superseded by a Constitutional Framework for Provisional Self-Government in Kosovo
, with a somewhat simplified structure, but the key institutions remained intact, and the exit strategy was not affected.  

As is described in chapter X, the key areas to be transferred were mine/UXO clearance, information management, mine awareness education and mine victim assistance.  The Department for Civil Security and Emergency Preparedness (DCSEP) had already been assigned responsibility to “plan and develop the long term arrangements for mine clearance in cooperation with the UNMIK Mine Action Coordination Centre”, as stated in UNMIK Regulation 2000/61 of 9 November 2000.  This meant that the mine/UXO clearance function would de facto be handed over to the Kosovo Protection Corps, which comes under the DCSEP. 

As to the remaining MACC functions, these were designated for transfer to the Department for Public Services, the Department of Education and Science and the Department of Health and Social Welfare respectively.

The most controversial decision, that is, the transfer of the mine/UXO clearance responsibility to the Kosovo Protection Corps, was in fact taken well before November 2000, at the time that the UNMIK administration sought an elegant solution to the question how it could demobilize and socially integrate the members of the Kosovo Liberation Army who had been the backbone of the armed resistance against Serbia.  When the concept of a demilitarized Kosovo Protection Corps (KPC) was developed in the fall of 1999, it seemed a suitable solution to the challenge of keeping a large group of militant young people both employed and motivated. It did not take into account that some 800 Kosovars were being trained and deployed by the various mine clearance organisations who were now deprived of the opportunity to compete for long-term jobs in their newly acquired area of expertise.  

When the evaluation team visited Kosovo in October 2001, training was well under way, and we had an opportunity to observe Handicap International at work with its KPC students. The course consisted of battle area clearance, basic EOD training, and technical survey techniques.  According to the plans, by July 2002 some 105 KPC members would have taken basic training, and the most successful of these trainees would then have participated in the advanced training modules.  It was remarkable, however, that mine clearance was not on the curriculum. We later learned that a small group, no more that 16, would receive mine clearance training in the spring of 2002, notwithstanding KFOR’s objections, but the question remains: will this be sufficient to guarantee the “fire brigade” capacity that is needed to respond to the occasional mine emergency that might arise in any of the various regions of Kosovo? 

The donors whom we interviewed also questioned whether a group that was still closely identified with one political party (and a militant one, at that) should be given this kind of monopoly. Some influential sources suggest that the KPC is still involved in raising “donations” from local businesses.
  Will they have the proper work ethic? What if there was a crisis in one of the Serbian enclaves in Kosovo? Most donors have decided that the equipment that they had paid for will not be given to the KPC. Would they then have the basic tools needed? And would they have the backup of competent medical teams, and of helicopters to evacuate casualties?

Resource Mobilization 

An essential element for the successful implementation of a mine action programme is the predictability and reliability of appropriate funding and a proper coordination mechanism for this funding.  The Mine Action Programme in Kosovo was funded through a variety of sources, including assessed contributions under UNMIK’s overall budget, earmarked contributions to the UN’s Voluntary Trust Fund for Assistance in Mine Action, contributions (directly and indirectly) from the Slovenia International Trust Fund for Demining and Victim Assistance, parallel funding by bilateral donors, and, finally, by in-kind contributions. 

In chapter XI, we have tried to reconstruct how these various funding mechanisms came together, and how each of them functioned. We also explored how UNMAS, UNOPS and the MACC determined their financial needs, and how demand and supply were ultimately matched. It proved to be a tale full of suspense, since at various stages of implementation, lack of funds severely threatened the programme’s chances for survival. It became apparent that that the concept itself of voluntary funding caused serious problems. 

It would appear that in any peace-building operation, mine action should not be a discretionary activity left to the charitable impulses of the donor community. Assessed contributions, which are mandatory, should reflect those expenditures which are essential for a mission to succeed – an in recent times, the General Assembly has been far more flexible than in the past, including elements such as quick impact projects or the cost of child protection staff into even classical peacekeeping operations such as Sierra Leone.  Effective mine action was a prerequisite for the most basic components of the Kosovo mission: enabling the refugees and internally displaced to return, and restoring the semblance of a normal life, without the hair-raising threat of mines and unexploded ordnance that kept everyone on edge, by forcing people to take fatal risks just hauling water from a well or cutting firewood.  The evaluation team therefore considers that a far larger proportion of the overall mine clearing costs in Kosovo, and not just its coordination, should have been billed to the world community at large, as an assessment, rather than being left to the largesse of a handful of idealistic donors who keep coming to the rescue when all else fails.  The fact that, through internal disputes, some of the funds set aside for the MACC under the assessed contributions in UNMIK’s budget were thus far not transferred to UNOPS makes the entire issue even more disconcerting.

In the absence of predictable and adequate funding from assessed contributions, the MACC and UNOPS were subject to all the upheavals that are par for the course when funding is uncertain. Staff were kept on a string of short-term contracts, never certain that the money would be there to allow them to complete their work.  Planning was driven by the resources made available by the donors: if they brought in dogs and mechanicals, that was the way to go – if not, the MACC had to work around it. Staff shortages meant that areas such as public information, mine awareness and victim assistance often had to be sacrificed to immediate operational priorities. Donors’ reluctance to spend money on “administrative overheads” also meant that funds for operations were far easier to access than funds for the management of these operations. While Kosovo was disproportionally blessed by donor attention, the MACC often was left to starve in the midst of plenty.   

The team has also concluded that the Consolidated Appeals Process is remarkably opaque, both for donors and recipients. It is particularly difficult to trace what has actually been contributed as a result of the Appeals. Annual CAPs do not review in detail the performance and funding of the past years’ programs, therefore the use of funds remains elusive. Additionally, the assignment of funding to individual sectors often arbitrary.  While the Kosovo mine action funding has gone to support the same activities over the three years of the programme’s existence, each year it was classified under a different sector. 

It would seem that resource mobilization for the MACC would have been far easier if it had been clear from the beginning how much would actually be covered from assessed contributions, how much the MACC sought for contracts and equipment that it wanted to manage directly (such as common assets, and quality assurance operations), and what it believed the international community should voluntarily undertake  to get the problem under control – with a clear price tag for each separate activity, much as was done in the Programme Manager’s draft proposal (cited in the body of the report).  Taking into account that the CAP is analysed in donors’ headquarters by specialists in many different areas, such attention to detail in the final presentation would not go to waste.

A key source of funding for the Kosovo mine action programme was the United Nations’ Voluntary Trust Fund (VTF). Over time, a sum of nearly US$ 10 million was made available. The VTF’s rather rigid rules and its high overheads, however, make it relatively unappealing to donors. Specific legal tangles led the EU to withdraw and offer of some US$ 1.7 million.  The background to this conflict is described in considerable detail in the body of the report. 

To avoid a recurrence of such administrative culture clashes in future operations, several matters need to be resolved. As exemplified in the discussions between the European Commission and the UN, these include: issues of tied procurement and recruitment and generally the procurement rules to be followed by the UN in awarding contracts, issues of donor agency visibility and the use of the EU Logo, use of conversion rates, breach of contract details and problems with the arbitration clause.  

The International Trust Fund (ITF) established by the Government of Slovenia, with US$ 28 million in matching funds from the US, had a far better press among the donors. The success of the ITF, particularly its reputation for flexibility and speed, may be attributable to the following elements: the ITF’s participatory organizational structure; its regional approach coupled with capacity building initiatives; the humanitarian and victim assistance context of its demining efforts; as well as the fund’s transparency, low overheads, cost-effectiveness and fundraising skills.  That is why so many donors chose the ITF as they sought to support the United Nations mine action programme in Kosovo.

To assess the overall cost-effectiveness of the mine action programme in Kosovo, it would be helpful to know how much in total had been spent by all the various actors who participated.  We have data on the share paid from the UNMIK assessed budget, we know the amounts contributed to the United Nations’ Voluntary Trust Fund, and we have some information about the role played by the Slovenia International Trust Fund. Beyond that, one would have to reconstruct the funding of each and every non-governmental organization that at some point worked in Kosovo, and  estimate the value of the clearing work done by NATO.  According to the MACC’s first comprehensive report on its activities, dated October 1999, there were twenty-two NGOs and commercial firms working on the mine threat in Kosovo. Its annual report for 2000 listed fourteen organisations active in the area of mine awareness alone; in addition, there were sixteen organizations working on mine clearance (many of them also identified as mine awareness actors).  Each of these had funding from multiple sources: HALO, which had the broadest support, cited seven funding sources, representing nine governments, as well as private charities.

To get at least an idea of the order of magnitude of the bilateral funding for the programme, we tallied the funding information obtained through interviews, and came to the conclusion that the donor community contributed a total of more than US$ 59 million (see the table in the body of the report). If, therefore, the total investment of the international community in Kosovo’s mine action programme indeed comes close to US$ 72 million (VTF, ITF and bilateral expenditures combined), then the accreditation, tasking and quality control functions offered by the MACC to coordinate this massive investment represent exceedingly good value for money.  

Several of the donors whom we interviewed told us that they had stopped sending in their own supervisory teams and relied on the MACC to ascertain that their funds were well spent – the donor community might therefore find that there is a clear advantage in adding a clause to the contracts that they negotiate with commercial firms or NGOs, to the effect that adherence to the MACC’s rules and instructions is mandatory.
The report ends with a summary of the interviews we conducted among a wide array of stakeholders: officials of the United Nations, its funds and programmes; staff of non-governmental organisations and commercial mine clearance firms; and representatives of donor governments. These profiles should not be condensed any further, as this would not do justice to the complexity of the views expressed.  Many ideas that we have brought up in the report are inspired by what we heard, and the reader is well advised to savour this chapter XII with special relish. 

Recommendations:

To the Member States:

· Support, where appropriate, the inclusion of a robust mine action programme into the mandate and assessed budget of peacekeeping and peace-building operations, with funding for both emergency action and coordination, as a prerequisite for the creation of a safe and stable environment.

· Encourage coordination between the United Nations and the donor community at an early stage when the prospects of a new mine action programme emerge. This may include a common needs assessment, a joint inventory of available financial as well as operational resources, and a common definition of the scope of any intervention.

· Focus on national capacity building as the primary goal and best exit strategy for international mine action programmes. This implies the strengthening of politically independent and technically capable institutions, with adequate resources. 

· Adopt as a criterion for funding that the financial support given to the United Nations’ mine action coordination function at the country level should be proportionate to its responsibilities and the overall size of the programme.

· Ensure that the global planning, coordination, standard-setting and normative functions of the United Nations in the area of mine action are staffed and resourced commensurate with the scope of the global landmines problem.

· Involve the United Nations in the selection of “in-kind” personnel. 

· Save money by relying on the MACC’s tasking, accreditation, quality control and general oversight when funding bilateral mine action operators.

· Consider tasking bilaterally funded mine action operators on the basis of resources made available to the MACC over a given period, rather than on the acreage to be cleared. 

· Encourage the belligerent factions in a major conflict to promptly provide the United Nations with landmine, bombing and other similar records.

· Stipulate in every peace agreement brokered by Member States that any information on minefields, booby-traps, and ammunitions caches should be handed over to the United Nations immediately after cessation of hostilities.

· Encourage peacekeeping forces that are not under the United Nations’ authority to coordinate their clearance tasks with the civilian or United Nations mine action center in the operational theatre. 

To the United Nations and its Mine Action Partner Organisations:

· Ensure that the efforts of the United Nations to create a framework for an early response to mine threat emergencies are matched within each participating UN system organization with the staff and resources needed to fulfill the organisation’s responsibilities – as applicable - under the common policy on Mine Action and Effective Coordination.

· Encourage the adoption in future mine action programmes of the strong and effective coordination model that was developed in Kosovo, with a focus on planning in the context of a partnership involving all the stakeholders as equals.

· Support future MACCs by making the staff and expertise available to them that the common system coordination agreement calls for, especially in the areas of public information, mine awareness, and victim assistance.

· Develop a standard funding and management model for future programmes that are meant to be financed from assessed contributions, so that funds are made available in “real time” to the designated executing partners, be they inside or outside of the UN Secretariat proper. 

· Support the development of further international mine action standards and guidelines, with sufficient detail to clarify not only what the norms are, but also how they should be achieved. Priorities are listed in the body of the report.  The “soft” areas, such as mine awareness education and victim assistance, need particular attention. 

· Give priority to the further development of the integrated management system for mine action (IMSMA) so that it meets the requirements of mine action managers on the ground – possibly by organising a stakeholders’ meeting. Specific areas that need to be addressed are found in chapter VII of the report.

· Nurture the very limited pool of mine action experts within the organizations, or in close orbit as advisers and consultants. Consider the use of the Voluntary Trust Fund to bridge some of the best experts between assignments, possibly to do research or to develop standards, so that their talents will not be lost.

· Consider giving mine action project personnel “indefinite” contracts, rather than a series of short-term appointments (in line with the Secretary-General’s reform proposals).  These “indefinite” contracts should specify that their duration hinges on continuing availability of funds as well as on performance. 

III.
Background to the Conflict

Kosovo lies in southern Serbia and has a mixed population of which the majority are ethnic Albanians. During 1998, open conflict between Serbian military and police forces and Kosovar Albanian insurgents resulted in the deaths of over 1,500 Kosovar Albanians and forced 400,000 from their homes. The international community became gravely concerned about the escalating conflict, its humanitarian consequences, and the risk of it spreading to other countries. 

On 28 May 1998, meeting at the Foreign Minister level, the North Atlantic Council set out NATO’s two major objectives with respect to the crisis in Kosovo, namely:

· to help achieve a peaceful resolution of the crisis by contributing to the response of the international community;

· to promote stability and security in neighbouring countries with particular emphasis on Albania and The Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia.

On 13 October 1998, following a deterioration of the situation, the NATO Council authorised Activation Orders for air strikes. This move was designed to support diplomatic efforts to make the Milosevic regime withdraw forces from Kosovo, cooperate in bringing an end to the violence and facilitate the return of refugees to their homes. At the last moment, following further diplomatic initiatives, including a visit by US Envoy Richard Holbrooke, the Belgrade regime agreed to comply and the air strikes Activation Order was rescinded.

However, UN Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 1199, among other things, expressed deep concern about the excessive use of force by Serbian security forces and the Yugoslav army, and called for a cease-fire by both parties to the conflict. In the spirit of the UNSCR, limits were set on the number of Serbian forces in Kosovo and on the scope of their operations. In addition it was agreed that the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) would establish a Kosovo Verification Mission (KVM) to observe compliance on the ground and that NATO would establish an aerial surveillance mission. The establishments of these missions were endorsed by UN Security Council Resolution 1203. Several non-NATO nations that participate in Partnership for Peace (PfP) agreed to contribute to the surveillance mission organized by NATO. In support of the OSCE, the Alliance established a special military task force to assist with the emergency evacuation of members of KVM if renewed conflict should put them at risk. This task force was deployed in The Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia under the overall direction of NATO’s Supreme Allied Commander in Europe.

Despite these steps, the situation in Kosovo flared up again at the beginning of 1999 following a number of acts of provocation on both sides and the excessive and disproportionate use of force by the Serbian Army and Special Police. Some of these incidents were defused through the mediation efforts of the OSCE verifiers, but in mid-January, the situation deteriorated further after escalation of the Serbian offensive against Kosovar Albanians. Renewed international efforts were made to give new political impetus to finding a peaceful solution to the conflict. The six-nation Contact Group established by the 1992 London Conference on the Former Yugoslavia met on 29 January and agreed to convene urgent negotiations between the parties to the conflict, under international mediation. NATO supported and reinforced the Contact Group efforts by agreeing on 30 January to the use of air strikes if required, and by issuing a warning to both sides in the conflict. These concerted initiatives culminated in initial negotiations in Rambouillet (France) from 6 to 23 February followed by a second round in Paris from 15 to 18 March. At the end of the second round of talks, the Kosovar Albanian delegation signed the proposed peace agreement, but the talks broke up without the signature of the Serbian delegation.

Immediately afterwards Serbian forces stepped up the intensity of their operations against the ethnic Albanians in Kosovo, in clear breach of compliance with previously agreed positions. Tens of thousands of people began to flee their homes in the face of this systematic offensive. On 20 March the OSCE KVM was withdrawn from the region having faced obstruction from the Serbian forces to the extent that they could no longer continue to fulfil their task. US Ambassador Holbrooke then flew to Belgrade in a final attempt to persuade Milosevic to stop attacks on the Kosovar Albanians or face imminent NATO air strikes. Milosevic refused to comply, and on 23 March 1999 the order was given to commence air strikes.

After an air campaign lasting seventy-seven days, on 10 June 1999, Belgrade capitulated and began the full withdrawal of its forces from Kosovo. The withdrawal was in accordance with a Military-Technical Agreement concluded between NATO and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. On the same day the UN Security Council passed a resolution (UNSCR 1244) welcoming the acceptance by the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia of the principles for a political solution to the Kosovo crisis, including an immediate end to violence and a rapid withdrawal of its military, police and paramilitary forces and announcing the decision to deploy international civil and security presences in Kosovo under UN auspices.

The Security Council authorized Member States and relevant international organizations to establish an international security presence, and decided that its responsibilities would include deterring renewed hostilities, demilitarising the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) and establishing a secure environment for the return of refugees and in which the international civil presence could operate. The Security Council also authorized the UN Secretary-General to establish the international civil presence and requested him to appoint a Special Representative to control its implementation. Following the adoption of UNSCR 1244, General Jackson, acting on the instructions of the North Atlantic Council, made immediate preparations for the rapid deployment of the security force mandated by the UN Security Council. The first elements entered Kosovo on 12 June, and by 20 June the Serb withdrawal was complete and KFOR was well established in Kosovo. 

IV.
The Beginnings of the Mine Action Programme in Kosovo

“Landmines are one of the most widely used weapons in contemporary conflicts. Landmines are cheap to buy and profitable to sell. They are easy to use and hard to detect. They kill, maim and terrorise indiscriminately. --- They remain vigilant long after the guns fall silent. --- The social and economic costs are enormous. Mines destroy livelihood and deny access to land, water sources, schools and pathways. They cripple recovery in countries emerging from conflict.”

Rapid International Response

Throughout the period of the conflict in 1998/9 and during the NATO air campaign of early to mid-1999, a significant number of landmines were laid in various locations in Kosovo. In addition to this the countryside was littered with unexploded ordnance (UXO) as a result of NATO’s bombing campaign, all of which created a significant hazard to the early and orderly return of refugees and internally displaced persons ( IDPs) to their places of residence in the province and the ability of the province to return to a semblance of normality. Such contamination not only posed an immediate threat to people’s lives, but also constituted a serious setback for the delivery of humanitarian assistance, the reconstruction of houses, infrastructure, essential services, not to mention the rebuilding of civil society. 

The humanitarian mine action response during the early part of 1999 initially took the form of a public information campaign in the refugee camps across the Kosovo borders with the objective of informing refugees about the mine threat they faced on returning to their homes in Kosovo. Following the entry of KFOR into the province on 12 June 1999, it became apparent that the countryside was also heavily contaminated by unexploded NATO-dropped cluster bombs (CBUs) and that these were causing considerable casualties amongst the rapidly returning civilians population. Several NGOs then stepped up their efforts to reach out to the refugees and IDPs in order to avoid casualties, since few were willing to wait until they received assurances that it was safe to return.

The impact of these initial mine awareness campaigns, however, is hard to assess. Humanitarian assistance to the refugees was provided by the host countries, particularly Albania and Macedonia (where many refugees stayed in private homes), by bilateral programmes, UNHCR, the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), and by hundreds of NGOs – clearly, there was no consolidated mine awareness approach, the more so since many actors were caught off guard.
 In operational terms, UNHCR’s role was very limited during this period, and UNICEF did not have the resources in place to take up its designated role as lead agency on mine awareness under the United Nations mine action policy framework.
 This left the ICRC as the key actor in those early days. 

In accordance with UNSCR 1244 the Secretary-General was “authorised to establish an international civil presence in Kosovo”, resulting in the setting-up of the United Nations Interim Administration Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK). This body, along with the “international security presence” (i.e., KFOR) was charged with establishing “a secure environment”. As such, KFOR was directed, initially, with the task of “supervising demining until the international civil presence can, as appropriate, take over responsibility for this task” [Article 9 (e)]. Accordingly, as soon as the Force entered the province it commenced the task of mine marking and clearance (and the demolition of both NATO and non-NATO unexploded ordnance) for NATO/KFOR mission-essential tasks. However, the planning process for the establishment of an international demining (civil) presence preceded the end of the conflict and the promulgation of resolution 1244 by at least a month. It may even be safe to suggest that the donors’ thinking and planning process of how mine action would be handled in Kosovo, post conflict, had commenced during the early part of 1999 among certain key actors such as the United Kingdom (UK). While the UK may have been in forefront of planning action, other members of the donor community –bilateral and multilateral - were also instigating activities that would, post-12 June 1999, provide the basis and financial support for the implementation of UNSCR 1244.

The rapid response to Kosovo’s humanitarian and emergency needs can be illustrated by the fact that the European Union (the largest donor in Kosovo) provided Euro 560 million to Kosovo in 1999; followed by Euro 360 million in 2000, and Euro 175 million in 2001. On the bilateral side, the biggest contributor, the UK, commenced its input by disbursing UK ₤ 108 million in 1999 alone for emergency and humanitarian assistance (this is over and above the UK’s contribution to the EU’s programmes).
 

The Early Initiatives of the United Nations

In the United Nations Secretariat, it was the UN Mine Action Service (UNMAS), located within the Department of Peace-keeping Operations (DPKO), which had the primary responsibility to monitor developments in Kosovo, and to plan the United Nations system’s joint response. UNMAS itself had evolved from the early Mine Clearance and Policy Unit (MCPU) within the former Department for Humanitarian Affairs  (DHA), which had led demining programmes such as those in Afghanistan (1989), Mozambique (1993), and Angola (1994).  In 1997, as DHA was reconstituted into the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs, and weaned off its operational responsibilities in order to focus purely on advocacy, resource mobilization and aid coordination, the then “Mine Clearance and Policy Unit” was merged with the DPKO “Demining Unit”, to become the  “UN Mine Action Service (UNMAS)”. 

 In 1998, UNMAS took the initiative to conduct extensive stakeholder consultations, leading in October of that year to a policy document on Mine Action and Effective Coordination, which had as its primary objective “to foster the ability of the United Nations to support, in a coordinated, timely and effective manner, affected countries and populations in responding to the immediate and long-term problems posed by landmines”. The document set out guiding principles, as well as the respective responsibilities and areas of comparative advantage of each of the major partners: UNMAS (focal point), DDA (Ottawa Convention), OCHA (advocacy, resource mobilization, humanitarian implications), UNHCR (refugees, mine awareness), UNICEF (mine awareness education, rehabilitation of victims, Ottawa advocacy), UNDP (socio-economic consequences, post-conflict national capacity building), UNOPS (principal service provider for mine action and capacity building programmes), WFP (mine action to provide food assistance), FAO (criteria for selection of mine clearance sites to foster resuscitation of agricultural activity), World Bank (eradication of mine pollution as obstacle to reconstruction and sustainable development; resource mobilization), and WHO (building capacity for sustainable victim assistance). The policy document acknowledges the contributions made by the NGO community and the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), and it described arrangements to ensure “that the mine issue is addressed as appropriate in the context of existing coordination mechanisms”. Its final chapter describes activities required in support of resource mobilization, as well as financing mechanisms and monitoring procedures.

The mine action programme in Kosovo, starting so soon after this key policy document had been promulgated, represented the first on-the-ground challenge to the United Nations system in terms of coordination and cooperation: did the various actors live up to the expectations set out for them? 

Not only did the UNMAS experience major policy developments in 1998 that helped define its role and functions within the UN system, it also confronted major staffing changes, as it became a prime target of the General Assembly’s decision to curtail the use of military “in-kind” contributions to DPKO – leading to the departure of  seven UNMAS staff members, and leaving only  three behind on regular posts.  Thus in early 1999, when the situation in Kosovo became critical, UNMAS’s capacity to assess the needs and come up with a plan was put to a severe test.

The First Mine Action Plans for Kosovo: June 1999

On 13 May 1999, a high level meeting took place in Geneva to discuss the rapidly evolving situation in the Balkans, bringing together the Secretary-General of the United Nations, the heads of UNHCR, UNICEF, the UN High Commission for Human Rights, OCHA, DPKO, DPA, the World Food Programme, UNDP, the SG’s envoys for the Balkans, as well as representatives of the European Union and the World Bank. The USG for Peacekeeping operations attended the meeting, accompanied by the Policy Advisor of UNMAS. All participants received a briefing note that UNMAS had prepared on the mines threat in Kosovo, and there was general consensus that the mine action plan proposed by DPKO/UNMAS deserved support. On 2 June 1999 a further meeting took place in Brussels between NATO and the USG for Peacekeeping Operations Mr. Bernard Miyet accompanied by the UNMAS Policy Advisor Mr. Stephane Vigie. The meeting went a long way towards paving the way for a cooperative relationship between the UN and KFOR on the mine issue.  There was some initial confusion about the distribution of labour between NATO’s mine engineers and the humanitarian mine clearing programme, which was subsequently resolved by a clarifying paper prepared by UNMAS.
 

On that very same day, the 13th of May, OCHA sent out a joint needs assessment team to the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, and an UNMAS programme officer, Mr. Vladimir Jankola, participated in this venture. The team was denied access to Kosovo, but it gathered sufficient information to enable the UNMAS to put out a first report, dated 1 June 1999, on The Requirement for Mine-action in the FRY, which was based on Mr. Jankola’s mission report.  It described the challenges posed by the immense refugee problem, and concluded that there were mines laid by Yugoslav forces (which probably had been recorded), by paramilitary troops and the KLA (unlikely to have been recorded), and unexploded ordnance, particularly cluster munitions, resulting from NATO bombings.

The UNMAS paper proposed a three-pronged approach to address the mine threat: immediate humanitarian assistance, followed by the deployment of a UN-mandated mission focused on the return of refugees and relief, and thirdly support to the long-term rehabilitation of the region. Each phase would require a different type of mine action intervention.  

During the first phase, UNMAS would place an expert in Skopje (FYR of Macedonia) as its focal point, and send one of its team members as a mine awareness advisor to work with the UN Regional Coordinator for UN Assistance in the Balkans.  UNMAS would also initiate a contingency planning process with all concerned partners.

As soon as possible, and as part of an overall UN mission, UNMAS would establish a “strong and effective coordination mechanism” in Kosovo. It would not necessarily implement mine action operations, but rely instead on the capacities provided by other partners.  Its responsibilities would consist of:

· coordination and planning of activities, including surveying, marking, mine awareness, and mine/UXO clearance;

· data collection and dissemination, information management, using the information field module developed by the Geneva International Centre of Humanitarian Demining;

· development and promotion of technical and safety standards;

· quality assurance and quality management; and

· resource mobilization, if applicable.

Should there, in the third phase, be a need for a sustainable capacity for long-term mine action, as there was in Bosnia and Herzegovina, for example, the UNDP would be involved later on.  

This approach, with its focus on coordination and planning, followed the theoretical model set out in the United Nations policy document on the distribution of responsibilities very closely.  As we will see in the course of this evaluation, it was one of the key design elements that made the mine action programme in Kosovo a success.  It demonstrated that a partnership model, based on harnessing the competencies of various players (of which many were outside of the UN system), could lead to results that would have been hard to generate in a “command and control” structure.  The fact that the mine action programme had no guarantees of sufficient, predictable and sustainable revenues made this approach even more valuable, as it sought cooperation and support – requiring a vantage point of collegiality. 

On 12 June 1999, the Secretary-General presented a report to the Security Council in which he outlined the overall structure of the proposed mission “to establish an international civil presence in Kosovo”.
  It described the concept of “four pillars”, whereby the United Nations would take the lead on civil administration, UNHCR would be responsible for humanitarian affairs, the OSCE would take on institution building, and the European Union would spearhead the reconstruction effort.  Mine action, defined as dealing with “the threat posed to the returnees and internally displaced persons by landmines and unexploded ordnance”, was designated as a humanitarian activity, and UNMIK was tasked, “as soon as possible”, with establishing a Mine Action Centre.
  In fact, much had been achieved already by that date.

Within UNMIK’s framework the UNMACC was placed under the direction of the Office of the Deputy Special Representative of the Secretary General (DSRSG) responsible for Humanitarian Affairs – referred to as Pillar One of the four-pillar UNMIK structure. As such the expectation was that UNMIK would provide full support for the development and functioning of the MACC. Regretfully, while the political guidance from the DSRSG’s office was solid, logistic backstopping with regard to vehicles and communications was slow in coming.  UNMIK parking spots in some locations were not to be used by MACC vehicles (being UNOPS), and at one point a request for the loan of an armored vehicle was denied as it might get damaged.
 

UNMAS and UNOPS Arrive in the Region

Immediately after the joint needs assessment team had completed its work, UNMAS fielded its own mission to the region, in order to begin preparations for the establishment of the UNMIK Mine Action Coordination Centre (MACC). Jim Prudhomme and Vladimir Jankola were joined by J.J. van der Merwe, a UNOPS mine action specialist, as the advance team. Evelyn Viehboeck, UNMAS Mine Awareness Officer, was sent out to support UNICEF and UNHCR in the refugee camps. In line with phase one of its action plan, UNMAS also decided to place a consultant in Skopje, who could venture out to Kosovo as soon as the situation on the ground made this possible. A request went out to the Government of New Zealand if they would provide Lt. Col. John Flanagan, who had previously worked with UNMAS as an “in-kind contribution” by his country.  

In the meantime, UNMAS had designated an initial US$ 330,000 from its Voluntary Trust Fund for mine action in Kosovo, and it immediately signed a memorandum of understanding (MOU) with UNOPS “for the provisions of management services in respect of the Mine Action Programme – Kosovo.” In fact, this agreement was finalized on the same day as the Security Council adopted its resolution establishing UNMIK – an indication of the urgency this had for both UNMAS and UNOPS. In the MOU, UNOPS undertook to engage consultants or firms who would “work under the overall guidance of the UNOPS Mine Action Unit”, while receiving policy and operational guidance from UNMAS.
 The project description attached to the MOU noted that substantive mine/UXO information was still lacking, and it set out a work plan that reflected the three-pronged approach developed by UNMAS in its 1 June note.  It envisaged the hiring of a consultant who would be briefed in New York, and then proceed to the FYR of Macedonia in order to carry out an initial assessment of the mine/UXO problem in Kosovo “and the neighboring countries that will have an affect [sic] on returning refugees and IDPs.” Under the terms of the MOU, the consultant was also expected to set up an initial “Mine Action Coordination capability”, based in Skopje. 

It is interesting to note the distribution of responsibilities between UNMAS and UNOPS, as set out in the MOU’s appendix. “UNOPS is responsible for the day-to-day operational management of the project while UNMAS retains overall ownership”.  This implied that the technical supervision and administration of the consultant fell under UNOPS’s domain, while UNMAS would provide policy formulation and programme guidance, and set priorities for programme objectives.  The consultant was to report simultaneously to both agencies, and would receive “direction that has been coordinated by and agreed to by both agencies”.  Any policy decisions or priorities established by UNMAS that had an effect on the implementation of the project would be “communicated first to UNOPS and then to the Consultant so that UNOPS has the opportunity to amend implementation modalities”.
 

It would seem that the tasks set out for the consultant are in fact those normally expected of a staff member who has the authority to represent the organization, particularly when it comes to setting up a coordination mechanisms, and in fact Mr. Flanagan’s status was soon converted to that of project manager.  All subsequent services provided by UNOPS to the MACC during the following two-and-a-half years were carried out under the provisions of this initial MOU, although detailed project budgets and staffing tables subsequently created a de facto new project document.

The advance mission working out of Skopje moved very quickly. Mr. Prudhomme joined a UNHCR convoy into Kosovo that left on the 13th of June, arriving in Pristina only one day after KFOR, and  Mr. Jankola and Mr. van der Merwe negotiated the use of the newly developed Information Management System for Mine Action (IMSMA) with the Engineer Branch of KFOR. It was agreed that the mine data base, “consisting of the hardware bought and provided by the UK and software provided by the Geneva Centre will be set up in the KFOR mines cell in the Engineer Branch.  The equipment will be transferred to the UN once we have a suitable structure and organization in place”. UNHCR had meanwhile developed its own database, and contacts were made to incorporate the information already collected.
    

In the following days, the UNMAS/UNOPS advance team in Skopje met with the advance team of the UN/DPKO to work out a common approach in coordinating with the military, and discussions were held with the Department for International Development (DFID) of the UK’s Foreign Office, which had kindly agreed to purchase the necessary computer hardware for the IMSMA system.  Mr. van der Merwe reported that “the situation is almost evolving at uncontrollable speed. In order for us to gain the initiative and stay in the driving seat we need to employ the key staff of the designed structure so that they can commence carrying out their respective duties. We have to be in a position to control the activities from day one. I would like to suggest that we revisit the first approved budget and subtract the equipment that is being provided by DFID and see if we cannot recruit the key personnel.  We don’t have to recruit them for a long time, 6 months would be adequate because if we show results the funds to continue the operation will be made available. It is very important that we show results at this early stage. The key personnel that I would suggest is the PM, Chief of Info, Mine Awareness and, very important, the person that will look after the administration and logistics. We have to be able to interface at all levels with our partner UN organizations.”

This quote clearly illustrates the problems created by piece-meal funding. The initial MOU did not reflect the scope of a comprehensive mine action centre, as it was tailored to the limited funds available. This in turn blocked the recruitment of essential personnel at a crucial moment. UNOPS worked around this problem by bringing in Mr. Flanagan on a no-cost SSA while he was still on his government’s payroll, and it negotiated an agreement with Canada to provide an in-kind military officer to serve as the MACC liaison officer with KFOR. Subsequently, during July and August, in-kind agreements with Sweden, Switzerland, UK, Germany, Slovenia and Canada brought another sixteen personnel to fill key MACC posts. 

While this met the immediate needs of the Centre, it raises the question whether any operation of this type should rely to such an extent on staff who have been selected by their government, not by the executing agency, who often have no previous experience with UN mine action programmes, and who may therefore lack the credibility and authority to represent the UN in dealings with a wide array of NGOs, commercial firms, government agencies and donor representatives. 

In the absence of adequate start-up funds, the MACC also had to rely on a generous donation of equipment from DFID, including vehicles, in order to become operational. This basic start-up kit was delivered in July 1999.  UNOPS subsequently procured additional office equipment, supplies, vehicles, protective clothing and mine detectors for a total of $421,000, once earmarked funds had come in – but without the DFID initiative, the MACC would not have been able to begin its work in time.

It should however be noted that if UNMAS/DPKO had in place a viable standby capacity mechanism from which personnel, start-up kits, materials, communication systems, computers, vehicles etc., could be sourced at very short notice, then some of the logistic and administrative obstacles that the MACC faced during the initial phases of its operations could have been overcome more easily.  The current efforts in UNMAS to develop a rapid response policy and capacity may go a long way in addressing this issue. 

This dependency on the kindness of donors was aggravated by the fact that the rest of UNMIK’s operations in Kosovo was being implemented by the Field Administration and Logistics Division of DPKO, which had no mandate for sharing its meagre resources with a venture managed by UNOPS.  As early as 17 June 1999, Mr. van der Merwe had a complete implementation plan for the MACC ready which he presented to the Logistics Coordinator of the UN Core Headquarters in Macedonia, including an organizational chart (with 24 posts) and a budget ($ 7,939,525 for the first year, including over $5 million for surveys, mine awareness contracts, emergency clearance, explosive ordnance cleance and equipment). It also proposed a division of labour between UNMIK and UNOPS which limited UNMIK’s responsibilities to the such items as ID cards, driver permits, security clearance, processing of local salaries, fuel supply, vehicle maintenance, communications support and medical evacuations.  UNOPS would handle recruitment, all local and international contracts, travel, customs clearance, and finance.  It appears that this was accepted in principle by the UN advance team in Skopje, but that did not mean that the UNMIK administration, once it had settled in Pristina, went out of its way to be supportive.  

In addition to staff contributed in-kind, personnel began to arrive that had been recruited directly by UNOPS.  Havard Bach (from GICHD) the acting Chief of Operations arrived during the second week of June, the acting Deputy Programme Manager, Wolfgang Hirsch (from GICHD) arrived during the second week of June, John Flanagan reported in Kosovo during the third week of June, the Chief of Information, Dave Armitt arrived late June, and the Chief of Administration, Nick O’Regan, was deployed in early July.  Chris Clark, the Operations Officer, also arrived that month. Additional staff came on loan from the Geneva Centre. In August, UNOPS recruited a Chief of Operations, Gert Calitz, a Public Information Officer, Leonie Barnes, and a Quality Assurance Officer, Michel Dufort.  Office space had been found in an old, run-down building in the centre of Pristina, and in mid-July the MACC team moved out of its one-room office in the UNMIK building into its own quarters. By the end of August, the MACC was mostly staffed and operational – no mean feat, given the short lead-time for preparations. Additional key staff, such as Daniel Eriksson, Database Officer, and later Chief of Information Technology, filled the last gaps in September. UNOPS’s much vaunted comparative advantage in operational response time clearly made a difference.  

As there were no banks operating in Kosovo at the time, UNOPS set up a cash imprest account replenished out of UNDP Skopje, and it sent over a former UNOPS staff member to train the newly appointed MACC Chief of Administration in the management of the imprest account, as well as in other UNOPS administrative procedures. This gave the MACC operational flexibility at a time when UNMIK was still trying to find its bearings.

One area where lack of inter-agency cooperation affected the effective functioning of the MACC was mine awareness and public information.  Whilst UNICEF stated its intention to provide and fund the position of Chief of Mine Awareness, it failed to deliver on its promise. UNOPS, in consultation with UNMAS, then decided to task Ms. Barnes with these functions, in addition to her public information assignment, since UNOPS did not have the funds to recruit independently.  UNICEF agreed with the decision to employ Ms Barnes as the Chief of Public Information (as a UNICEF appointment), but failed to provide funds that would enable another person to be recruited into the now vacant mine awareness position. This meant that neither mine awareness nor public information received the level of attention they deserved.

The existence of two UN bodies, each with a mine awareness coordination role, caused   confusion amongst the NGOs and other mine awareness players. It was never clear during coordination meetings exactly who had the authority. In August 1999, the MACC and UNICEF tried to address these issues by signing a document outlining their respective roles and responsibilities.
 It did not however acknowledge that the situation was fundamentally flawed, and what was needed was one coordinating and standard setting body, not two.

V.
Building Coordination Capacity

The First Days

As described in the previous chapter, on 17 June 1999 (five days after KFOR’s entry into Kosovo), the temporary UN mine action team opened the MACC office in Pristina. At the same time, the “UN government” (UNMIK), KFOR’s massive military machinery (some 30,000 military personnel alone) and a plethora of aid agencies were continuing to flood into this small province. Simultaneously up to 50,000 refugees and IDPs per day were returning en-masse to their homes. A continuous flow of people, equipment and supplies choked Kosovo’s limited road network. The scene in Pristina was undoubtedly pandemonium as international organisations scrambled to establish themselves and local residents struggled to re-establish their lives. 

Kosovars and international staff now had to contend with yet another threat – landmines and other explosive debris leftover from the conflict. One of the earliest mine action personnel on the ground (from the NGO “Handicap International”) recounted how he and others conducted house-by-house checks in Pristina searching for possible booby-traps. At the time, it was strongly suspected that the exiting VJ might have left behind such devices - fortunately none were found. Despite early efforts, landmines and UXO caused at least 143 civilian casualties in June 1999. The pressure was on the temporary UN mine action team to get the MACC “up and running” - but how? With minimal equipment and a weak logistics link to its parent UNMIK (which itself undoubtedly in start-up crisis), the UN team was forced to “make do”– often relying on mine action NGOs for support and assistance. Without the goodwill and help of the NGOs (and at least one major donor – the UK’s DFID), the fledgling MACC might well have failed to go much further. 

On the upside, perhaps this early cooperation helped pave the way for the later cooperative spirit within the MACC and the wider mine action community. Nonetheless, these ad-hoc and poorly resourced start-up arrangements reflect badly on the competence of the UN to react in a timely, efficient and effective manner. UNMAS (and its executing agency, UNOPS) had done quite well to foresee basic mine action needs, draw upon some lessons learnt from other programmes and quickly mobilize limited personnel and staff – but shortcomings are clearly evident in the start-up logistics and funding to support the MACC.

Certainly one key lesson that emerged from the first days on the ground in Kosovo was that the UN mine action family can be better prepared for future situations. To the credit of UNMAS, obstacles that blocked  the setting-up of the Kosovo MACC have already been identified and, by November 2001, a draft plan had been developed to acquire equipment and other key assets to be held in store for future mine action emergencies.

Creating a Coordination Network

With an office, a few people and limited resources, the UN MACC now turned its efforts to the onerous task of developing a credible and effective coordination network. As planned, KFOR were continuing to act as the de facto coordination centre until the UN MACC could takeover. However, with little or no humanitarian mine action expertise, KFOR’s efforts focused on the collection of limited mine/UXO information and mine clearance in support of its own military operations. By mid-1999, some 17 mine/UXO clearance organisations and 20 mine awareness organisations had arrived in Kosovo – all with their own independently-sourced funding, all with their own independently planned projects and no overarching mine action plan for Kosovo as yet in sight. The need for an effective coordination centre for humanitarian mine action was clearly evident.

The original concept for a mine action “coordination centre” (with an emphasis on coordination and few implementing assets) was born many years ago. Prior to Kosovo, UN-sponsored mine action programmes had been implemented in eight other countries. In earlier times, some disagreement had arisen as to whether a Mine Action Centre (MAC) should focus primarily on “coordination” or have its own integral mine action resources and undertake “implementation”. Of the eight UN mine action programmes operating prior to Kosovo, seven had been based on a “coordination model” - with some variations between each. The UN’s DHA (now OCHA) multi-country Study Report “The Development of Indigenous Mine Action Capacities”, released in 1998, and covering four of those programmes, clearly indicated that the “coordination model” was the preferred approach for the UN’s future efforts.

Despite varying degrees of success of UN MACs in other countries, the UN, host governments, donors, NGO’s and mine action commercial companies were all gradually finding that the coordination approach better served their respective needs. By early 1999, when the Kosovo programme was being conceived, unofficial consensus had been reached within the UN to implement “coordination centres” as the norm. More importantly, both UNMAS and UNOPS were able to draw upon almost 5 years of prior experience and many lessons learned when the time came to design and implement the Kosovo MACC.

As many with experience know, “coordination” without formal authority can often be a near-impossibility, as this management system invariably relies solely on the goodwill and cooperative spirit of the actors. For the Kosovo MACC, a number of other factors emerged which undoubtedly helped the coordination model become successful:

· UN was the “Government”.  In many other theatres, the UN is often merely another player amongst many involved the country’s aid/development activities – donors and implementing organisations may opt to work with the UN or independently without it. In Kosovo, the UN was officially the sole authority! This somewhat unique situation clearly helped establish the UN MACC as the “legitimate mine action voice” – but this factor should not be over-emphasised. It would be too easy (and incorrect) to say that the UN MACC’s success was uniquely attributable to this factor.

· Experience from Other Programmes.  As mentioned earlier, by the time the Kosovo programme was being formulated, the UN, donors and a number of the implementing partners had some ten years experience operating in other countries. It had been recognised by most that a well run mine action centre operating at the highest level did actually add value. Equally importantly, by this time the various actors had more-or-less worked out “who does what” (the previous chapter describes how a reasonably clear division of responsibilities between UN agencies, donors and implementing partners had been developed), and what was needed to make a mine action programme successful. For example, UNOPS (which was implementing most other programmes) had developed standard operating procedures for a MAC, “standard” personnel and logistics needs of a MAC and so forth.

· NGO Agreement of 15 June 1999.  Most likely as a direct consequence of the experience in other countries and the unofficial acceptance of the “coordination model”, on 15 June 1999 three major mine action NGOs (HI, MAG and NPA) sent a joint Letter of Support to UNMAS indicating their intention to (a) coordinate their joint response to the Kosovo problem and (b) giving “their full support to coordination of the mine and ordnance clearance efforts by the United Nations, in particular the UN Mine Action Centre in Kosovo”. This was a significant step forward for the UN’s efforts as it further strengthened the legitimacy of the MACC as the mine action coordinator and achieved a fundamental ingredient required for coordination to work – the voluntary acceptance by implementers to be coordinated.

· Donor Formal Support for the MACC.  Furthermore – and again most likely due to experience in other countries – a number of key donors backed the MACC and its coordination role (after some persuasion). This did not occur solely at the initiative of the donors - some urging by the UN in New York was needed to bring all on-board with this “coordination centre” concept. On 22 June 1999, Assistant Secretary-General for DPKO’s Planning and Support (ASG Young-Jin Choi) wrote to the Chairman of the donor “Mine Action Support Group” (MASG) requesting that a phrase be included in all bilateral funding agreements requiring their contractors to accept coordination by the UN MACC. Subsequently, on 30 June 1999, a mine action donor coordination meeting was convened in Germany (co-chaired by Germany and UNMAS) where it was agreed that UNMAS should establish a coordination mechanism and donors would support the organisation with bilaterally funded assets. 

· Some donors (UK for one) backed the concept from the outset and insisted that organisations they were funding would operate within the UN’s framework and fully cooperate with the MACC. Not all donors immediately accepted the MACC’s pivotal coordination role – some, initially sought to fund and task organisations they were financing. The MACC Programme Manager (John Flanagan) had to use all his powers of persuasion to win such donors over to the MACC’s concept of coordination and management.

· Early Arrival of the MACC.  Another positive factor was the early establishment of the MACC before implementing organisations had time to settle in to their own way of doing business. This has been a problem in some other countries when the MAC has been established well after implementers have been on the ground (in some cases, the MAC was established years after). The MACC’s early arrival thus helped it to get an early guiding hand on the mine action sector by putting in place a basic coordination framework almost from Day One.

· Added Value by the MAC. The MACC’s ability to arrange certain key services on behalf of the mine action community (e.g. mine action radio communications network, medical evacuation – medevac – for injured deminers though KFOR’s resources, provision of explosives, etc) as well as offering a “one stop shop” for those seeking mine action information or assistance also helped to strengthen its position as the mine action coordinator (these issues are discussed further in later sections).

While the above-mentioned factors clearly helped the MACC in its early days, personalities also played a key role. Nearly all the MACC staff (UN and in-kind) had credibility and competence; the Programme Manager demonstrated consistent vision and leadership to both the MACC staff and the wider mine action community; the MACC staff harmonised well together and with the other mine action actors; the emphasis was on flexibility, open-mindedness, greater involvement by partners, coordination, cooperation and teamwork – all in all, these greatly contributed to a harmonious and productive environment.

MACC Field Coordination 

Kosovo is a mere 100,000 sq km in size (roughly 100 km x 100 km in a diamond-shape) and comprises 29 municipalities. For command and control purposes, KFOR had sub-divided the province into five sub-regions, each of which was occupied and policed by a KFOR Multi -National Brigade (MNB). KFOR’s structure thus comprised its HQ in Pristina and five sub-HQs in each of the MNB areas. As KFOR was a major player in the early days of the mine action programme, it was important that the MACC was able to properly and effectively interface with KFOR for not only operational reasons but also logistics and medevac support (discussed in more detail later). To aid coordination in the field, the MACC added two important components to its structure: (1) mine action “Senior Partners” in each MNB area and (2) two full-time liaison officers who would maintain continual communication with the MNB HQs.

The MACC’s development and use of “senior partners” to assist coordination and information exchange was a unique aspect of the Kosovo intervention. In other countries, MAC’s have often used sub-national centres (mini-MACs) to coordinate or manage mine action at, for example, the regional or provincial level. This may be especially needed in large countries where it is difficult for MAC staff to regularly visit regions to perform coordination functions. Thus a “typical” MAC may consist of a national centre supported by a number of sub-national (regional or provincial) centres. In some countries, non-UN/non-government implementing organisations have occasionally acted as “focal points” for mine action in selected regions – usually as a result of the MAC having inadequate resources or infrastructure to extend its coordination network. While this has not been unusual, it has rarely been formalised and officially recognised as being part of the MAC’s network – Kosovo thus possibly represents the first occasion that non-UN organisations have played an official, integral and significant role in the area of field coordination.

The MACC’s budget attached to the Mine Action Coordination Centre Implementation Plan
 as well as the draft Outline Concept Plan dated 26 June 1999 indicate an original intention to set up two sub-MACs (Regional Offices). The MACC subsequently decided not to establish these offices, opting instead to use “Senior Partners” (representatives from the implementing organisations – both NGOs and commercial companies) to assist in coordination within each of the MNB areas. The reasons behind this decision as cited by the Programme Manager include (1) the relatively small size of Kosovo – in most cases the MAC staff could be anywhere within Kosovo within a matters of hours (2) available funds did not allow further expansion of the MACC and (3) the desire of the Programme Manager to avoid a sprawling (and probably unnecessary) mine action bureaucracy. 

The role of the “Senior Partners” was primarily to assist with information collection and dissemination as well as general coordination of mine action efforts within the respective MNBs.  However, during the preliminary and emergency phases, they were responsible for local level task allocation and short duration activities in support of UN agencies and humanitarian organizations. This enabled the organizations toi provide a rapid response during a period when communication was difficultb ans a high tempo of activity was essential. “Read-only” copies of the IMSMA database were provided by the MACC to the Partners to help in their information dissemination role. All data, however, were entered only at the MACC (discussed in more detail later). The Senior Partners did not undertake tasking (from the start of the consolidation phase in 2000) or QA of mine action organisations nor any data entry functions – these remained the exclusive domain of the MACC, which retained sole responsibility for allocating work tasks to the various implementers, conducting QA checks and entering data. The fact that Senior Partners did not undertake tasking or QA helped overcome one flaw in this concept – the potential for conflict of interest. This concern was indeed voiced by some during the evaluation. It would appear, however, that such concerns have not been proven valid.

The Senior Partners interviewed indicated that they willingly accepted these substantial extra responsibilities (at no cost to the MACC!) and, as a result, felt much more part of the management team. This certainly helped to improve the relationships between the MACC and implementing organisations by dissipating any feelings of “them and us” or “HQ versus the field”. In addition, it gave the MACC and the overall mine action programme a localised presence in each MNB which, over time, led to an intimate knowledge of their areas and provided a relatively easy (and consistent) point of contact for both KFOR and local residents to gain information and report mine/UXO problems. Overall, the concept of “Senior Partners” appears to have generally worked well and substantially helped coordination and management. However it should be noted that this approach does place a substantial extra burden on implementing organisations and there does remain some possibility of conflicting interests.

The MACC’s two Liaison Officers (LO) arrived in Kosovo during August 1999 and remained throughout the life of the programme. They played a vital role in fostering good relationships between the KFOR military and the humanitarian mine action programme by undertaking a diverse range of tasks which can be best described as “general troubleshooting and facilitation”. This typically included opening up and fostering communication between the MACC and KFOR, general awareness briefings for KFOR, education of KFOR staff on the structure and modus operandi of the humanitarian mine action programme, assisting or coordinating operational/logistics issues, facilitating information exchange ….. and a host of other miscellaneous, time-consuming odd-jobs that often go unnoticed but are frequently crucial to the success of a programme. 

Their multi-lingual skills, former military experience, understanding of mine action acquired through time spent in other programmes and – last but not least – personalities (outgoing, proactive, affable, flexible, energetic, industrious, team-orientated) significantly strengthened the MACC’s credibility and ability to communicate with the multi-cultural KFOR and mine action actors. Their longevity of appointment was particularly important in maintaining continuity with the ever-changing KFOR counterparts - many of whom changed every 4-6 months. The LOs reported that they encountered significant problems due to the high rotation rate of KFOR contacts coupled with an apparent lack of handover from outgoing KFOR staff to incoming staff (LOs thus had to re-teach newcomers every 4-6 months). It was therefore essential to have continuity of LOs – especially extending over the changeover of military contingents or changeover of individual KFOR staff.

It would appear that the original plans for the MACC did not foresee a need for LOs who would work closely with KFOR – certainly no funds were provided by or through the UN for these appointments. As a consequence, the two additional staff were provided as in-kind contributions, funded by the Swiss Government through the Swiss Defence Procurement Agency under a formal agreement between the Swiss Government and UNOPS. With in-kind contributions, there is always a risk that such personnel will act primarily in the interests of their sponsor/paymaster. This was not the case with the Swiss LOs – both were adamant that they saw themselves first and foremost as part of MACC and it was clear that they reported primarily to MACC and secondarily to the Swiss Government (the pros and cons of in-kind personnel are discussed in more detail later).

Given that these LOs added substantial value to the overall coordination process, in retrospect it would have been most useful if they had arrived in early June when the MACC was desperately trying to establish the mine action programme and its contacts with KFOR (rather than 2 months later). Furthermore, that these two key staff were another unforeseen ad-hoc add-on to the MACC, arrived relatively late in the day and were acquired by in-kind arrangements (rather than as UN contracted positions), again shows some constraints in the ability of the UN to fully foresee, finance and field its own team. 

Taking Charge

At the beginning of August 1999, the MACC had de facto taken full control of the mine action programme, although formally it still fell under KFOR’s responsibility. On 14 August clearance organisations (NGOs and Commercial Companies) were issued the Operational Plan for Mine/UXO Clearance, and a few days later, on 21 August, mine awareness organisations were issued the Operational Plan for Mine Awareness Education. This was followed, on 24 August, by UNMIK’s approval of the Mine Action Outline Concept Plan for Kosovo. By now the process was well on the road, moving, if not smoothly, with at least a large degree of competence. However, during the middle of September, a political decision was taken (ultimately by the SRSG) that the KPC (which came into being on 20 September) would be assigned the role of mine clearance, post-UNMIK, thereby effectively reducing the options available to the MACC for the creation of (civilian) long-term capacity in Kosovo. In a letter dated 27 September to the acting Head of UNMAS (Mary Fowler) John Flanagan raised his concerns about this course of action (a copy of the letter was also sent to DSRSG, Humanitarian) but with little avail. A political decision had been taken and it was a done deal.

UNMIK’s approval of the Mine Action Outline Concept Plan on 24 August coincided with a Memo being sent by Dennis McNamara, DSRSG (24 August) to Bernard Kouchner, SRSG, requesting that since the Concept Plan had been approved it should also be forwarded to KFOR “ along with an appropriate annotation that UNMIK have now assumed the responsibility for humanitarian mine action in Kosovo“. Whether Kouchner’s office did this at that stage is unclear. What is clear is that request was followed up with a letter dated 5 October 1999 from McNamara to General Jackson, Commander of KFOR, indicating that the “civil presence can (now) take over responsibility for this (mine action) task”. Through this letter the formal handing over from the military to the civilian sector of the mine action programme for Kosovo took place, as mandated in UNSCR 1244; although, in reality, this had already taken place towards the end of August.

VI.
Managing the Programme 

Threat and Impact Assessment

During the crucial start-up of the MACC, the mine and UXO situation in Kosovo had developed a certain degree of clarity. It had been known that the Serbian/VJ forces had laid significant number mines along parts of the border and manoeuvre corridors with an intention to delay/deter NATO ground troops; maps for some 400 VJ minefields were released by the Serbs/VJ to KFOR on 20 June 1999. For reasons not identified, KFOR staff  (without reference to the UN mine action staff) deemed these maps unacceptable and returned all maps to the VJ for further improvement. In July 1999, the VJ returned their maps to KFOR – this time some 620 VJ minefield maps were provided. Later analysis revealed that some 17 of the 400 minefields originally recorded by the VJ were not included in the later batch of 620. The effects of these discrepancies cannot be assessed; however, instances where the receipt of vital information such as minefield records is delayed (even if possibly inaccurate) should be avoided in the future. 

In addition to the threat of landmines, both UN and NGO mine action personnel realized that UXO would likely pose an equally significant threat to the civilian population. To a large extent, this perception was also derived from experience in other theatres where it had been found that typically around 10% or more of munitions (conventional bombs, cluster bombs, rockets, grenades) would be likely to fail. In other conflict-affected countries, these UXO typically killed or injured as many civilians as landmines …... and Kosovo would prove to be no exception. Despite reported initial reluctance by NATO staff to provide their bombing records to MACC staff, by July 1999 the MACC had received from NATO the necessary bombing information (targets/sites, munitions used – including the infamous cluster bombs). Thus, by the end of July 1999, the following was known:

· Landmines.  Accurate records were available for 620 Serbian/VJ minefields, which revealed:

a. patterned minefields which had been laid along borders against perceived NATO ground attack (including some MF laid “in-depth”);

b. minefields which had been laid in anti-guerrilla areas linked to ambush killing areas;

c. in the north-east of Kosovo, minefields laid in areas where Serbian/VJ counter-insurgency operations were taken to insurgents;

d. mine types consisting mostly of former Yugoslavian AP & AT mines (including Chinese and Albanian copies of the former Soviet “TM” series of mines). Included in this were:


- PMA 1, 2 & 3 (all minimum metal mines)




- TMA 3, 4 & 5 (all minimum metal mines)

· PMA 3 (which was subsequently reported to have caused the most casualties amongst  mine clearance organisations).

· Mines of the PMR family and the PROM, both found in major quantities.

· UXO. NATO’s records indicated both proposed bombing targets (sites) and munitions used. While not as accurate as the minefield records, these data provided a reasonably accurate starting point for both suspected UXO locations and types of UXO likely to be encountered. Included in this data were some 223 reports of CBU strikes. Munition malfunction rates (which result in UXO) were originally based on a stated manufacturers failure rate of 5% (later data suggest that actual failure rates were probably closer to 7%. This, however, should be taken as an approximation only).

In addition to the VJ and NATO records, some data had been obtained from OSCE’s Kosovo Verification Mission, NGO reports, KFOR, UN agencies and reported civilian mine/UXO accidents. 

To put this into context, ”Demining” has sometimes been likened to “finding a needle in haystack” – without accurate minefield records that depict the minelaying pattern, it is necessary to methodically cover each square inch of suspected contaminated ground seeking out these hidden killers. Matters are often exacerbated when there is no information whatsoever on where mines/UXO might be laid (e.g. records that indicate the approximate locations of minefields or CBU strikes) – then deminers not only have to find the “needle in the haystack” but they must first find the haystack itself!

Unlike Kosovo, many other mine-affected countries have often had little or no information on which to base their early plans. This often necessitates that substantial initial or concurrent effort be directed towards data gathering (i.e. mine action surveys). With a considerable amount of valuable information at its disposal, the Kosovo MACC was in a very fortunate position of knowing early on (a) the type of explosive devices that would likely be encountered and (b) the approximate location of these explosive devices (in the case of many minefields, the precise location). The value of this information should not be under-estimated – if the MACC had not been able to acquire the VJ and NATO records, we estimate that it would have cost donors an additional US$1-3 million (quite possibly much more) to acquire this same level of information using traditional mine action surveys (Level 1 and Level 2). More importantly, the absence of this type of information could delay the delivery of life-saving mine action services by many months.

This leads to the conclusion that, as a matter of course, conflicting forces should be strongly encouraged to promptly provide the UN (or any other post-conflict humanitarian/reconstruction effort) with landmine, bombing and other similar records (e.g. locations of fortifications, battles, etc). In future conflict situations, it should be pre-agreed that peace-making/peace-keeping forces will handover bombing records and similar data immediately on the cessation of conflict (or earlier if possible). In addition, peace agreements should insist that warring parties supply any information that they may have on minefields, booby-traps/IEDs, munitions used, ammunition caches, etc – regardless of how accurate that data may be. In the absence of accurate written or electronic records (and if feasible), it may necessary to insist that military personnel involved in minelaying or similar activities be made available for interview.

While the MACC had information on the likely whereabouts of mines/UXO as well as types of munitions used, what was not known at this time was their impact on the population (this is essential for planning and prioritisation purposes). To help partially overcome this gap in information, on 13 June 1999 the HALO Trust (bilaterally funded by DFID) commenced a rapid province-wide assessment of the mine/UXO contamination which was aimed at providing the UN and donors with a clearer overall picture of the situation. It was not intended to be a traditional Impact Survey (as developed by the Survey Action Centre) – it was principally a quick census of the mine and UXO contamination and was more like a rapid Level 1 or General Survey. Prior to commencing this census, HALO staff had attended a two-day training session at the Geneva International Centre for Humanitarian Demining (GICHD), which included briefings on the IMSMA system as well as on Level 1/Impact Survey data, forms, etc. HALO staff advised that this training was useful and that, as a result, efforts were made to adapt the HALO survey forms so that they were compatible with IMSMA.

The HALO assessment mission gathered a substantial amount of information and, in the course of gathering this data, HALO also dealt with some UXO encountered, thus providing a prompt (albeit very limited) reduction in the UXO threat. The promptness of the DFID/HALO initiative should thus be applauded. The MACC is also reported to have expressed satisfaction with HALO’s rapid assessment when received late-August 1999, and it appears to have made some use of this information when preparing the initial mine action plans. Despite the positive aspects of this exercise, the actual usefulness of the rapid assessment appears to have been very limited, and some MACC staff have questioned the real value of this survey. After the HALO assessment report had been finalised, very little of the data was entered into the IMSMA database, and it would appear that the information was largely unused.

Two factors may have contributed to this lack of use: (1) detailed minefield and bombing data from VJ and NATO forces were received by end-July (before the HALO report was finalised) – in essence the VJ/NATO records provided much of the information that was to have been collected by the HALO assessment (2) the assessment was done as a bilateral intervention with apparently minimal involvement by the MACC in formulating the information needs. With the benefit of hindsight, it might have been better to delay the HALO assessment until after the minefield and bombing records had been received. If this had been done, the assessment could have been part of a coherent, integrated information-collection plan – it could have been a very useful verification exercise to confirm the accuracy and reliability of the VJ/NATO records as well as collect basic information on the socio-impact impacts of the mines and UXO.

The comprehensive information that had been received from both the VJ forces and NATO, coupled with the rapid assessment conducted by the HALO Trust, still didn’t provide basic socio-impact information on which the MACC could base its priorities for mine action activities. The MACC then commissioned the Survey Action Centre (SAC) to investigate the need for a further Level One Impact Survey process. The SAC advance survey mission to Kosovo took place from 26 July to 3 August 1999.  It concluded that “clear need exists for mine action organizations within Kosovo to have available to them some form of social and economic impact information to support operational planning and prioritisation”. 

The SAC report went on to say that “the rate of ongoing clearance, and concern for wasteful duplication of effort calls into question the need to conduct a full scale Level One Impact Survey of the type normally considered. Instead, SAC is proposing a modified Level One Impact Survey process that will allow for creation of a socio-economic index of the impact of landmines and UXO. In lieu of commissioning a full-blown Level One Impact Survey, the Survey Action Centre will support the existing players to make their respective bodies of information mutually accessible and fruitful.”

The SAC subsequently deployed an expert to assist the MACC in developing its information and prioritisation systems. By March 2000 (some nine months after the establishment of UN MACC), the SAC support had come to an end. Now, finally, an information system was in place that could describe where the threat was, define the nature of those threat areas, and rank the relative impact of mine/UXO contaminated areas on the population - all of which are needed for effective mine action planning. 

A number of important lessons have emerged from all of this:

· There is a critical need for comprehensive mine/UXO information in the earliest stages of a mine action intervention. Mine, UXO, etc data needs to be released or acquired as quickly as possible without unnecessary delays.

· The release or acquisition of mine, UXO, etc data from conflicting parties should be an essential and integral part of cease-fire or peace agreements. 

· Initial data collection should be part of a comprehensive and integrated start-up plan agreed to by donors. Ideally, mine action data should be standardised (as much as is possible) and agreed before deployment to ensure compatibility. 

· Subsequent mine/UXO data collection exercises should be done as part of an integrated information collection process – preferably orchestrated by the MAC. 

· The end-users of data collection exercises (especially MACs) should play an active and major role in defining data to be collected.

· In situations where extensive mine/UXO data is likely to be provided, a rapid verification exercise after the data has been received would add value – especially if basic socio-economic impact data were also collected during this process. 

· In situations where extensive mine/UXO data is not likely to be provided, a rapid assessment exercise (such as the HALO-style survey) should be done. This should include the collection of basic socio-economic impact data.

It is also interesting to note the following:

· As at November 2001, only 10 extra unrecorded minefields had been found by the mine action programme.

· Minefield records provided by the Serbian/VJ forces were generally accurate and reliable. This greatly accelerated clearance efforts.

· NATO bombing records were often found to be inaccurate – most likely due to the fact that these records indicated proposed targets and not where bombs and CBU actually fell. 

Managing the Mine Action Assets

From quite early in the MACC’s establishment, a number of donors had made it clear that, while funding was to be on a bilateral basis, the mine action assets being funded were to work to the United Nations’ requirements. Most of the mine action projects (including later projects funded through UNMAS and implemented through UNOPS) were based on funding certain assets for a specified period; for example, an organisation would be bilaterally funded to provide six mine clearance teams for 12 months, to be tasked as required by the MACC. 

The “funding of assets” approach has been used in a number of other programmes and, in Kosovo’s case, proved to be especially useful in the early days. During the start-up phase of most new mine action programmes, MACs rarely have a precise picture of the mine action needs and thus specific mine action tasks are difficult to identify. This usually only emerges once some form of national mine action survey has been done and the impact of mine/UXO contaminated areas had been quantified. Furthermore, in many conflict or post-conflict situations the operating environment and needs can change dramatically from one week to the next – a sudden influx of refugees; the emergence of an unforeseen security problem; the outbreak of conflict or sudden humanitarian crisis in part of the country; etc. This in turn often necessitates rapid and sometimes radical changes to mine action workplans. Funding mine action assets for a fixed period of time allows MACs (including the Kosovo MACC) to have a very flexible workplan that can be easily adjusted to meet newly emerging demands. 

By contrast, coordination centres in some other countries have adopted a more commercial approach (similar to the one used by governments in developed countries) whereby organizations or companies are contracted either directly or via bilateral agreements to undertake very specific tasks. For example, using a task/commercial-based system, a MAC would identify the need for clearance of minefield number 123 (or a series of such tasks) totalling 300,000 sq m. This specific task(s) would be put out to public tender; NGOs or commercial companies would then submit quotations and the most suitable tender would be accepted. The “task/commercial-based system”, while workable, is more suited to mature programmes where extensive information has been accumulated, where a mine action presence has been established and the situation is reasonably stable.

Both tasking systems have their strengths and weaknesses. The increased flexibility, however, offered by funding assets rather than specific tasks suggests that the former may be a better approach – at least during the first 6-12 months of a new programme when a MAC is trying to accumulate information and formulate a more detailed workplan. Thereafter, and depending on the situation, it may be possible to either continue with the “funding of assets”, convert fully over to the “task/commercial-based system” or have some combination of both (e.g. NGOs operating on the “funding of assets” approach and commercial companies on the “task/commercial” approach).

During the life of the Kosovo programme, the MACC acquired a holistic picture of Kosovo’s mine action needs, retained full control of tasks and was able to allocate assets as needed. This helped to overcome some problems found in other programmes such as organisations laying claim to a particular “piece of turf”, specialised mine action resources not being used optimally, and donor resource allocations becoming distorted or disproportionate. These are important ingredients in making a successful programme – a coherent and holistic plan coupled with a task/resource management system that optimises the available resources.

Planning and Reporting

As highlighted earlier in this report, the initial international response and UNMAS/UNOPS’s initial deployment plan – while commendable given the speed with which the Kosovo situation developed – were found to be lacking in a number of areas. Most notable among these were arrangements for the financing, logistics, staffing and information collection related to the mine action programme and MACC. In the first days of a crisis such as Kosovo, life on the ground is invariably pandemonium – the more that can be done to minimise this chaos (principally through sound pre-planning), the quicker that MACs and other organisations can become effective in their roles. Put simply – and despite major improvements compared to earlier programmes - it is felt that more can be done (by the UN in particular but also by donors) to prepare for emergency or crisis situations should they arise in the future. 

A successful mine action programme needs to develop a comprehensive, coherent, credible and cost-effective workplan which clearly articulate the nature of the problem and its impact, the methodologies to address these problems/impacts, objectives, activities and outcomes as well as resources needed to achieve these. As discussed previously, a key ingredient to developing a sound plan is comprehensive and reliable data/information. In that regard, the Kosovo MACC was more fortunate than most other MACs – by the end of July 1999, it had access to substantial information on both mines and UXO strewn throughout the province. However, it was not until early 2000 that the MACC had some clearer picture on the socio-economic impacts of mines and UXO.

Despite this, mine action plans that coordinated the efforts of the many players were generally developed and issued in a timely manner. “Outline Concept” plans had been developed by July/August 1999
; the MACC issued its plan for mine/UXO clearance mid-August 1999
; the plan for mine awareness education by late-August 1999
 and the plan for the “Consolidation Phase” by mid-December 1999
. The efforts of the MACC (in particular the Programme Manager) to develop these plans in a short time-frame are to be commended – especially given that the MACC at this time was still under-staffed and under-equipped.

By the time the first operational plans had been issued (mid- to late-August 1999), there were already 17 mine action organisations in Kosovo implementing bilaterally-funded activities
 – quite a few of these had arrived at or around the same time as the initial MACC staff. The initial broad “Outline Concept” plan(s) developed by the UN in June 1999 spelled out some of the intended activities but gave little or no indication of what resources would be needed to achieve these not easily quantifiable objectives or targets. In essence, there appear to have been no detailed plans for “who does what” prior to July/August 1999. This would suggest that the international mine action response in the first few months may have been driven primarily by donors and implementing organisations, with apparently little coordination or logical division of responsibilities developed by the UN. Despite its early presence on the ground, the MACC’s first plans may well have reflected a need to put to good use the mine action resources that had been thrown into theatre rather than a rational priority-based approach. 

Good plans should avoid being resource-driven – a better approach is to work out how problems are to be solved and, from that, derive resources needed. Given more lead time, in the case of Kosovo (and with the benefit of hindsight), a more comprehensive start-up plan should have been developed by the UN that included a preliminary list of mine action resources and assets (e.g. “five Level 1 Survey Teams to undertake ……..”, “10 x 2 person EOD teams to undertake …….”, “four mechanical clearance systems capable of ….. to undertake …..”, etc, etc). 

To the credit of both UNMAS and the MACC PM, both soon appear to have recognized this need to better influence the type of mine action resources coming into the province. MACC and UNMAS communiqués and plans as early as 26 June 1999
 clearly indicate that the MACC was seeking specific assets to undertake specific tasks. Later documents
 continued to elaborate on specific mine action resources needed for the Kosovo programme to achieve success.

Reporting throughout the life of the programme appears to have been sound. There were good communications from the field to the MACC, from the MACC to UN HQ, UNOPS and to donors, as well from UN HQ to donors. Overall, the plans and reports prepared by the MACC were comprehensive, well thought out and issued in a timely manner. Summing up, the two principal areas of possible concern relate to the need for more detailed start-up plans and the possibility of bilaterally-funded projects driving mine action plans.

Tasking Methodology

As mentioned earlier, the allocation of mine action tasks to implementing organisations was handled exclusively by the MACC. Concurrently, KFOR continued to independently undertake limited mine/UXO clearance tasks – principally in support of its own operations but also on occasion in support of the civilian population. While the efforts of KFOR in this regard were welcomed, the MACC staff raised a number of concerns regarding the lack of information and reporting provided to the MACC for tasks being undertaken by KFOR. 

This issue was not fully explored, as the KFOR staff serving in Kosovo at the time had long since been replaced. Peacekeeping forces should, however, ensure better coordination and management of clearance tasks – especially when operating in conjunction with or parallel to a civilian or UN MAC. It may not be feasible for peacekeeping forces to fully comply with international standards for mine/UXO clearance, or provide the same level of detailed reporting as civilian operators, but there is certainly scope for a minimum level of reporting in a standardised format. It is recommended that UNMAS (particularly given its connection with DPKO) further analyse this matter and, if need be, develop standards or standardised reporting for mine/UXO clearance work undertaken by peacekeeping forces.

For the mine/UXO tasks managed by the MACC, information was derived from a variety of sources, usually verified through a modified survey process (for mine/UXO tasks), and subsequently reviewed and prioritised by the MACC Operations staff. Confirmed tasks would then be allocated to an operator with assets most suited to the task. A number of specialised or limited mine action resources (e.g. mechanical clearance systems or dogs) were centrally managed by the MACC. These resources would either be entrusted to contractors given particular tasks to undertake independently, or allocated to be used by a combination of operators if the nature of the task required this. 

This tasking methodology appears to very sound – this approach ensures that the highest priority tasks are done first and that mine action resources (particularly specialised or limited mine action resources) are optimised. A reported downside of this approach (cited by some operators) was that operators were not able to effectively plan beyond the tasks they had been allocated. Given that most operators were being funded for a specified period (rather than on a task basis), this concern does not appear to be overly significant – nonetheless, if this type of tasking methodology is used elsewhere, it is a factor to be borne in mind by the MACC.

One of the innovative tools introduced by the MACC to improve task management, execution and control was the use of “task folders”. These contained full details relevant to a task (or often a group of tasks), giving the executing organisation an unprecedented level of information for planning purposes and providing the MACC with a comprehensive history of the task(s) in one convenient place.

The tasking methodology for mine/UXO awareness and education is not so clear, and appears to have been less well managed than survey or clearance activities. Certainly one major concern that consistently emerged during the evaluation was that awareness and survey/clearance needed to be much more integrated than was done in Kosovo. The lack of integration may have been caused in part by the separation of clearance and awareness staff within the MACC – “Operations” staff managed clearance and survey; “Awareness/Education” staff in a separate office within the MACC managed awareness and public information. 

Numerous other factors contributed to shortfalls within the awareness sub-sector (discussed in a later section). It is clear, however, that a planning, tasking and management system that does not properly integrate survey, awareness and clearance runs a major risk.

VII.
Setting and Promulgating Standards

“International Standards for Humanitarian Mine Clearance Operations” first emerged early in 1997, following calls by the mine action sector (including donors) for increased quality and consistency of work
. The initial “standards” were developed through a consultative process involving a wide cross-section of the mine action community - but subsequent application of these varied substantially from country to country. Generally speaking, the initial standards, while a significant and welcomed first step, failed to be adopted by the mine action community. 

It became evident to most that the initial standards were in need of a major redesign and, in October 1999, UNMAS (utilising the recently formed Geneva International Centre for Humanitarian Demining – GICHD) commenced the process of fully reviewing and re-issuing new standards. The IMAS development again involved a consultative process across a wide swath of the mine action community. By mid-99, when the Kosovo MACC was being set up, revised IMAS were still under development. It was not until mid- to late-2000 that some 17 new standards had been issued in draft form for review by the User Focus Group
. On 1 October 2001, the first 22 of the officially approved IMAS were issued – these included standards for the overall management of mine action programmes, mine action surveys, mine/UXO clearance, training and equipment. It should be noted that the latest IMAS have focused primarily on management, survey and clearance -  mine risk education/awareness standards are now under development ( as an integral part of IMAS) and will be released in 2002. Mine risk education/awareness has been reflected in the management, clearance and survey elements already released. No IMAS had as yet been developed for victim assistance. 

It is also important to note that implementing IMAS as national standards is not simply a matter of making minor text adjustments to IMAS (and, in some countries, translation), and then publishing these. For example, one part of the new IMAS states “The [mine action] accreditation body shall define and document its management system and procedures and shall ensure that its management policy is understood and its procedures are implemented and maintained at all levels in the organisation”. This one line in IMAS may require a MAC to develop 10-20 pages (or more) of processes and procedures that “define and document its management system” – not to mention the effort required to “ensure its management policy is understood and its procedures are implemented [etc]”.

The Kosovo MACC staff therefore knew that the old standards were inadequate but did not, at the time, have the new standards to work with. They also realized that a major effort (requiring additional staff) was needed to “define and document” their systems if these were to be taken seriously by operators. 

The MACC first issued its first draft of standards for mine action activities in Kosovo in September 1999. A review process, which called for input and comment from all of the clearance organizations, took place in December 1999, and the final document was subsequently issued in February 2000, prior to the start of the forthcoming clearance season.  Like the IMAS, the MACC’s standards initially focused almost exclusively on activities related to mine/UXO clearance
 - for example, it was not until January/February 2001 that guidelines/standards were issued for mine awareness (and even these consisted of a mere four pages covering mine action support teams, accreditation and reporting). 

Overall – and given the absence of templates to help them - it is a credit to an understaffed and overworked MACC to have produced some 119 pages of standards and SOP. The fact that no major problems or dissent with regard to these were reported may be attributable (at least in part) to the consultative process used during the development of the IMAS themselves, which helped pave the way for wide-spread acceptance of common “standards” as a concept. 

Nonetheless, interviews with a wide cross-section of the mine action community (MACC staff as well as operators) revealed an almost-universal call for greater detail in IMAS (or the supporting “Technical Notes for Mine Action” – TNMA). Included among these were suggestions for the following:

· Standards or guidelines for mine action information systems and data.

· Standards or guidelines for mine awareness/education (including mechanisms to measure or quantify efficiency/effectiveness).

· Standards or guidelines for mine/UXO clearance operations conducted by peace-keeping forces (including, as a minimum, standardised and mandatory reporting of such activities).

· Improved standards or guidelines for surveys – particularly “rapid assessments”, Level 1/General Surveys and Level 2/Technical Surveys.

· Standards or guidelines for personnel employed within the mine action sector (e.g. sample “Labour Laws”).

· Standards or guidelines for accreditation/testing of mine/UXO clearance equipment.

· Samples, templates and/or processes for reporting (e.g. for reporting hazards, accidents/incidents, medevac, task progress, task completion, task suspension).

· Sample and/or template Terms of Reference for staff positions (national and international) within a MAC.

· Improved standards or guidelines for investigations (e.g. clearance incidents) including sample forms, templates and processes. 

· Standards or guidelines for mine action communications networks.

· Improved standards or guidelines for QA including sample forms, templates and processes.

The above is not intended to be an exhaustive list of work needed, but we hope that it illustrates that more can and should be done to help the mine action players in the field.

Kosovo’s own mine action standards (and overall development) were thus probably hindered by the absence of approved and detailed IMAS. In most countries (not just Kosovo), considerable staff effort is needed to develop and implement comprehensive national standards/SOP – but additional staff are rarely provided to help undertake this major task. More detailed standards, guidelines, samples, templates and/or processes are needed by the global mine action sector. If these can be developed, it will prove useful to all programmes – especially if these are available at the start-up of new programmes.

Accreditation and Licensing
The concept of “accreditation” essentially involves scrutinising the management and operating procedures of mine action organisations before they are permitted to undertake work. This review process is designed to ensure that (a) operators have adequate capacity and experience to undertake mine action work and (b) techniques used by operators will achieve the desired end-result.

 “Accreditation” of mine action organisations first emerged in more-or-less its current form in the Bosnia-Herzegovina mine action programme where “accreditation” became a prerequisite before mine action operators could undertake demining/EOD tasks in that country. Other country’s mine action programmes soon adopted and improved upon these concepts such that by early- to mid-1999, when Kosovo was being contemplated, the concept of accreditation had gained acceptance by some  in the sector. 

As explained in the recently issued IMAS 7.30
,  “most national mine action authorities already apply some form of accreditation procedures. The form and extent of such accreditation varies from country to country, but the aim is similar – to establish and confirm the quality of demining organisations, particularly those with specialist capabilities such as mine detection dogs or mechanically-assisted demining. Accreditation is also needed for those organisations involved in quality assurance and post-clearance quality control.”

IMAS 7.30 makes a clear distinction between “accreditation” and “licensing”
:

 “Accreditation is the procedure by which a demining organisation is formally recognised as competent and able to plan and manage demining activities safely, effectively and efficiently. For most mine action programmes, the national mine action authority will be the body which provides accreditation. International organisations such as the United Nations or regional bodies may also introduce accreditation schemes. Accreditation will be given to the in-country headquarters of an organisation for a finite duration, normally for a period of two to three years.”

“Licensing is the procedure by which a demining organisation is formally recognised as competent and able to carry out demining activities. Each license shall refer to the capabilities required to carry out a particular activity such as survey, manual clearance, community liaison or mine detection dogs. The granting of a license assumes that the capability will not change beyond the scope or intention of the original license.”

The outline processes for accreditation/licensing as described in IMAS 7.30
 are as follows:

“In most situations it will be appropriate to award accreditation, and to grant licenses, in two stages. The first stage involves a provisional desk assessment by the national mine action authority or its agent based on documentary evidence presented by the demining organisation, such as organisational charts, management qualifications and proven experience. The second stage involves an on-site assessment to confirm that people, equipment, materials and procedures are being used as intended, and that demining activities are being conducted in a safe, effective and efficient manner.”

Despite the fact that these IMAS were not formally approved until 1 October 2001, the concepts had been around in draft form for quite some time and also applied in other programmes for some years prior. It should therefore have been relatively straight-forward for the MACC to adopt and apply these in Kosovo. The MACC’s “Guidelines and Technical Standards” do not include details on the accreditation system in Kosovo. However, detailed accreditation requirements and processes are listed in the MACC’s “Standard Work Procedures” (SWP). The MACC appears not to have strictly complied with the new requirements of IMAS – “accreditation” was done; however, formal “licensing” as prescribed by IMAS was not. The MACC did, however, follow-up with regular QA checks and thus complied with most of the IMAS requirements. 

In line with the requirement for accreditation of clearance organisations, from September 1999, the same was introduced for mine awareness organisations. It is however easier to accredit clearance organisations as the measures are quantifiable. Apart from checking CVs and experience, vetting the materials to be used and the target audiences, it is hard to accredit mine awareness. Accreditation for mine awareness organisations was based on the following
:

a) Lesson plans for specific MAE training, using appropriate methodology for the proposed target audience. For example, children, community etc;

b) CV of their MAST facilitators and evidence of experience or knowledge in the field of MAE;

c) A monitoring and evaluation plan;

d) Field tests of any new product;

e) A demonstrated commitment to the reporting and coordination aspects of the Kosovo Mine Action Programme.

The accreditation did serve a purpose - it ensured that mine awareness organisations were accountable to a central authority, something that generally has not been achieved effectively in other programmes. It also helped to curb some of the worst practices, such as direct military style presentations, demonstrating demining to children and giving out inaccurate, and thus dangerous, messages. It constituted a basic level of organisational policing. It did not ensure that mine awareness across Kosovo was effective.

At least two clearance operators had their accreditation suspended after a spate of serious incidents; accreditation was re-granted after the operators provided evidence that they had taken appropriate corrective action. Overall, the MACC’s accreditation processes were well documented, properly implemented and, most importantly, achieved the primary aim of ensuring that operators were capable of performing work to a professional standard.

It is not known exactly when the MACC formally implemented accreditation but, given the timetable of events, it is most likely that many operators were in-country before accreditation came into effect. This raises the question: If the new IMAS are to become credible and effective, how do operators gain accreditation/licensing if the MAC does not arrive until a later point or is delayed in issuing its accreditation system? It would be inappropriate to delay life-saving mine action services simply because the local MAC had not yet had time to develop it accreditation/licensing systems. Clearly there is a need for some form of “pre-accreditation” or a global accreditation process that allows operators to be accredited beforehand. In that regard, it is recommended that UNMAS and the mine action family look further into this issue with a view overcoming this concern.

Monitoring, Quality Assurance, and Quality Control
Unlike some other aspects of the mine action sector which have become accepted norms, “monitoring” and “quality assurance/quality control” (QA/QC) is implemented in widely-varying forms between programmes and remains a somewhat contentious issue within the sector. 

The new IMAS 07.40
 explains “monitoring” as follows:

“Monitoring is an essential part of the demining process. Together with accreditation and post-clearance inspections, it provides the national mine action authority with the necessary confidence that the demining organisation has cleared the land in accordance with its contractual obligations, and that the land is safe for its intended use.”

“To achieve this, monitoring must examine the demining organisation's capability (people, equipment and procedures) and observe how this capability is being applied. External monitoring complements the demining organisation's own internal quality management system. It verifies that the demining organisation's quality assurance procedures and internal quality control inspections are appropriate and are being applied – but it does not replace the demining organisation's responsibility for ensuring the application of safe, effective and efficient operational procedures.”

The new IMAS 09.10
 further explains that:

“IMAS specifies clearance quality by adopting a two-stage approach. Stage 1 (quality assurance) involves the establishment and monitoring of quality management systems and operational procedures before and during the clearance process. Stage 2 (quality control) involves a process of inspection of cleared land. The inspection of cleared land provides confidence that the clearance requirements have been met, and as such forms an essential part of the overall clearance process.”
It is evident that the issue of establishing a credible monitoring/QA capacity was a key concern for the MACC. In the programme’s Consolidated Appeal Process document dated 16 July 1999, it is stated that:


“It is imperative that a comprehensive Quality Assurance (QA) plan be developed to ensure that clearance operations are conducted in accordance with strict humanitarian standards established by the UN. Effective QA is necessary for the safety of mine clearance personnel, as well as the people occupying cleared areas.”

The same document then lists a series of key QA functions/activities that were needed including:

· The establishment of a QA framework including written technical guidelines, written safety standards and establishment of a Technical Working Group.

· A mechanism for the accreditation of all mine action organisations.

· A mechanism for external QA checks to be made.

· The capability to perform QA testing on Mine Detection Dogs.

· A mechanism for accident/incident investigations.

Developments after this early document are somewhat ambiguous.  It seems, however, that the MACC’s QA capacity did not shape up quite as well as it would have liked. This may have been due to a combination of factors such as funding shortages for MACC expansion, the absence of tried and proven QA systems within the global mine action community and, simply, daily pressures. The MACC’s Guidelines and Technical Standards contain only very limited detail on monitoring, QA and QC. Nevertheless. the evaluation cited  the MACC’s “Standard Work Procedures” (SWP 02) which contain detailed instructions on the QA processes as well a numerous QA reports – both of which provide clear evidence that monitoring and QA were implemented in a methodical and comprehensive manner. 

As was the case with accreditation, the MACC appears not to have strictly complied with the new requirements of IMAS – however, regular and quite detailed QA checks were conducted which thus met with most of the IMAS requirements. It does not appear that any form of QC (i.e. sample inspections of cleared land as described in IMAS) has been done to date.

The MACC’s first attempt at QA was to engage an external mine clearance commercial company  (not involved in clearance within Kosovo), directly contracted to the MACC. However this was found to be inadequate for a variety of reasons. The company contracted did not have the “people skills” needed to gain acceptance in the demining community. Some of the commercial clearance companies within Kosovo also expressed serious reservations in principle regarding the use of other commercial clearance companies to undertake QA. Their concern was that a commercial company employed to undertake QA might distort their QA reports to create a negative image of competitors. This could then allow the company undertaking QA to gain a stronger position in regard to clearance work in other countries.

After its first attempt at establishing a comprehensive QA system through the use of a contractor, the MACC then opted to develop its own integral and internal QA capacity. The evaluation team conducted only a brief review of this component of the MACC, but it would appear that this second attempt was far more successful (albeit with some gaps). 

Given the relatively small level of MACC staff and resources available for this work, the monitoring, QA and incident/accident investigation processes for survey and clearance all seem sound, quite well developed and accepted by the mine action operators – the end result being the production of accurate assessments, valid conclusions and correction of weaknesses in the programme. The fact that these results were achieved by training and deploying a team of ten local staff members made this outcome particularly noteworthy. Despite the observation that some areas that could be further improved or developed, the MACC’s monitoring and QA processes clearly achieved the primary purpose(s) as stated in IMAS.

A number of key lessons concerning QA/QC have emerged from the Kosovo experience:

· Monitoring, QA/QC, accreditation, and the conduct of accident/incident investigations are valid and necessary functions that should be undertaken by MACs directly.

· More work is needed to develop the processes, mechanisms, etc for these functions so that MACs can quickly implement them.

· MAC’s need to be adequately resourced/staffed to perform these functions.

· There is a potential for conflicts of interest in using commercial clearance companies to perform QA. 

Information Management and the IMSMA

As mentioned earlier, without good information demining can be “like finding a needle in haystack”. This can result in both excessive or unnecessary costs as well as poor plans or poor targeting of mine action activities.  To avoid these problems, data need to be acquired quickly, methodically and accurately across a wide range of information sources. Once collected, data need to be screened, collated, stored, and then manipulated and presented in the form of reports to provide managers with useful information on which they can base their plans and measure their performance. Thus, an effective mine action information system needs to have a comprehensive data collection process (usually referred to as “surveys” within the mine action sector), a sound mechanism whereby the data can be screened, collated, stored and manipulated (i.e. a database/GIS system) as well as management systems that effectively utilise the information generated – all of which need to be fully integrated.

Based on lessons learned from other programmes, the UN mine action agencies recognised that a sound information system played a vital role, especially during the start-up phase of a new programme. Accordingly, UNMAS, through the Geneva International Centre for Humanitarian Demining (GICHD), commissioned the development of a mine action information system designed as a common information platform for all mine action programmes. When the Kosovo crisis emerged, the first version (1.2) of the “Information Management System for Mine Action – IMSMA” had only recently become available - and it had not yet been tested in any mine action programme.

By March 1999, when the situation in Kosovo was worsening and NATO bombing had commenced, UNMAS had contacted NATO regarding the use of the IMSMA system. It was subsequently agreed that the IMSMA system would be deployed with - and managed by - KFOR until such time as the MACC had been established and could fully take over. IMSMA thus went into action at the same time as KFOR deployed, and quite some time before the MACC was fully operational. This provided the first serious opportunity to field-test and validate the IMSMA modules developed to date. The IMSMA system was originally set up in KFOR HQ (due, at least in part, to lack of space in MACC), staffed by KFOR military engineers (UK) and funded/equipped by DFID (which provided work space in the form of a containerised office, computers, etc and later funds for the hiring of national staff local staff in the MACC).

By July/August 1999, the KFOR/MACC information staff had received minefield data from the Serbian/VJ army, NATO bombing data and the information from the HALO Trust rapid assessment survey, together with general country data (municipality information, provincial gazetteer, population data, etc) and other information from a wide variety of sources. This information was being supplemented by data from ongoing mine action surveys, reports of mines/UXO coming in from local residents and NGOs, mine/UXO clearance reports, data from awareness/education activities, civilian and demining accident reports – all of which continued to flow into the mine action information system throughout the life of the programme. The MACC had also been supplied with digitised maps of Kosovo, state-of-the-art computer hardware and two highly qualified Swedish IT specialists.

As stated by the Survey Action Centre in its Level One Impact Survey report
: “The Kosovo crisis allowed the application of information resources to a degree unprecedented in other, less high-profile complex emergencies. The use of satellite and aerial imagery made tools available that are normally out of reach to humanitarian organizations. Additionally, the availability of GIS technology to facilitate and support coordination, program development and implementation created its own dynamic relating to data standards and information sharing. In this context, and as compared to other reconstruction and relief efforts, the deployment and use of IMSMA in Kosovo placed the MACC and the mine action community on the leading edge of information technology operations in humanitarian applications.” Truer words have rarely been spoken - most mine action Programme Managers in other countries would regard the IT resources made available to the Kosovo MACC as a dream come true!

On the surface, therefore, it would seem that this was an almost idyllic situation in relation to mine action information. However, interviews with both MACC managers and IT specialists revealed many weaknesses and deficiencies that made the system less-than-perfect. Included among these were the following
:

· Varying reliability of minefields records, UXO information and cluster bomb strikes. Data collection, reliability, availability, suitability, and completeness were reported to be major constraints.

· IMSMA Version 1.2. was not able to adequately depict UXO and cluster bomb strikes. These could only be recorded as “danger areas”.

· The lack of digital information from both the VJ and NATO required a manpower-intensive effort to enter this data into IMSMA. This was a time consuming process exacerbated by the turnover of IT personnel within the MACC and KFOR, which frustrated the retention of institutional memory regarding the status of the process. 

· Limited reporting (in some cases, no reporting) of independent clearance by KFOR contingents created subsequent problems with data integrity and validity of information. In many cases, KFOR troops cleared areas independent of a tasking by the MACC, resulting in many danger area records remaining in the IMSMA system for terrain that had in fact already cleared. 

· Formats for data collection were not always compatible with IMSMA, while IMSMA formats did not always meet the needs of end users or a combination of both.

· Many records were entered into IMSMA without verification. This included data from the HALO Trust “rapid assessment”, other reports by NGOs and returning civilians and older records from the 1998-99 Kosovo Verification Mission (KVM)/Kosovo Disengagement Observer Mission (K-DOM). 

· Difficulties when entering or verifying records due to the imprecision in recording danger areas yielded a GIS layer of multiple overlapping contaminated zones. It is suspected that many of these records were duplicates or false reports (MACC estimates a factor of 30-50 percent), referring to the same area but offset by 10-100 meters dependent upon observer position reporting error.

· Many data sets collected by outside institutions, including other UN agencies, were available, but not easily joined by a common reference. These problems required significant manual manipulation of spreadsheet-formatted data sets. Acquiring basic data was an effort requiring “extensive persuasive diplomacy”.

· Both IT specialists and a number of MACC managers reported difficulties using the IMSMA interface. IT specialists had difficulty understanding the logic of IMSMA’s underlying database structure, interface design and purpose of data-entry fields.

Because of the above factors, it would appear that the Kosovo MACC used relatively little of IMSMA’s full capabilities. In actuality, the bulk of IMSMA’s outputs appear to have been mine/UXO contamination maps and limited (and often inconsistent) management information/reports. It must be stressed that this was one of the first versions of IMSMA to be field-tested, thus certain shortcomings could be expected. It is known that the Kosovo MACC provided significant feedback to the IMSMA designers and, just prior to the departure of the Evaluation Mission, IMSMA Version 2.1 was received by the MACC. The designers have clearly taken note of the Kosovo experience as this later version has undergone significant changes that have addressed many of the above-mentioned concerns.  Above all, it uses a new platform that will allow access to multiple users simultaneously. 

Despite improvements evident in IMSMA version 2.1, there still are major gaps between the needs of data collection processes and IMSMA.  It also remains unclear how information produced by IMSMA can best be utilized by mine action managers. As discussed previously, an effective mine action information system needs to integrate the data collection process (“surveys”), the database/GIS system as well as management systems that utilise the information generated. For IMSMA to reach its full potential, it is important that mine action managers drive the IT system - not just the IT staff. To that end, it is recommended that priority be given to defining the information needs, field data collection processes and management systems of the mine action community. If this is done, it should greatly assist the IMSMA designers to more effectively develop the databases, GIS, user interfaces and report formats needed.

Mine Awareness Network Development

The UN’s policy on mine action coordination clearly gives UNICEF the lead role for mine awareness and, certainly in earlier days and in other countries, UNICEF had participated as an active member of mine action inter-agency planning missions. However, in the case of Kosovo, it appears that there was little input by UNICEF to the UN’s planning process prior to deployment. Equally disconcerting, when the start-up UN MACC team was deployed, UNICEF brought its own personnel in separately without consultation with the other UN mine action agencies.

Despite some mine awareness education being undertaken in the refugee camps outside Kosovo, and the arrival of some 20 organisations implementing mine awareness by mid- to late-1999, little appears to have been done by UNICEF to assume its mandated mine awareness role. Instead of UNICEF coordinating from within the newly formed MACC, it was initially left to a junior, inexperienced Programme Officer from UNMAS to try and shape the mine awareness activities going on outside the country as well the future direction of mine awareness in Kosovo. The UNMAS/UNOPS plan for the MACC foresaw the need for a longer-term appointment in the MACC to coordinate the mine awareness sub-sector – but again, UNICEF’s involvement in filling this post (either by providing candidates or funding for the post) appears to have been ineffectual. At the same time, UNICEF appointed a Mines Awareness Officer to its own country office, thereby causing confusion and effectively undermining the authority of the MACC. 

Kosovo saw a proliferation of NGOs implementing mine awareness, particularly non- mine action NGOs. Initially, these tended to implement in their normal project area, rather than in areas of greatest need. Given their general lack of mine action experience and knowledge, the quality of projects implemented was variable. The MACC responded to this in August 1999, when the Senior Partner system was introduced for mine awareness organisations. At the same time, the MACC started to coordinate the mine awareness agencies, putting an end to duplication and ensuring that the vulnerable were properly targeted.  

However, due to the large number of NGOs of all types implementing mine awareness in  such a small territory and because of the generally narrow focus of their projects, the MACC was forced to accredit multiple  NGOs to each area. Although unavoidable, this  approach did not promote consistent standards of implementation or effective integration with clearance and survey organisations.

Clearly, it is better to fund organisations that are capable of implementing a complete, integrated solution for their area of responsibility. This approach is also more cost effective - one organisation means one set of management costs and other cost savings based on economies of scale. An organisation dealing with all aspects of the mine action problem is more likely to have an intimate understanding of the concrete solutions.

Another factor of interest was the decision to make mine awareness (and thus the coordination of mine awareness activities) an organisational branch of its own within the MACC. The rest of the field operations (mine clearance, EOD and survey) was overseen and coordinated by the Chief of Operations. As a consequence, and despite efforts at cross-department communications between Awareness and Operations, the planning and conduct of mine awareness from the outset tended to be done in isolation to survey and clearance.

 Overall, there appears to have been insufficient attention paid by UN HQ and field managers, during both the initial planning and initial implementation, to the proper integration and development of the mine awareness sub-sector. Given the lessons learned from many other country programmes, this fragmented approach to the development of an integrated mine action programme – in which mine awareness plays an essential role - cannot be readily explained. However, these issues were to have a  negative bearing on the future of mine awareness in Kosovo.

In fact, Kosovo showed that the mine awareness lessons learned over the past ten years still primarily rest with various pioneering NGOs. Apart from the organizational constraints enumerated earlier, the MACC was not in a position to lead from day one as there was no mine awareness experience represented within the MACC. NGOs such as the Mines Advisory Group, Handicap International and the ICRC introduced their own community based approaches, grounded in years of experience. These approaches were then adopted by the MACC and embodied in the mine action support team (MAST) concept. The MAST concept recognised that community based mine awareness must be an integral part of mine action if mine action is to realise its full potential.  MAST activities were also incorporated into the MACC SOPs and the QA and certification process, thereby formalising the MAST and demonstrating the importance placed on mine awareness by the MACC. As stated in the UNMIK MACC 2000 report:

“Working with the community is not a new concept – in Kosovo alone it is practiced by several agencies, particularly the ICRC safer village plan, and the CARE/MINETECH and Mines Advisory Group (MAG) Community Mines Awareness Teams. The new concept is in the inclusion of MAE within the certification of clearance process, and the deliberate enforcement of information sharing between the two components to ensure an integrated solution. A further addition is the inclusion of a monitoring/quality assurance process to confirm the passage of information”.

The MAST system identified mine awareness organisations to work with clearance organisations that had no mine awareness capability.  MASTs were tasked to support mine and battle area clearance before, during and after clearance. In the words of the MACC report for 2000
: “Concerted efforts were made to tell the community exactly what mine threat they faced, and what was going to be done about it”.

This interpretation of the mine awareness task requires knowledge of mine or battle area clearance and an intimate understanding how the partner clearance organisation works. This in turn requires an intimate link between the ‘partnered’ organizations, which often proves to be a problem, especially in mine action where the working culture varies from other sectors. MACC SOPs state that MAST teams should be an ‘integral part of the mine/BAC clearance team
’, clearly an unrealistic expectation. Tacking together stand-alone mine awareness and clearance organisations is a short term ‘bandaid’, not an ideal solution. Post-clearance follow up by a non- technical stand-alone mine awareness agency can also create problems. The MACC received regular reports from these organizations of areas not fully cleared or not yet cleared, only to find on investigation that many of these reports were spurious, wasting both time and resources.

VIII. Staffing and Administration

Some of the issues that must be raised under this heading were already alluded to in the chapter which addresses the start-up phase of the Kosovo mine action programme. It is important, however, to revert to some of these earlier observations in order to extract the specific management lessons that can be drawn from them. Nevertheless, to understand the implications of staffing and administration on the programme, it is first necessary to explain the “bigger picture”: 

· Availability of Staff.  Humanitarian mine action as a field of specialization is a little over twelve years old and the number of seasoned, experienced and capable professionals in this sector is still relatively small (but steadily growing). There is no large pool of high quality, experienced personnel available to deploy at short notice in the event of a crisis. Demand generally still exceeds the supply base for senior technical and senior management appointments, and when staff are needed at short notice (such as occurred with Kosovo), the international community is often hard-pressed to find the right people.

· UN Headquarter Staffing.  As discussed earlier in this report, staff reductions in UN headquarters also exacerbated the afore-mentioned lack of experienced staff. For example, UN reforms in 1997/98 led to a reduction of military in-kind staff in DPKO – including UNMAS. By December 1998, the number of Programme Officers in UNMAS had been reduced from seven  to three . This occurred at the very time that UNMAS had been saddled with substantial extra responsibilities as the newly appointed UN focal point for global mine action
. Furthermore, few of UNMAS’ staff had either extensive or recent experience in setting-up or managing mine action programmes. The situation was little better in other mine action units: UNDP and UNOPS likewise had only a handful of staff (and few with substantial field experience).

· Military versus Civilian Staff.  There has been much discussion in recent years over the suitability of military staff versus civilian staff in the mine action sector. Regrettably, much of the debate has consisted of over-generalisations and has stemmed from mine action’s early history when programmes were being almost exclusively managed and supported by military personnel. The reality nowadays is that many military personnel have excellent knowledge of some technical issues as well as familiarity with military/peace-keeping operations - but they frequently lack an understanding of humanitarian or development issues. Conversely, many personnel from civilian backgrounds have sound knowledge of humanitarian/development issues but little or no knowledge of technical matters. Unfortunately, as mentioned previously, the pool of personnel who have both sets of skills is still quite small.

· The real issue is that the militaries are no longer the “expert source” for the management of mine action programmes or even for some technical fields (e.g. manual demining). Nowadays, there is far more expertise in these particular fields within the humanitarian mine action sector itself. Nonetheless, the militaries remain leading sources for personnel to undertake specific technical work in such areas as EOD, training systems, logistics, explosives storage/handling, etc. Military personnel can continue to fill technical positions within MACs so long as terms of reference are properly prepared, the individual’s skills/experience suit the task and the individual is given guidance on humanitarian/development issues (if required).

· International/UN Administrative & Financial Systems.  In broad terms, the UN’s (and some governments’) administrative and financial systems are generally not conducive to emergency or rapid-response situations such as Kosovo. Donors are generally reluctant to provide money to the UN to be held in reserve for emergencies or unforeseen contingencies; it is difficult for the UN to pre-sign funding agreements or contracts until a UN intervention or programme has either been endorsed by a General Assembly resolution or funds have been physically received; it is difficult for the UN to acquire stand-by equipment without funds; UN (and many donors) contracting and tender processes are more suited to stable situations that do not require an overnight response; the duration of employment contracts is often governed by the availability of funds, making it difficult to attract high calibre staff; the continual use of ad-hoc and non-standard structures in peace-keeping and humanitarian crisis makes it difficult to anticipate staffing, equipment needs, processes, etc …… the list goes on.

· This is by no means unique to mine action or a recent phenomenon – the lack-lustre performance of the UN’s administrative and financial systems in terms of responsiveness and flexibility is a long-standing issue and well documented – most recently in the “Brahimi” report.
 In the case of the Kosovo mine action programme, the international response appears to have been much better than in other situations – however the response was still characterised by crisis management and ad-hoc arrangements. Under such prevailing conditions, it hardly surprising that important things sometimes get forgotten or omitted, or that less-than-best solutions are adopted.  

As a consequence of all the afore-mentioned factors, when the time came for the UN mine action family to leap into action with Kosovo, it had almost no resources, few experienced staff and very little time. Early plans considered deploying personnel from another programme (Bosnia in this instance); subsequently it was decided to deploy HQ personnel and some hastily acquired in-kind support (e.g. from GICHD) as a temporary team until longer-term staff could be recruited. Either approach meant that reductions or compromises would have to be made affecting other equally important work (either at the headquarters level or in other country programmes). 

The subsequent recruitment of the permanent MACC team also was shaped by factors discussed earlier. The UN had no standby staff. A prospective Programme Manager (John Flanagan) had been identified, however, even before the UN moved into Kosovo. As a military officer on secondment to UNMAS, he had fortuitously just finished his assignment and was en-route back to New Zealand. UNMAS/UNOPS were able to hastily arrange for him to be retained on secondment to the UN in the guise of a consultant before eventually converting him to a regular UN staff member in early 2000. The Chief of Administration and Logistics (Nick O’Regan) was transferred from a UNOPS project in Africa to the UNOPS project in Kosovo – but not until 15 July 1999 (and even then only on a six-month contract). Most other key staff arrived within two months of the MACC’s opening. It was only due to the unflagging efforts made by UNOPS that the MACC was staffed as early and as well as it was, notwithstanding the considerable bureaucratic hurdles. 

Supplying equipment for the MACC was little better as the members of the UN mine action family between them had no emergency or reserve stocks. Almost everything from vehicles and computers down to pens and paper had to be acquired from scratch. Like the MACC’s staff, equipment and supplies were acquired from a wide variety of sources and over some months. Much of the delay associated with equipment was due to a lack of funds – by mid-1999 the UN Voluntary Trust Fund for mine action had been depleted to a point where it struggled to supply the meagre US$330,000 start-up money.

Matters were further exacerbated by the inability of UNMAS to sign an executing agreement with UNOPS (which was to implement the programme) until it had secured the necessary resources . UNOPS had many of the potential staff members lined up, but it was unable to make commitments to staff or procure equipment until the executing agreement had actually been signed.  This was done on 10 June 1999.  UNOPS stood ready to take immediate action.

Adding to this growing list of obstacles and difficulties were poorly executed administrative and logistics links to UNMIK. This is described in some detail in the chapter about the start-up phase. Logic dictated that UNMIK would play a key role in maintaining the MACC by providing a level of in-country administrative and logistic support. The fact that UNOPS, instead of the DPKO Field Administration and Logistics Division, was responsible for managing the MACC led to petty disputes. Even after agreements had been reached between UNOPS/MACC and UNMIK, administrative and logistics support from UNMIK was reported to be generally unsatisfactory. 

Given that the UN had no stand-by resources and limited funds available for starting-up the MACC, it was fortunate that some key donors were able to mobilise their own resources and funds at short notice – without this substantial and prompt in-kind support, it is quite likely that the MACC would have failed to develop at all. While it is pleasing to see quite generous support and good cooperation from donors towards UN initiatives, the Kosovo MACC appears to have been overly reliant on in-kind support – which sometimes comes with less obvious detractions.

· For example, some 16 of the 25 proposed international staff for the Kosovo MACC were identified as being “in-kind” contributions from at least seven different donors
. This high percentage of in-kind support appears excessive and may suggest that the UN is incapable of fielding its own team – either because of resource, time or other constraints. In-kind staff can be extremely useful and beneficial – they may be able to arrive quicker than UN-sourced staff, their participation may increase a sense of ownership and involvement by donors, they may provide a convenient “back door” to expedite support from individual donors as well as a source of new skills or fresh ideas. Nonetheless, there are a number of potential downsides to using in-kind staff.

· Loyalties of in-kind staff can often be split between their “paymaster” (donors) and the “workplace boss” (the UN Project Manager). Unless the relationships are clearly spelled out, this can create tension, confusion or competing priorities with regard to tasking, reporting and administration. 

· In some mine action programmes, it has become a common practice for donors to directly task “their” in-kind personnel to undertake a range of duties on behalf of the donor including preparing routine reports regarding the MAC or programme’s activities/performance, preparing special reports/studies/projects for submission to the donor, following-up on donor-specific project issues on behalf of the donor and so on. To some degree, these assignments can be beneficial by providing a direct and trusted doorway to donors. Nonetheless, both donors and in-kind personnel must take care that they do not undermine or bypass proper lines of command, control and communication or create conflicting work priorities. To the fullest extent possible, in-kind staff should therefore work to the requirements of the recipient organisation.

· In-kind staff from a variety of sources can result in a multitude of non-standard administrative arrangements, including conditions of service and remuneration. These varying systems can be both confusing and cumbersome – neither of which are desirous in already overworked MAC operating in chaotic or difficult environments. To the extent possible, administrative arrangements should be standardised for all personnel working in the same organisation and be included as part of the UN-donor agreement for the provision of in-kind staff. 

· In-kind staff may sometimes have inadequate skills for their posts, may be subject to relatively short assignments (i.e. 6 months or less) or inadequately briefed/prepared for their assignment. In all cases, in-kind staff should be subject to similar selection processes as are applied to UN staff – that is, positions should clearly describe the duties to be performed, the skills/experience required (both essential and preferred) and the duration of the assignment. Prospective in-kind candidates should then be screened against those criteria. Once candidates have been selected, they should also be provided with adequate pre-deployment briefings – preferably a joint briefing (or agreed briefing pack) from the donor and UN.

All of the above issues and concerns were raised by senior MACC staff (in some cases by in-kind staff themselves). It should however be noted that few concerns were raised in relation to individual in-kind staff; their support was welcomed and valuable. 

Of greater concern, all of these administrative and logistics issues strongly suggest that there is a need for the UN and member states to critically examine the UN’s response capability to crisis and emergency situations. This is especially important given that the UN is involved in such situations on an almost continuous basis – be it rapid responses to mine action problems such as Kosovo, natural/man-made disasters or, as seen in recent months, rapidly evolving security situations.  The efforts currently underway in UNMAS to develop a rapid response strategy are therefore most timely. 

IX.
Achieving Results

“Even in the most severe situations, the most acute aspect of the landmine problem – minefields which directly threaten lives and livelihood – can be addressed and brought under control in a finite time period if adequate resources are brought to bear in a professionally conceived and executed programme.”

The Development of Indigenous Mine Action Capacities, DHA Report   

Goals: What Defines Success?

The ultimate objective of mine action programmes is the complete elimination of the mine/UXO problem. In many mine-affected countries, this is usually not feasible in the short-term as it may require many years (or even decades) to achieve this. As a consequence, most mine action programmes initially aim to contain the mine/UXO problem such that the impact on the affected communities is reduced or minimised. Subsequent (or concurrent) international efforts usually aim to build a sustainable local capacity that can then work towards the ultimate end-state of complete elimination of mines and UXO. 

Given the wide acceptance of this two-phased approach, managers of mine action programmes funded by the international community should therefore aim to optimise the available resources to ensure that (a) maximum positive benefit is gained and (b) aid/assistance support (which is mostly public money) is used in the most efficient manner.

One of the difficulties presently faced by the mine action community is the lack of consistent measures of performance and effectiveness. Many programmes or mine action projects have defined their own success criteria or performance indicators – to date, very little has been done to standardise these and establish methodologies for the collection and use of consistent performance indicators. Despite this, and bearing in mind the discussion in the preceding paragraphs, the following key questions should be asked when analysing the success of mine action programmes:

-
To what extent has the mine/UXO problem been contained, reduced or minimised?

-
To what extent has a sustainable local capacity been developed that can deal with the ongoing or remaining mine/UXO threat?

-
To what extent have the mine action resources been optimised to derive the most benefit?

In relation to the Kosovo mine action programme, it is necessary to assess: 

· whether the objectives set by the MACC were relevant 

· the extent to which the MACC/mine action programme attained these objectives, and 

· the overall performance of the MACC/mine action programme in relation to the afore-mentioned three key questions.

The MACC’s goals, objectives and key activities for the various phases were as follows:

Preliminary Phase.  Prior to early-August 1999, there are relatively few documents available that clearly and precisely articulate the objectives of the UN and international community’s mine action plans related to Kosovo. The best source appears to be the Project Description attached to the UNMAS/UNOPS Memorandum of Agreement dated 10 June 1999 which describes the immediate objective of the UN’s effort (after initial assessment and information gathering) as being to “establish an emergency mine action response to facilitate the safe return of refugees and IDPs and emergency relief assistance once peace settlement is reached”. The first plans issued by the MACC appear to have no specific objective -  however, a number of key activities were planned during this phase including “the conduct of mine awareness training to refugees, a rapid assessment of the mine/UXO threat, and the establishment of the MACC”
. 

Emergency Phase.  The objective of the UNMIK MAP during the Emergency Phase
 was to “ensure the rapid, safe return of refugees and IDP to their villages and to allow the resumption of normal activities, free from the threat of mines”. This was to be achieved through “a process of verification, survey and mine/UXO clearance, integrated with effective mine awareness education and appropriate care for victims”. Key activities were to include “verification/survey, EOD tasks, battle area clearance, mine/UXO clearance of houses, key installations, essential infrastructure and mined areas, ongoing mine awareness and development of victim assistance capacities”. 

The priorities for mine/UXO clearance activities were to be as follows:
a. Clearance tasks that assist with the safe and unimpeded return of refugees to designated secure areas under the UNHCR Return Plan, and which assist with the provision/restoration of basic human needs.

b. Clearance tasks in support of relief efforts that assist with overcoming/preventing humanitarian emergencies, resulting from the spontaneous return of refugees and IDP.

c. Clearance tasks to ensure the restoration/provision of essential community infrastructure or shelter programmes.

d. Clearance tasks to enable access to remote villages.

e. Clearance activities in support of tasks relating to the establishment and operation of UNMIK.

The objective(s) of mine/UXO awareness activities during this phase were as follows
:

“The objectives of a comprehensive and integrated mine/UXO awareness education programme in Kosovo during the emergency phase are to prevent and reduce mine/UXO incidents and accidents by informing people about the mine/UXO treat, and to educate them on safe behavior. The longer term objective is to achieve a permanent change of people’s attitude and behavior, which allows people to carry out their daily activities in a secure and safe manner despite the mine/UXO threat”.
Consolidation Phase.  The first MACC plans
 described this phase as being a period during which the MAP would “focus on those mine action activities that can continue during the winter period and beyond, and in particular establishing the institutional arrangements upon which the medium-long term requirements for mine action can be developed”.  By September 1999, this initial objective was substantially amended to “The overall objective of the UNMIK Mine Action Programme is to clear all known minefields, CBU strike areas and other reported dangerous areas, before handing over to a suitably trained and equipped local capacity established within the Kosovo Protection Corps (KPC). The KPC teams will be capable of dealing with the long-term residual threat, which is likely to consist of single items of small-medium calibre ordnance and CBU, grenades, and a limited number of mines. Based on current progress, the Mine Action Coordination Centre (MACC) firmly believes that this can be achieved by December 2001”
.
The MACC’s Operational Plan issued in December 1999
 elaborated further on this concept of operations:

“The transition from Emergency Phase to Consolidation Phase activities involves the development of an integrated plan for mine action, which includes a detailed works programme for mine/UXO clearance. The plan will build upon the foundation created during the Emergency Phase, particularly with regard to the local capacity that has been trained over this period by NGOs. Implementation of this plan will result in the systematic clearance of mine/UXO in the Province, reduction in casualties through effective mine awareness, rehabilitation and reintegration assistance to mine victims, and the development of the institutional arrangements upon which the medium-long term requirements for mine action will be based. The plan will also incorporate the integration of the Kosovo Protection Corps (KPC) into the MAP, as the indigenous organization tasked to assist with mine/UXO clearance. Accordingly, reliance on international assistance for this task will reduce in a controlled manner as part of a deliberate exit strategy. This strategy will also include a reduction in the number of local deminers as mined areas become cleared. This is necessary to ensure that there is a phased reintegration of personnel into employment outside mine action.

… the key objectives during this period are:

· the clearance of all high priority mined/dangerous areas during the Y2000 demining season,

· the clearance of all Cluster Bomb Unit (CBU) sites,

· Level 2 Survey and fencing of medium and low priority areas, prior to subsequent clearance,

· the integration of mine awareness activities,

· strengthening the mine victim rehabilitation and reintegration capacities,

· integration of the KPC into the Programme, and

· implementation of an exit strategy for international assistance.”
Exit Phase.  By January 2001, a new overarching objective had emerged from the MACC
:
“The overall objective of the UNMIK MAP is to replicate the situation that exists in virtually all European countries that have experienced conflict during the 20th Century. Although mines/UXO can often be found in these countries, they pose only a minor threat to the population and are not an impediment to economic and social development. On the occasions that mines/UXO are found by members of the public, they are aware of the reporting actions to take and a capacity is trained to respond and deal with the threat in an appropriate and timely manner. In addition, for those who become victims, a comprehensive assistance capacity exists. This capacity not only includes immediate emergency treatment but also appropriate rehabilitation, psychosocial, reintegration and vocational support services.”

Results

Overall, the objectives and activities proposed for during the various phases appear to have been relevant and achieved however it is difficult to quantify how effective or how efficient these activities were (discussed in more detail later).

Civilian Mine/UXO Casualties:

The MACC/ICRC database recorded some 450 Kosovar civilians killed or injured by mines or UXO in the period June 1999 to September 2001 (see table below for details). A number of discrepancies were found in the data reported for different years and the MACC acknowledged in its reports that substantial data cleaning was needed in late 2000/early 2001. Figures given in the table below should therefore be taken as being indicative of the civilian accident rate rather than a precise record of accidents.

Table: Verified Civilian Accidents within Kosovo – June 1999 to September 2001

	
	Jun-Dec 1999
	Jan-Dec 2000
	Jan-Sep 2001
	Total All Years

	Injured
	267
	84
	12
	363

	Killed
	74
	9
	4
	87

	Total
	341
	93
	16
	450


Based on the figures given above, it is clear that there has been a major reduction in the rate of civilian accidents over the period of the mine action programme. It has yet to be proven in any programme, however, that mine action interventions alone cause a reduction in civilian casualties - many factors are believed to have an effect on the civilian accident rate. Nonetheless, it is reasonable to assume that a combination of threat reduction (i.e. clearance of mine/UXO contaminated land) coupled with education of the population (i.e. mine/UXO awareness programmes) is likely to have had a significant positive influence on the reduction in casualties.

Notwithstanding the difficulty in measuring the effectiveness of mine action interventions in relation to reduced civilian casualties, the marked drop in casualties should be regarded as a major positive indicator of the mine action programme’s success.

Threat Reduction (Mine/UXO Clearance):

The table below details the number of explosive devices (mines, CBU and UXO) destroyed and total area deemed cleared by the mine action programme. A number of major discrepancies were also found in these data reported for different years. Thus, figures given should be taken as being indicative rather than a precise record of performance.

Table: Devices Destroyed and Area Cleared – June 1999 to October 2001

	
	Jul-Dec 1999 

(5 months) 

	Jan-Dec 2000

(12 months) 

	Jan-Oct 2001

(10 months)
	All Years

Jul 99-Sep 01


	Total Devices
	14,983
	28,011
	 ?
	 44,315

	Total Area
	5,500,591 sq m
	19,390,000 sq m
	 ?
	 30,592,887sqm


Data given in the table above were obtained from the various MACC monthly and annual reports. If the data for years 1999 & 2000 are correct, it would appear that in 2001 only some 2,000 devices were destroyed and around 6 million square meters were cleared. This would represent a significant reduction in outputs for the year 2001 compared to previous years. It is possible that data for 1999/2000 were erroneous to some degree and that they have later undergone some form of correction/cleaning (possibly also including segregation of areas deemed safe during surveys). The evaluation team therefore assumes that the final total figures (last column – “All Years”) as provided in the MACC September 2001 report are correct. As mentioned earlier, the fact that clear and unambiguous information cannot be readily obtained may reflect some inadequacies in either the IMSMA information system or the information collection/management processes.

Despite difficulties with data accuracy, an overall clearance figure of some 30.5 sq km over a period of almost 2.5 years is reasonable and on par with other mine action programmes given the environment, nature of the threat, and size of the demining workforce. More importantly, the fact that nearly all reported hazardous areas have either been cleared or deemed safe to use is a major credit to the Kosovo MACC and the mine action operators.

Mine/UXO Awareness:

It is particularly difficult to quantify or measure the success of mine/UXO awareness activities – this problem is faced by nearly all mine action programmes. The global mine action community has, to date, tended to focus on quantitative rather than qualitative measures, for instance the volume of materials produced, the number of awareness events, and the number of civilian mine/UXO casualties. A few attempts have been made to quantify “behavioural change” or establish demonstrable links between awareness activities and reduced casualties – however, these have only been marginally successful. 

The Kosovo mine action programme faced similar problems in measuring success of its education programmes – the following tables of MACC data
 list the level of awareness activities, provide an indication of awareness coverage and attempt to show some correlation between activities and incidents/casualties. 

Tables: Mine/UXO Awareness Data – June 1999 to December 2000

	Total number of mine awareness sessions:
	4684

	Villages/Towns with mine awareness activities
	935

	Villages/Towns with mine awareness activities  (% of total):
	45.19%


Mine Awareness statistics related to incidents

	Total number of incidents
	403

	Villages with incidents
	221

	Villages with incidents and MA
	185

	Coverage
	83.71%

	Correct as at 25th January 2001


Mine Awareness  statistics related to villages

	Villages
	With MA
	Coverage
	Average
	Visits per village

	High
	424
	279
	65.80%
	6.4

	Medium
	533
	343
	64.35%
	5.0

	Low
	398
	163
	40.95%
	4.6

	No Contamination
	604
	139
	23.01%
	2.9

	Not Classified
	110
	11
	10.00%
	2.5

	
	2069
	935
	45.19%
	

	Correct as at 25th January 2001


Mine Awareness  statistics related to Dangerous Areas (DA)

	
	DA
	With MA
	Coverage

	High
	714
	581
	81.37%

	Medium
	719
	524
	72.88%

	Low
	381
	306
	80.31%

	Not Classified
	502
	392
	78.09%

	
	2316
	1803
	77.85%

	Correct as at 25th January 2001


While the above tables appear to indicate a high level of activity and reasonable coverage, there is little data available from the MACC’s records that can be used to measure the effectiveness of awareness activities conducted.

Effectiveness

The MACC information/survey systems have not collected sufficient data to allow a substantive and detailed analysis of the socio-economic impact of mines/UXO or an analysis of the mine action programme’s effectiveness in reducing this impact. The evaluation team is therefore unable to conclusively determine whether the effectiveness of mine action activities coordinated by the UN MACC (i.e. the targeting and socio-economic impact of these) has met or exceeded expectations. Nonetheless, indicators such as the marked drop in civilian mine/UXO accidents from some 341 in 1999 to less than 20 in 2001, coupled with the almost complete elimination of the known mine/UXO threat areas, strongly suggests that the UN MACC (together with all other mine action operators) has adequately targeted most, if not all priority areas. Despite the lack of comprehensive socio-economic data, the saving of human lives alone (indicated by the drop in civilian accidents and number of in-ground mines/UXO found and destroyed) is, in itself, a significant socio-economic achievement. The evaluation team’s observations based on interviews and visual inspection also reinforce the impression that the threat of mines and UXOs is no longer a major element in the province’s economic and social life. 

Cost-Efficiency and Cost Benefits

Cost efficiency is principally a product of ‘outputs’, ‘impacts’ and ‘costs’.  Improved outputs or impacts for a steady cost, or steady outputs/impacts with reducing costs, would both yield an improving cost-efficiency ratio.  Ideally, a sound programme should aim to improve both outputs and impacts while simultaneously aiming to reduce operating costs.  

The MACC’s ability to collect and track costs associated with the various mine action activities appears to have been severely hampered by the extensive number of bilateral funding agreements which the MACC was not always privy to. In addition, the lack of comprehensive socio-economic data means that two key components of the cost-efficiency equation are not available. As a consequence, there has been little or no cost-efficiency/cost-benefit analysis done by the MACC and similar analysis by the evaluation team is not possible without substantial extra research and data. The reader may, however, wish to refer to the chapter on “resource mobilization”, where some expenditures are cited, to get a sense of the magnitude of the international community’s investment in Kosovo’s mine action programme.

Safety

Mine and UXO clearance are potentially some of the most dangerous activities that can be undertaken in the aid/development sector. Safety has thus become one of the mine action sector’s unofficial benchmarks for measuring performance. As shown in the table below, in the period from July 1999 to the present, the mine action programme in Kosovo recorded 30 demining/EOD incidents, resulting in 32 casualties (including 14 traumatic amputations, 1 fatality, 1 permanently incapacitated, 1 loss of sight)
. 

Table: Demining/EOD Incidents – June 1999 to October 2001

	
	1999 

(5 months)
	2000

(12 months)
	20001

(10 months)
	All Years

	Fatalities
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Non-Fatal Injuries
	4
	15
	12
	31

	Total Injured
	4
	15
	13
	32


Working conditions and the mine/UXO threat in Kosovo were neither unique nor particularly difficult compared to other country’s mine action programmes. Given these factors and the size of the demining workforce, an accident rate of some 32 injuries in a 2.5 year period is considered to be somewhat high. A review of the accident investigations conducted by the MACC revealed that nine operators experienced at least two accidents. The operator “Danish Church Aid” in particular experienced an excessive number of accidents (7 accidents in less than 18 months) although others including HALO Trust (4 accidents, 5 injured/killed over almost 30 months), MECHEM (4 accidents) and Norwegian People’s Aid (4 accidents) also experienced a higher-than-normal rate of accidents.

Most of the operators who were involved in accidents were experienced in mine and UXO clearance. Nevertheless, nearly all of the MACC’s investigations concluded that these accidents were “preventable”. The evaluation team reviewed all accident investigations and fully concurs with the MACC’s findings, conclusions and recommendations. While a certain level of accidents has come to be expected in most mine action programmes, the level and frequency of accidents in Kosovo appears excessive – operators, MACs and donors should continue to monitor this performance indicator with a view to further reducing unnecessary injuries or loss of life involving deminers.  Particular attention needs to be paid to so-called “missed devices”. 

A review of the accident/incident investigations conducted by the MACC revealed that a number of clearance operators experienced “missed devices”.  This refers to situations where land has been cleared by an organisation and an explosive device (mine, UXO, etc) is subsequently found in that supposedly cleared area. The frequency of “missed devices” is an indication of the quality of work being performed, and the adequacy of techniques used by operators. It serves as an extremely important indicator from a confidence point-of-view; in other words, a higher rate of “missed devices” reduces the confidence of locals in the adequacy of the clearance.

Overall, the number of missed devices – while a concern – does not appear to be overly excessive. Nonetheless, this aspect of clearance activities, together with the relatively high accident rate, does suggest that tighter accreditation/QA by MACs, coupled with improved SOP and supervision by operators, may be needed both now and in future mine action interventions.

X.

THE EXIT STRATEGY  

The broad framework for the MACC’s exit strategy was formulated even before the Kosovo mine action programme had even begun, when, on 1 June 1999,  UNMAS issued a discussion paper entitled The Requirements for Mine-action in the FRY.  In this paper, UNMAS proposed an approach based on three phases: immediate humanitarian assistance, followed by work leading to the safe return of IDPs and refugees, and culminating in the development of a sustainable national capacity to deal with any residual threat.

Clearly, at this early stage there was no timetable attached to this strategic plan, but when in August 1999 the MACC submitted its Outline Concept Plan for the UNMIK Mine Action Programme
, a detailed threat assessment had already been made, the capacity of the clearance organizations was known, and it was becoming clear that the first emergency phase could largely be completed by year-end. 

Soon thereafter, on 13 December 1999, the MACC issued an Operational Plan for Consolidation Phase, Mine/UXO Clearance, which noted that all reported dangerous areas had been categorized and divided into high, medium and low priority tasks: “The objective is to clear all high priority dangerous areas and CBU strikes during the Y2000 demining season”.  This set the pace for the programme, and one year later, in September 2000, the MACC could conclude that “excellent progress [had] been made towards clearing the Province of al known minefields and NATO Cluster Bomb Unit (CBU) strike areas. All of the objectives for 2000 … are likely to be met, if not exceeded in the final analysis of activities undertaken this year.”
 

By September 2000, therefore, it had become clear that the programme could be finished within one more year.  In its operational plans for 2001, the MACC stepped up the pressure: “Early planning and preparation will be essential to ensure that operations commence as early as possible in 2001. The tempo of clearance activities will be rapid and operators will need to maintain a flexible, balanced approach throughout the clearance year. A high degree of cooperation and communication will also be essential, and if these conditions can be met, all known minefields and CBU strike areas can be cleared next year.” 

Around this time, also, serious thought was being given to the implementation of phase three, the handover to local authorities. On 3 January 2001, the MACC launched an Exit Strategy Discussion Paper, immediately followed by an operational plan setting as its goal “the clearance of all known minefields, CBU strike areas and other reported Dangerous Areas by the end of the year, in order to remove the need for further systematic clearance and ensure that any long-term response requirements may be met by a suitably trained and equipped capacity within the Kosovo Protection Corps”.
  The MACC’s Annual Report for 2000, which was issued a few weeks later, on 31 January 2001, gave a detailed synopsis of the exit strategy, now no longer a discussion paper, but a firm and very specific plan. 

The exit strategy as it was originally conceived was based on the principle that the functions of the MACC should be transferred to the provisional set of local institutions for democratic and autonomous self-government created by UNMIK Regulation 2000/1 of 14 January 2000. This Joint Interim Administrative Structure (JIAS) consisted of twenty interim administrative departments, responsible for administration, service delivery, and revenue collection.  This was later superseded by a Constitutional Framework for Provisional Self-Government in Kosovo
, with a somewhat simplified structure, but the key institutions remained intact, and the exit strategy was not affected.  

The key areas to be transferred were mine/UXO clearance, information management, mine awareness education and mine victim assistance.  The Department for Civil Security and Emergency Preparedness (DCSEP) had already been assigned responsibility to “plan and develop the long term arrangements for mine clearance in cooperation with the UNMIK Mine Action Coordination Centre”, as stated in UNMIK Regulation 2000/61 of 9 November 2000.  This meant that the mine/UXO clearance function would de facto be handed over to the Kosovo Protection Corps, which comes under the DCSEP. 

As to the remaining MACC functions, these were designated for transfer to the Department for Public Services, the Department of Education and Science and the Department of Health and Social Welfare respectively.

Mine/UXO Clearance

The most controversial decision, that is, the transfer of the mine/UXO clearance responsibility to the Kosovo Protection Corps, was in fact taken well before November 2000, at the time that the UNMIK administration sought an elegant solution to the question how it could demobilize and socially integrate the members of the Kosovo Liberation Army who had been the backbone of the armed resistance against Serbia.  When the concept of a demilitarized Kosovo Protection Corps (KPC) was developed in the fall of 1999, it seemed a suitable solution to the challenge of keeping a large group of militant young people both employed and motivated.  Under the provisions of a decision promulgated by the SRSG, the KPC was established as a civilian emergency service agency, with no role in law enforcement.
 It specifically was tasked with disaster response services, humanitarian assistance and demining, as well as community development. While it was meant to be a multi-ethnic body, with members individually recruited on the basis of professional criteria, it in fact became the new home of some 5,000 former KLA fighters.

The evaluation team was given to understand that the MACC was not consulted on the decision to assign the demining task to the KPC, and at the time, the MACC Programme Manager, John Flanagan, expressed his concern to the then DSRSG for the “humanitarian pillar”, Dennis McNamara.  When the MACC circulated its discussion paper in January 2001, it again raised the issue of the KPC’s suitability, be it in veiled terms. The paper noted that “approximately 800 local personnel have been trained by international organizations for mine and CBU clearance, and/or explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) activities. Selected personnel have also been trained as section and platoon leaders. A medical team, the majority of which are comprised of trained local personnel, supports each mine clearance section”.  While the paper acknowledged that the KPC would play a role, it argued that “maximum use should be made of the existing trained local capacity and equipment that has already been procured by donors”.
  

At the political level in UNMIK, the decision was taken not to open up any mine clearance positions in the KPC to experienced outside candidates. Instead, the MACC was asked to draw up a detailed curriculum for the training of existing KPC members. Since KFOR expressed misgivings at the idea that former KLA toughs would be initiated in the fine art of mine placement, it was decided to limit the training to the disposal of unexploded ordnance. 

On 10 September 2001, consequently, the MACC issued a detailed Plan for the Transfer of Responsibility for Explosive Ordnance Disposal Operations in Kosovo from the UNMIK MACC to the Department for Civil Security and Emergency Preparedness.  This plan included specific proposals for a viable organizational structure for the KPC’s EOD function, as well as a training syllabus, a timetable for the training, and a proposed summary of responsibilities, setting out what the DCSEP would do, the role of KFOR, the residual role of the MACC, and the tasks of Handicap International, which had been selected to provide the training.

For 2002, it was planned to place three international technical advisors (policy, quality assurance and operations) within the DCESP to co ordinate and maintain EOD and battle area clearance. UNICEF should provide technical support to the two national mine awareness officers, who will be transferred from the MACC to DCSEP. The transition from the MACC to DCSEP will require flexibility and as the situation evolves, it is probable that mine awareness plans and strategies will require review and update. 

When the evaluation team visited Kosovo in October 2001, training was well under way, and we had an opportunity to observe Handicap International at work with its KPC students. The course consisted of battle area clearance, basic EOD training, and technical survey techniques.  According to the plans, by July 2002 some 105 KPC members would have taken basic training, and the most successful of these trainees would then have participated in the advanced training modules.  It was remarkable, however, that mine clearance was not on the curriculum. We later learned that a small group, no more that 16, would receive mine clearance training in the spring of 2002, notwithstanding KFOR’s objections, but the question remains: will this be sufficient to guarantee the “fire brigade” capacity that is needed to respond to the occasional mine emergency that might arise in any of the various regions of Kosovo?

The donors whom we interviewed also questioned whether a group that was still closely identified with one political party (and a militant one, at that) should be given this kind of monopoly. What if there was a crisis in one of the Serbian enclaves in Kosovo?  Most donors had decided that the equipment that they had paid for would not be given to the KPC. Would they have the basic tools needed? And would they have the backup of competent medical teams, and of helicopters to evacuate casualties?

At the time that the evaluation team left Kosovo, there were no satisfactory answers to these questions.  The senior DCSEP staff whom we interviewed were only too well aware of the problems, but they expressed confidence that over time the KPC would become a professional and respected body, and that a competent but small mine clearance and EOD team would emerge within two to three years which could cover all of Kosovo.  Continuous training and professional development were crucial, in their view.  The continued presence of international trainers, such as Handicap International, would also contribute to the development of a service ethic and higher standards. It should be noted that the KPC will remain under the direct authority of the SRSG for the foreseeable future.

Information Management

At the time that the exit strategy was mapped out in January 2001, it was not clear which Department would be best suited to take over the IMSMA database, with its Geographic Information System (GIS).  The data recorded in IMSMA would be essential for planning any future clearance operations, for verifying where clearance had been completed, where mine awareness had been conducted, and where mine incidents had occurred.  Accurate records were essential for land management in the future, and information about the sites where depleted uranium rounds had been fired would be of importance in any future analysis of environmental impact.  The choice was therefore Public Services, Civil Security or Environmental Protection.

Ultimately, given the importance of safe land use, the decision was taken to select the Kosovo Cadastral Agency as the custodian of IMSMA, and an extensive training programme was developed to familiarize its staff with IMSMA’s operations. In addition, several of the Kosovar staff who had worked with IMSMA in the MACC were transferred to the Cadastral Agency at the beginning of December 2001, when the handover took place.  The Cadastral Agency also received the equipment previously used by the MACC, including two servers, several computers and a large printer for maps.

Under the new arrangement, any reports on incidents will go from the Department of Health or the KPC to the Department for Civil Security, which will then task the KPC, and report the action taken to the Cadastral Agency for data entry into IMSMA. The Cadastral Agency has several sub-offices in Kosovo which will all have read-only access to the latest data affecting the communities where they are active. For this purpose, the satellite IMSMA systems in Ferzaj, Prizren, Mitrovca, Peje and Djackove were also transferred. As the latest version of IMSMA is being introduced, it will be shared with the Cadastral Agency.  Funds for continued upkeep and staffing are reflected in the Kosovo budget.

Mine Awareness Education

In 2000, there were 13 accredited mine awareness organizations working in Kosovo, plus four specialised KFOR contingent units. By March 2002, these will all have ceased operations. As the level of mine threat has come down to vestigial levels, there is little need for a robust mine awareness programme, and the initial plans to introduce this topic in school curricula have been dropped.  Instead the DCESP, which has taken on the role of lead agency, will focus on the message that it is generally safe in Kosovo, but ‘do not touch suspicious objects, report them immediately to the police’. This will be accomplished through periodic public information campaigns. At the same time, limited mine awareness education will take place in schools and in areas where there still is a specific threat. This will be informal and will take place during the discretionary two hour period built into the weekly school curriculum. UNICEF will provide periodic technical monitoring and support to DCESP. KPC teams, moreover, should have the ability to implement community liaison where required as an integral element of their clearance activities. UNICEF will work with DCSEP to ensure that the KPC teams are trained in community liaison  techniques.

The concept of mine action support teams (MAST)  began quite late in the MACCs life; it was included in the MACC SOPs in November of 2000. This meant that numerous clearance operations had taken place to that date without necessarily including community contact with those in the affected area. In several cleared areas it was found that the population still regarded them as contaminated. There may also still be some unrecorded mined areas and even mines in some of the areas that have been declared “clear” through level 1 surveys. To address these problems, Operation Normal Life (ONL) was initiated in September 2001. The aim of this operation is to review communities located in, or close to, cleared areas in order to find out if cleared land is being used. The operation is also gathering any new information on new accidents or mine/UXO finds. 

ONL is an acknowledgement that during the initial stages of the programme, mine awareness was not fully integrated with clearance activities. This resulted in some villagers being unsure of the work conducted by the clearance teams. If cleared land is not being used, then clearance has not achieved the aim of returning land to normal use.  Of 440 villages covered to date, only 6 have been found to have problems. Operation Normal Life is scheduled to finish in February 2002. The operation is being implemented by VVAF, ARKA (a national NGO) and KFOR. Both VVAF and ARKA are funded by UNICEF.

The Department of Civil Security and Emergency Preparedness would be well advised to continue such community-based work beyond February 2002, given the need for ongoing reassurance as the international community is slowly seen to be withdrawing. 

Victim Assistance

This incorporates a range of activities, from immediate emergency treatment to rehabilitation therapy, psychosocial support and vocational training. According to a survey conducted by the Vietnam Veterans Foundation of America (VVAF) in 2001, there are some 400 survivors of mine incidents in Kosovo, and with the recent reduction in civilian casualty numbers, it seems likely that the situation has stabilized. The UN focal point for victim assistance is the World Health Organisation, which works closely with the Department of Health and Social Welfare (DHSW).  

The WHO and DHSW officials whom we interviewed pointed out that legislation had been introduced in Kosovo which awarded all mine victims a small monthly stipend.  This was the outcome of a protracted political debate about the question whether mine victims should be seen as heroes and martyrs, or simply be equated with other victims of random violence, such as car accidents.  It was acknowledged that the facilities for victim assistance in Kosovo were poor – there were few opportunities for psychosocial counseling or physical rehabilitation, and while Handicap International had opened up a centre for prostheses, this only had the capacity to fit lower limbs. Given the limited budget for health services, it was unlikely that the situation would improve. Few Kosovar physicians remained after they had been kept on the sidelines for over a decade by the Milosevic regime. Occasionally, serious victims could be treated abroad, and the Slovenia International Trust Fund had opened a physical rehabilitation facility for the Balkans. But this was not a satisfactory solution, as many victims, especially children, needed ongoing care. An additional problem was the stigma associated with handicaps in Kosovar culture – while the handicapped were well cared for, they were kept out of sight, and rarely were enabled to integrate into society.   

It would appear, however, that the MACC has had little impact on the resolution of these problems during the three years that it was managing the mine action programme, and therefore the issue of an “exit strategy” is of lesser importance.  What counts is the efforts made by the Kosovar institutions themselves to create an environment that is hospitable for people with physical or mental handicaps, and there, the WHO and the ICRC are the best advocates for a more progressive attitude.
XI.
Resource Mobilization  

An essential element for the successful implementation of a mine action programme is the predictability and reliability of appropriate funding and a proper coordination mechanism for this funding.  The Mine Action Programme in Kosovo was funded through a variety of sources, including assessed contributions under UNMIK’s overall budget, earmarked contributions to the UN’s Voluntary Trust Fund for Assistance in Mine Action, contributions (directly and indirectly) from the Slovenia International Trust Fund for Demining and Victim Assistance, parallel funding by bilateral donors, and, finally, by in-kind contributions. 

Assessed contributions

When, on 10 June 1999, the Security Council authorized the Secretary-General to establish in Kosovo an interim international civilian administration, the United Nations Secretariat had to scramble in order to respond.  All of a sudden, the United Nations was given full authority over the territory and its people, including all legislative and executive powers, as well as the administration of the judiciary.  It had to perform basic administrative functions, facilitate political processes, provide humanitarian relief, support the reconstruction of the province’s infrastructure, maintain law and order, promote human rights, and ensure the safe return of all refugees and internally displaced people to their homes in Kosovo.

Preparing a budget for this venture was an enormous challenge, since the standard peacekeeping templates were not sufficient for this complex set of activities.  In August 1999, upon receipt of a rough budget estimate, the General Assembly authorized an advance of US$ 200 million to cover the start-up costs of the mission (including US$ 50 million already released by the Advisory committee on Administrative and Budgetary Questions (ACABQ), while expressing it “deep regrets that the report of the Secretary-General does not contain adequate and precise information to substantiate fully the request submitted”.
  

This did not mean the money was actually available: the General Assembly does not allow DPKO to use funds on hand from one mission to tide over another, and by year-end only US$43.3 million had come in for UNMIK against an initial assessment of US$125 million.
 This meant that UNMIK was chronically underfunded. A more satisfactory budget was submitted by the end of 1999, and in February 2000 the General Assembly finally approved an amount of US$427 million for UNMIK’s first year of operations (including the US$ 200 million already advanced).
 Actual cash flow remained precarious. 

In all this, mine action was not the primary issues on everybody’s mind.  Since the MACC was being implemented by UNOPS, not FALD, it did not benefit from the (somewhat fictitious) US$ 200 million advance.  As early as 22 June 1999, the then Chief of UNMAS asked the Under Secretary-General for DPKO that a sum of US$ 3.5 million be made available from assessed contributions for mine action, taking into account that US$ 7.9 million would be needed for the first year, of which US$ 4.4 million could be covered by “outside support”.
 The 1999-2000 budget that was finally approved in January 2000 did include an allocation of  27 posts for the MACC (one P-5, four P-4, two P-3, two P-2, and 18 local level) as part of the Humanitarian Affairs component, and for 2000-2001 all posts were transferred to the Department of Civil Security and Emergency Preparedness, since the humanitarian pillar was phased out.
 As UNOPS was responsible for staffing the MACC, it did not get any UNMIK resources at the time they were needed to pay salaries, and it had to pick up the costs out of the VTF’s resources.  

In June 2000, however, the Executive Director of UNOPS and the Controller of the United Nations belatedly signed a memorandum of understanding, setting out the conditions for reimbursement to UNOPS for costs related to the operation of the MACC. In principle, the UN would pay up to $2,087,923 for staff costs through 30 June 2000, plus the expenses related to subcontracts for demining that were specifically aimed at the safety of UNMIK premises and staff. Some time later that year, at the end of December, a retroactive payment was made to UNOPS for an amount of US$1,349,665.55, representing US$649,665.55 for staff costs, plus $700,000 for mine clearing services. The $900,000 for mine-clearing programmes in the budget for July 2000 through June 2001 were (as far as the evaluation team could ascertain) never made available, nor were staff costs for that year.
  

It would appear that in any peace-building operation such as the one in Kosovo, mine action should not be a discretionary activity left to the charitable impulses of the donor community. Assessed contributions, which are mandatory, should reflect those expenditures which are essential for a mission to succeed – an in recent times, the General Assembly has been far more flexible than in the past, including elements such as quick impact projects or the cost of child protection staff into even classical peacekeeping operations such as Sierra Leone.  Effective mine action was a prerequisite for the most basic components of the Kosovo mission: enabling the refugees and internally displaced to return, and restoring the semblance of a normal life, without the hair-raising threat of mines and unexploded ordnance that kept everyone on edge, by forcing people to take fatal risks just hauling water from a well or cutting firewood.  

The evaluation team therefore considers that a far larger proportion of the overall mine clearing costs in Kosovo, and not just its coordination, should have been billed to the world community at large, as an assessment, rather than being left to the largesse of a handful of idealistic donors who keep coming to the rescue when all else fails.  The fact that, through internal disputes, some of the funds set aside under the assessed contributions were thus far not transferred to the programme  make the entire issue even more disconcerting.

In the absence of predictable and adequate funding from assessed contributions, the MACC and UNOPS were subject to all the upheavals that are par for the course when funding is uncertain. Staff were kept on a string of short-term contracts, never certain that the money would be there to allow them to complete their work.  Planning was driven by the resources made available by the donors: if they brought in dogs and mechanicals, that was the way to go – if not, the MACC had to work around it. Staff shortages meant that areas such as public information, mine awareness and victim assistance often had to be sacrificed to immediate operational priorities. Donors’ reluctance to spend money on “administrative overheads” also meant that funds for operations were far easier to access than funds for the management of these operations. While Kosovo was disproportionally blessed by donor attention, the MACC often was left to starve in the midst of plenty.   

Defining the needs

The original project proposal dated 10 June 1999 that started the MACC, as described in the chapter on the start-up phase, was extremely modest – given that no more that $330,000 was available, it’s budget did not go beyond this sum.  From the beginning, however, it was clear to all concerned that a major operation would be required.  In his draft implementation plan, submitted as early as 17 June, JJ van de Merwe, the UNOPS Mine Action Technical Advisor, estimated that a total of US$ 7,939,525 would be needed for the first twelve months of the mission:

International Personnel (9)


$ 1,056,000

Local Personnel (21)



$    267,456

Travel





$      37,000

Rental





$      48,000

Subcontracts for mine operations

$ 4,700,000

Equipment




$    768,872

Operations, maintenance, misc.

$    148,800

Support costs UNOPS (13%)


$    913,397

This proposal was reviewed by UNMAS, and in consultation with UNOPS, a reduced budget was prepared, bringing the cost down to US$ 4,522,018, which reflected a reduction in the subcontracts for mine action ($2,250,000), less equipment, and fewer local staff. This lower estimate was attached to a Project Proposal for the Establishment of a Mine Action Coordination Centre in Kosovo Province, an undated discussion paper that probably was prepared as a fund raising tool for the donor meetings at the end of June 1999. It was expected that the remaining funds, making up the difference with the original estimate of US$ 7.9 million, would come from outside sources, through parallel financing (see 22 June memo from UNMAS to USG/DPKO cited above).

Shortly thereafter, on 27 June 1999, John Flanagan, the newly appointed Project Manager of the MACC, wrote to the then Chief of UNMAS, Tore Skedsmo, that a more ambitious concept plan was required, and he attached a budget for the first year that came to US$ 11,282,330 – adding international personnel, local staff, and another US$ 2,500,000 for mine action subcontracts.

The budget again took on new dimensions when it became necessary to prepare a submission for the Consolidated Appeals Process (CAP).  It is understood that this is meant to given an overview of the total resources required to address an emergency – multi-lateral as well as bilateral. For the Revised 1999 CAP, UNMAS submitted a text that described three funding phases:

“The Preliminary Phase is expected to last a couple of months, until an assessed budget for UNMIK is approved and made available. It is funded through the Voluntary Trust Fund For Assistance in Mine Action (VTF).  The second Phase will be funded from UNMIK’s assessed budget. It will start as soon as this budget is approved and made available, and it will either end with the termination of UNMIK’s mandate, or with the end of the requirement for emergency assistance in mine action, whichever comes first.  The third Phase will no longer be funded from assessed contributions. In accordance with UN mine action policy, if the programme has to be sustained in the long term, a specific trust fund will be established to support it.”

The budget attached to this draft maintained the costs for staff and equipment originally estimated by Van der Merwe, but it added an amount of US$ 7,730,000 for operations subcontracts, plus US$10,500,000 for “local capacity training”, leading to a total of US$ 20,722,874 for the first twelve months of operations.  It was postulated that US$1,454,32 could be met from the VTF, so that US$ 19,268,522 had to come either from assessed contributions, fro0m voluntary contributions, or from direct bilateral funding of operators. 

 The Consolidated Appeals Process for 1999 had been subject to a number of changes, as Kosovo had not been a separate item until NATO intervened in the hostilities, and the UN was placed in charge of the province. Funding requirements changed dramatically. During the preparation of the Revised 1999 CAP, a report on the implementation of SC Resolution 1244 was submitted, defining the mission, organization and the specific responsibilities of various international organisations under the UNMIK umbrella. It described the immediate objective of the Kosovo Mine Action Programme as an environment in which refugees and IDPs could return safely, and in which UNMIK could deploy and operate free from the constraints imposed by landmine and UXO contamination. Since the UN did not intend to directly implement all necessary mine action activities in Kosovo, but rather rely on assistance provided by a number of operators, the Mine Action Coordination Centre was essential.

In the Revised CAP for 1999, the Kosovo Mine Action share of funding requirements corresponded to that what was “expected to be channelled to the Kosovo Mine Action Programme through the UN for the development of the MACC and emergency contracting until the end of the year.  It did not include NGO budget requirements, which are expected to be met by direct donor funding.  Cost estimates had been prepared based on the information available to date (July 1999) on the landmine and UXO problem in Kosovo.”
  It was stressed that the scale of the problem would not be fully known until the completion of the level 1 survey.  The estimated needs were as follows:

	SECTOR
	ORIGINAL 1999 CAP REQUIREMENT IN US$
	REVISED REQUIREMENT IN US$
	FUNDS RECEIVED IN US$
	SHORTFALL

	Shelter/Non-food Items and Rehabilitation
	6,600,000
	9,390,000
	3,585,980*
	5,804,020


* In addition, US$ 1,189,000 had been received for demining projects outside of the 1999 CA

According to the summary in the 2000 Consolidated Inter-Agency Proposal, Kosovo-related programmes outlined by the 1999 Revised Consolidated Appeal Process were funded to 85% of needs.  The dramatic and extremely quick developments of 1999 surrounding the Kosovo crisis proved that the planning process must remain flexible and that donors appear to be willing to respond to changes when necessary.
 The adaptability of the donors in 1999 was crucial to the responsiveness of the UN system.  At the same time the overwhelming response towards Kosovo left many remaining countries in the region strapped for resources, and this, in turn, was a serious reminder that it is essential to recognize the regional nature and inter-linkages of humanitarian problems. 

The 2000 CAP presented the demining and logistical successes of the Mine Action Coordination Centre and the Mine Action Programme in Kosovo, concluding: “detailed analysis has taken place to assess the threat, and determine which areas are high priority.  (…) In order to achieve the aim of clearing all high priority areas in the year 2000, it is assessed that the following resources will be required:”

	Multi-Sectoral Assistance and Programme Support
	US$ 14,000,000 


In the UNMIK Mine Action Coordination Centre Proposed Structure for CAP 2000 submission, the funding requirements are actually broken down into two categories:  MACC core costs estimated at US$ 2,200,000 and mine action, which includes surveys and marking, clearance, unexploded ordnance disposal, mine awareness and victim assistance - this was estimated at US$ 11,800,000.  For whatever reason, the final Revised 1999 CAP did not include this helpful breakdown of funding needs.

The Consolidated Appeal Process is in essence a “shopping list” of agency funding needs.  Throughout the reports, estimates of funding needs are rarely fully explained; therefore the figures often seem somewhat arbitrary.  Annual CAPs do not review in detail the performance and funding of the past years’ programs, therefore the use of funds remains elusive. Additionally, the assignment of funding to individual sectors often arbitrary.  While the MAP funding has gone to support the same activities over the three years of its existence, each year it was classified under a different sector. 

It would seem that resource mobilization for the MACC would have been far easier if it had been clear from the beginning how much would actually be covered from assessed contributions, how much the MACC sought for contracts and equipment that it wanted to manage directly (such as common assets, and quality assurance operations), and what it believed the international community should voluntarily undertake the get the problem under control – with a clear price tag for each separate activity, much as was done in John Flanagan’s draft proposal.  Taking into account that the CAP is analysed in donors’ headquarters by specialists in many different areas, such attention to detail in the final presentation would not go to waste.

UNMAS might also consider the assignment of a senior and experienced staff member to the full time task of “proactive” resource mobilisation, supporting the donors in their efforts to figure out what is needed and how it can best be deployed.  This, in the context of more long-term and consolidated donor planning, would increase effectiveness, diminish duplications of managerial expenses, and reduce costs all around.  

The Voluntary Trust Fund : the MACC’s Financial Backbone 

The Voluntary Trust Fund for Assistance in Mine Action (VTF) was established by the Secretary-General in 1994.  The general purpose of this fund is to provide special resources for mine-action programmes including mine awareness, surveys and clearance, in situations when other funding is not immediately available.
 The VTF is administered in accordance with the United Nations Financial Regulations and Rules and managed by the Under-Secretary-General for Peace Keeping Operations.  As outlined in the “Contributions” Section of the UN Terms of Reference for the Fund:

“Contributions may be made to the Voluntary Trust Fund for Assistance in Mine Action by governments, organizations or private individuals.  Contributions may be earmarked or unearmarked.  Earmarked contributions may specify a particular sector, a project, an executing agency, or a combination thereof.  Contributions may also be earmarked to support the costs of coordination.   If the Under-Secretary-General for Peace Keeping Operations determines that it is not possible to use an earmarked contribution in the manner specified by the donor, he will consult the donor in regard to the utilization of the payment.  Reports of contributions will be made available by the United Nations Mine Action Service as required”.
  

Donor contributions to the Mine Action Programme in Kosovo were submitted to the Fund in the form of grants earmarked for Kosovo.  Financing agreements between the United Nations and individual donors further outlined detailed obligations and requirements for the use of the funds.  A fixed overhead, established in a General Assembly decision, is routinely retained by the United Nations Administration. The level of overhead charged by the VTF compares unfavourably to that of other trust funds, and this in itself is often a deterrent for donors.   

By 27 July 1999 – shortly after the beginning of the Kosovo crisis – approximately $2,000,000 had been received for Kosovo in the VTF.   This was little more than a drop in a bucket compared to the annual costs, which were then estimated at US$11.000.000 (as quoted in the Financing Agreement between the EU and UN).
 Fortunately, the situation in Kosovo generated significant donor interest and within two years, as of 1 July 2001, the total contributions toward the Kosovo mine action programme through the VTF were as follows: 

	DONORS
	PAYMENTS (in US$) 
	PLEDGES

	Australia
	314,654
	

	Belgium
	264,434
	

	Canada
	1,571,761
	

	Denmark
	775,847
	

	France
	325,203
	

	Italy
	241,756
	

	Luxemburg
	126,186
	

	Netherlands
	798,375
	

	Norway
	199,980
	

	San Marino
	14,978
	

	Spain
	185,000
	

	Switzerland
	735,421
	

	UK
	300,000
	

	EU
	4,113,540
	1,706,000

	Total Payments
	9,967,135
	

	Total:Payments/Pledges
	11,673,135
	


These funds, coupled with generous bilateral and in-kind contributions by various countries, ensured that the Kosovo Mine Action Programme was well-supported by the international community.
 Nevertheless, while operational funds were abundant, resources for management and coordination remained scarce, so that the Mine Action Coordination Centre itself repeatedly experienced financial difficulties: in April of 2000 it was facing a funding shortfall of DM 650,000 and was in danger of having to shut down.
 . It should be mentioned, however, that some individual donors understood this dilemma, and specifically included programme support costs in their financial agreements, as was the case in the Arrangement between the United Nations and the Netherlands Minister for Development Coordination, dated 23 November 1999. 

More on the Voluntary Trust Fund – Procedural Pitfalls Across the EU/UN Divide

In reaction to the funding shortfall at the beginning of the crisis, the European Commission pledged to contribute 3 million Euro to the VTF.  The EC/UN Framework Agreement of 9 August 1999 was quite detailed: it delineated sub-contracting arrangements, the application of budgetary and financial rules, eligible costs, reimbursable amounts for personnel, calculations of indirect costs etc.  A month later, it was amended to bring the amount of the pledge up to 4 million Euro. This framework, signed by the Under Secretary-General for Management and the EC’s Financial Controller, was to serve as the reference point for the negotiating of future financial agreements.  Additionally, on 19 December 1999 the Special Representative of the Secretary General for UNMIK and the Head of the EC Task Force Kosovo for the EC signed a Memorandum of Understanding outlining the foundations of the technical, legal and administrative framework for their cooperation in the province.
 

The drafting of the actual funding agreement brought about some difficulties.  Two issues in particular proved to be problematic. First, the agreement required all funds to be expended within four months of the signing of the document, and secondly the EU requires a holdback of 20% of the funds, payable upon the receipt of the final report.  Regarding the first issue, the EC was assured that while activities funded by the contribution might be ongoing, the funds would be fully obligated within four months.  As to the second issue, in May of 2000 an amendment was signed stating that the initial payment of 60% would be made within 60 days of the receipt of the signed original agreement, 25% upon the approval of the first bi-monthly progress report and the final instalment would be advanced upon the approval of the interim report – to be released by the end of September 2000.  

The second Financing Agreement between the European Agency for Reconstruction and the United Nations Department of Peacekeeping for the amount of 2 million EURO was initially signed by the EC in September 2000.
  Reviewed by the Controller’s office, the agreement was said to have “a major problem” and “if it was really being presented on a ‘take it or leave it’ basis and cannot be amended, then the Controller may want to bring it to the attention of the ongoing UN-EU working group charged with strengthening the Agreement between the United Nations and the European Community on the Principles Applying to the Financing or Co-financing by the Community of Programmes and Projects Administered by the United Nations”.
 The Controller’s staff singled out the following articles as violating the framework agreement:

1.  Article 4 of Annex C: “The Agency’s contribution shall be governed by the terms of the Financial Regulation applicable to the budget of the agency”.

2.  Article 6 of Annex C:  “The Contracting partner shall ensure that also its partners follow the Agency procedures in awarding contracts”.

3.  Article 11 of Annex C: “The Agency’s contribution shall be paid into a separate EURO denominated interest bearing account”.

4. article 18 of Annex C “Belgian law shall govern this agreement”.

This exchange began a yearlong process of amendments, proposals and renegotiations, which are too extensive to fully cover in this evaluation.  The situation became intense in February of 2001, when the UK dramatically reduced their Mine Action Programme funds, increasing pressures to finalize the EC/UN agreement.
  In looking for alternative solutions to losing the EC funds, UNMAS explored an option to transfer the monies to the UNDP.

After a painfully long and frustrating period of revisions and discussions, from August 2000 to August 2001, the European Agency for Reconstruction and the United Nations could not come to an agreement and the contribution from the European Commission of 2 million EURO was withheld.  The European Agency pulled out of negotiations and the Financing Agreement was withdrawn.  Given that the programme was due to expire at the end of the year 2001, the Agency deemed that there was too little time left to implement the programme, and it awarded the necessary contracts directly to the operators in the field.  

To avoid a recurrence of such administrative culture clashes in future operations, several matters need to be resolved. As exemplified in the discussions between the European Commission and the UN, these include: issues of tied procurement and recruitment and generally the procurement rules to be followed by the UN in awarding contracts, issues of Agency visibility and the use of the EU Logo, use of conversion rates, breach of contract details and problems with the arbitration clause.  

The International Trust Fund for Demining and Victim Assistance

The International Trust Fund for Demining and Victim Assistance (ITF), often referred to as the Slovenian Trust Fund, was established by the government of the Republic of Slovenia in March of 1998.  The Fund was intended to provide active Slovenian participation in the stabilization of the post-Dayton Bosnia and Herzegovina by providing demining activities and victim assistance.    Slovenia donated US$ 1.3 million to finance the Fund’s starting activities.  The backbone of the Fund was the creation of a “matching grant” of US$ 28 million by the United States of America.  “Matching” fund activity means that for every dollar released by the United States, the ITF has to raise an equal amount in other donations.  The Trust Administrative Agreement between the Republic of Slovenia and the United States was signed on 4 November, 1998 in Washington.

The United States Government is particularly committed to the fund as it corresponds to two main points on the American political agenda: first of all, the President’s Demining 2010 Initiative, focusing on national demining capabilities and the improvement of global investment – both public and private - and secondly, the Non-proliferation, Anti-terrorism, Demining and Related Programmes account administered by the Department of State.

The staunch commitment of the United States was leveraged by the financial support of other donors and by the effectiveness with which the funds were utilized to facilitate ongoing demining efforts in Bosnia. 
 Even in light of accusations of corruption among the Bosnia and Herzegovina Demining Commissioners in 1999, the International Trust Fund retained its aura of legitimacy and transparency.
 

The success of the ITF, particularly its reputation for flexibility and speed, may be attributable to the following elements: the ITF’s participatory organizational structure; its regional approach coupled with capacity building initiatives; the humanitarian and victim assistance context of its demining efforts; as well as the fund’s transparency, cost-effectiveness and fundraising skills.  That is why so many donors chose the ITF as they sought to support the United Nations mine action programme in Kosovo.

The International Trust Fund and Kosovo

Initially the involvement of the ITF was limited to in-kind training, victim assistance and mine awareness activities in Kosovo, but gradually its involvement increased. The Fund began supporting actual demining initiatives in 2000, in close cooperation with the MACC.  In July 2000, the ITF and the UN MACC issued a document outlining their joint process for soliciting tenders and bids.  In 2001 the ITF allocated nearly 25% of its funds for Kosovo. In this figure, there are $4,165,619 for demining (USA, Germany, Swiss Federation, France), $315,582 for Mine Awareness (USA) and $100,000 for Victim Assistance (USA).  Additionally, some NGO programmes were supported directly through individual donors channelling fund through the ITF (such as the HALO Trust, which was supported by aGerman donation).

Additionally, the Canadian International Development Agency used the International Trust Fund as a flow-through mechanism for its funds in order to trigger the release of United States matching funds. The ITF would then transfer the funds to the United Nations VTF. As written in the agreement outlining the Canadian Contribution to the UN Mine Action Coordination Centre in Kosovo project, “the amount of seven hundred and fifty thousand Canadian Dollars of the Canadian Contribution will flow through the Slovenian based International Trust Fund. (…) We have received the ITF’s written agreement for such.”
  These Canadian funds were earmarked for the functioning of the UN MACC (C$ 114,750), dog teams, mechanical clearance teams as well as level I and II survey teams.

Clearly, donors have a preference for the ITF because of its ability to turn funds over quickly, its willingness to issue contracts without too much legal nitpicking, and its effective oversight at the country level. The fact that donations are matched by the United States further enhances the ITF’s appeal.  
Bilateral Funding

To assess the overall cost-effectiveness of the mine action programme in Kosovo, it would be helpful to know how much in total had been spent by all the various actors who participated.  We have data on the share paid from the UNMIK assessed budget, we know the amounts contributed to the United Nations’ Voluntary Trust Fund, and we have some information about the role played by the Slovenia International Trust Fund. Beyond that, one would have to reconstruct the funding of each and every non-governmental organization that at some point worked in Kosovo, and  estimate the value of the clearing work done by NATO.  According to the MACC’s first comprehensive report on its activities, dated October 1999, there were twenty-two NGOs and commercial firms working on the mine threat in Kosovo. Its annual report for 2000 listed fourteen organisations active in the area of mine awareness alone; in addition, there were sixteen organizations working on mine clearance (many of them also identified as mine awareness actors).  Each of these had funding from multiple sources: HALO, which had the broadest support, cited seven funding sources, representing nine governments, as well as private charities.

In the chapter on stakeholders’ perspectives, we have reflected the funding  information obtained through interviews, and in order to get an idea of the order of magnitude involved, we have summarized this information in the following table, which shows money that came in through bilateral channels:

Table: Bilateral funding for Kosovo mine action programme

	Donor
	Contribution
	Remarks

	European Union
	$  2,304,000
	ECHO’s support for Handicap International, Norwegian People’s Aid, Intersos and Mine Advisory Group (see interviews)

	Belgium
	$     500,000
	Funded Mine Tech/MACC Core Assets, estimated

	Canada
	$  2,700,000
	Support for, inter alia, International Demining Alliance of Canada (communication from CIDA, 21 December 2001)

	Czech Republic
	$     150,000
	Estimate, funded HALO through ITF

	Denmark
	$  5,800,000
	Support for Danish Church Aid (see interviews)

	Germany
	$  2,000,000
	Funded HALO and HELP through ITF, estimated on basis of HALO contract sheet, no HELP data; funded CARE through ITF, estimate

	Ireland
	$     963,046
	 Three contracts with HALO, ₤ 664,170

	Italy
	$     750,000
	Estimate, co-funded Intersos for one year with ECHO

	Japan
	$     265,662
	HALO contract

	Netherlands
	$  1,371,407
	Three contracts with HALO 

	Norway
	$  6,000,000
	Five contracts with Norwegian People’s Aid, total of 55,522,650 NOK (data from NPA)

	United Kingdom
	$19,504,863
	Equipment for MACC, contracts with several mine clearance operators, support to UNICEF for mine awareness (communication from DFID, 26 November 2001)

	United States
	$10,326,627
	Contracts with Ronco, support for contracts negotiated by Slovenia ITF (as reported to UN, OCHA website)

	Switzerland
	$  2,652,788
	$1,800,000 for Emercom, $852,788 for HALO (interviews, HALO contract sheets)

	Geneva Communes
	$     433,242
	Contract with Halo ₤298,788 

	World Vision
	$     500,000
	Co-funded Mine Advisory Group manual team (with ECHO, estimate)

	UNHCR
	$ 3,300,000
	$ 2,269,567 Contract in 1999 with HELP, plus two supplementary agreements (HELP Final report part II, provided by UNHCR); contract with MINE–TECH in 2000, value estimated at $ 1.3 million

	Total Estimate
	$59,521,635
	This is no more than a “ball park” figure, to indicate broad scope of bilateral support, not the precise amount


If indeed the total investment of the international community in Kosovo’s mine action programme came close to some US$ 85 million (VTF, ITF and bilateral expenditures combined), then the accreditation, tasking and quality control functions offered by the MACC represented exceedingly good value for money.  Several of the donors whom we interviewed told us that they had stopped sending in their own supervisory teams and relied on the MACC to ascertain that their funds were well spent – the donor community might therefore find that there is a clear advantage in adding a clause to the contracts that they negotiate with commercial firms or NGOs, to the effect that adherence to the MACC’s rules and instructions is mandatory. 

XII.  THE MACC IN PERSPECTIVE: VIEWS OF THE STAKEHOLDERS

The evaluation team met with representatives from a wide range of organizations and entities that have a stake in the success of the Kosovo mine action programme: United Nations Departments, Funds and Programmes; UN system specialized agencies; international and non-governmental organizations; ministries and offices of numerous donor countries; commercial and not-for-profit mine clearing and mine awareness organizations; and the departments and bodies of the emerging Kosovar governance structure.  Some of these actors, such as KFOR and the UNMIK “ministries”, are part of the overall governance structure that bears responsibility for the Kosovo mine action programme, and their positions are reflected in the previous chapters. Some, however, have been supporters or contractors with no direct ability to shape the outcome of the programme.  They have given of their time or their money, and sometimes both, and it seemed important to reflect their views. 

As a result of these meetings, we were left with a kaleidoscopic set of impressions – a lot of praise for the dedicated and competent staff of UNMAS, UNOPS and the MACC, and a lot of questions and observations about a system of planning, coordination and funding that is beginning to show coherence, but that still leaves much to be desired.

In the following vignettes, we have tried to capture the flavor of some of the discussions we had with these stakeholders.  In lumping together the views of several representatives from one organization, we may not always be true to individual positions, yet, by not attributing quotes directly, we hope to provide some cover to those people who felt that they had to be outspoken for the sake of the greater good.

Many issues come up repeatedly, be it from different angles. Many of the views represented are directly linked to the observations that we ourselves have made in the previous chapters. In the next chapter, we will examine these issues one by one, in order to explore what worked, what did not, and what can be learned from the experience.

The United Nations, its Funds and Programmes

While the organizational home of the UNMAS is the Department of Peace-keeping Operations, it has responsibilities under the United Nations Mine Action ad Effective Coordination Policy that position it as the focal point at the centre of all mine-related activities within the UN system. Within the Secretariat, it has close ties to the Department for Disarmament Affairs (DDA), the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), and the Department of Political Affairs (DPA).  In operational terms, the UNDP, UNICEF, UNHCR and UNOPS normally play an important role; in Kosovo, UNDP was not involved, but the latter two were very much part of the process.

From the viewpoint of DPA, the successful completion of the mine action programme in Kosovo has made it possible to focus on reconstruction and capacity building, and the effective handover of most mine clearing responsibilities to the Department for Civil Security and Emergency Preparedness demonstrates that the strengthening of local institutions is proceeding smoothly. The back-up capacity of KFOR remains important, as it may be assumed that there will be some KFOR presence in Kosovo for years to come.  

OCHA has been instrumental in raising funds for mine action in Kosovo through its 2000 Consolidated Appeal for South-Eastern Europe.  OCHA’s website, www.reliefweb.int, has a financial tracking system that allows the reader to monitor what resources have come in as a result of the appeals process, both in terms of direct funding to UN agencies and in the shape of bilateral funding – unfortunately, reporting is voluntary, and not all donors take the trouble to reflect bilateral activities.  Since OCHA supports the humanitarian coordinator and the humanitarian action team in countries affected by landmines, there are strong arguments for close collaboration between UNMAS and OCHA, especially when it comes to integrating mine action into a broader recovery process. For that reason, OCHA would like to see that its humanitarian coordinator in country has access on a “read only” basis to the data in the IMSMA system.

When the tensions in Kosovo suddenly escalated to the level of violent conflict, UNICEF’s role in the United Nations mine action strategy had only recently been defined, and it was not prepared operationally to respond to the sudden demand for mine awareness programmes among the large populations of displaced and refugee Kosovars. Resources and expertise were lacking. An agreement to contribute one staff member to the MACC, and to finance its costs, was never implemented.  The current senior staff in UNICEF who handle mine action policy are quite aware of these initial shortcomings, and they have developed a far clearer picture of their specific role.  They point out, however, that mine awareness as an activity overall has yet to mature to the extent that UXO and mine clearance have over the past few years.

For UNICEF, it is now apparent that they must join with the other UN mine action agencies to coordinate, set standards and plan centrally. This means in effect that the mine awareness responsibilities in MACCs should be fulfilled by UNICEF. Joint planning before and during emergencies, coordinated resource mobilisation, standards development and a focus on integration are the way forward.  

The UNICEF country office considered that the autocratic style used by the Kosovo MACC was useful in the beginning, but could have been transformed into a more participatory approach over time. More support should have been given to humanitarian goals, peace-building and development.  The MACC in its early days focused mainly on the technical side of mine action, leaving mine awareness, protection and education by the side.  UNICEF should, in retrospect, have taken its seat within the UN mine action coordination structure. Rather than becoming involved in side issues such as curriculum development, piecemeal funding and the production of materials, their role was to coordinate, set standards and mobilise resources as a key UN mine action agency. In doing so, UNICEF would have had far more influence over issues such as exit strategy and the linkages between mine action and other sectoral activities such as health and education. They could also have taken a firm grip on mine awareness activities at an early stage, thereby avoiding some of the duplication and lack of coordination evident in the first few months.

In the future, the concept of “landmines” should be integrated with other elements such as UXOs and small arms, and be addressed from the vantage point of a disarmament culture.  The world of mine action (UNICEF prefers “explosive remnants of war”) needs links with the public health system, and have as its goal to build a peaceful environment.  In all this, young people are particularly important: in Kosovo, 60% of the population is under twenty-four years of age, and mine awareness is taught by the children to their parents. Thus, understanding the role of the media, especially television, is key to an effective communications strategy. 

UNHCR was in the frontlines of the United Nations’ humanitarian response effort when early in the spring of 1999 some 400,000 Kosovars fled from their homes to escape the violence.  While UNHCR acknowledges problems of its own in dealing with the overwhelming size of the refugee problem, it does not consider that UNICEF lived up to its responsibilities in the area of mine awareness, and as a consequence, no UNICEF campaigns were conducted in the camps.  In fact, some senior UNHCR officials questioned whether working in refugee camps really played up to UNICEF’s strengths. Having a policy in place is one thing, and building capacity to implement it is quite another. UNHCR would be in a position to give logistic support to UNICEF when it wants build mine awareness in a refugee situation, and it looks forward to forging a stronger alliance.

UNMAS, on the other hand, rapidly had people on the ground in the refugee camps and in Macedonia, giving advice on how to proceed. Key to its success was their presence on the ground from day one. Some of the NGOs also responded with tremendous speed. German HELP was one of the first coming into Kosovo, funded by UNHCR and the EU, and HELP in turn sub-contracted Mine-Tech to do some of the most urgent work in clearing access to villages, homes, wells. Later UNHCR contracted Mine-Tech for six months, to clear the way for returning refugees, until the MACC took over the coordination.

A matter of special concern to UNHCR was NATO’s reluctance to share information about its bombing campaign and its target areas, although there was a serious contamination with unexploded cluster bombs. The fact that depleted uranium had been used, compounded the issue.  The Deputy SRSG for Humanitarian Affairs had to write two strong letters before this was resolved. In the meantime, clearance was delayed. The return of refugees entailed more risks.

At the levels of Headquarters, UNHCR found the Inter-Agency Standing Committee on humanitarian affairs (IASC) a very useful mechanism for the sharing of information, for joint strategic planning and for programme coordination.  This allowed to United Nations system to respond as a whole fairly early on.  If UNMAS had been given access to more generous start-up resources, and if rapid response stand-by arrangements had been in place, the United Nations response would have been even more timely and effective. 

The UNOPS Mine Action Unit has become a principal provider of mine action project services in the United Nations system, with technical, legal and project-management expertise at the disposal of both UNMAS and UNDP.  The Unit recruits personnel, procures equipment, conducts tenders, draws up agreements, provides technical support, trains nationals to make mine action sustainable, and it facilitates the exchange of “best practices” among mine action experts. From the viewpoint of UNOPS, it responded with great speed to the UNMAS request for services at the time that the need for mine action in Kosovo became apparent. 

When the first contract between UN/DPKO and UNOPS was signed, on the 10th of June 1999, the funding situation was totally opaque – all that was assured was a sum of $330,000 from the Voluntary Trust Fund.  The Security Council had just a few hours earlier released an official resolution establishing a UN presence in Kosovo. An estimate prepared by UNOPS less than two weeks later concluded that some $4.5 million would be required for the first year of the MACC’s operations in Kosovo -  of which $1.75 was required for staff, office expenses and equipment, while $2.25 million was needed for emergency clearance, mine awareness, and a level one survey. This gap was daunting. The fact that funding arrived in bits and pieces, never predictable, never assured, made it hard for UNOPS to manage the project consistently. Contracts had to be short-term, for example, as they could not be issued beyond the period for which funds were at hand. Key posts, such as that of Victim Assistance Officer, could not be filled for lack of resources. 

The argument could be made that victim assistance was really beyond the scope of a typical mine action programme, as so much depended on the overall national capacity to deal with trauma victims, be they wounded by mines, car accidents, domestic violence or other mishaps.  But in fact, argued the UNOPS officials consulted, if the mine action centre did not push for adequate support services, a precious entry point for building national capacity was lost.  Mine victims, moreover, often needed special types of care and equipment not normally found even in countries with an adequate health service. Thus, advocacy for victims assistance is a key element of any effective mine action programme.  

But unreliable funding was not the only obstacle. Internal UN processes also created delays. It would be helpful, according to UNOPS, to have a global agreement between DPKO/FALD and UNOPS about the nature of peacekeeping support and its relation to mine action. This would eliminate the painful negotiations to obtain communications support, access to vehicles, maintenance, customs clearance and other services that peacekeeping missions normally provide.  An ongoing Memorandum of Understanding between UNOPS and the UN Controller concerning the release of money from the Voluntary Trust Fund would also speed things up. 

UNOPS questioned why mine action had to be funded from extra-budgetary resources, rather than from the assessed budget for a peacekeeping operation.  Isn’t a mine-free environment a pre-requisite for effective humanitarian assistance?  In fact, funds were included in the budget for UNMIK to cover the MACC, but they were released only grudgingly, retroactively, and for a one year period. The money budgeted for the rest of the MACC’s existence was withheld on a technicality. This in fact places the burden of funding on a few generous donors, not on the international community as a whole. 

A standing agreement between the European Union and the United Nations on a formula whereby the United Nations could accept voluntary funding from the EU into a UN-managed trust fund would also be helpful.  The fact that a major pledge for the MACC from the EU had to be withdrawn for lack of a legal consensus on the fine print of the Voluntary Trust Fund was most disturbing.

It was UNOPS’ experience that the concept of “coordination” by any MACC would only function if contractors worked under the direct tasking of the MACC, and if they were obliged to operate according to the applicable International Mine Action Standards, and/or national technical standards and guidelines, as appropriate. Contractors, moreover, should submit their standard operating procedures to the MACC for approval, and accept external quality assurance and certification of work completed by the MACC.  In Kosovo, the United Nations had the authority to impose these conditions.  Where the UN contracted operators directly, such terms could be included in the contract. In other situations, where contractors are brought in with direct bilateral funding from donors, only the donor country itself can insist on such conditions as a sine qua non for financial support.

UNOPS, finally, stressed the fact that good mine action experts were few and far between. While it tried to provide continuity of employment to those people who had the best track records, it was sometimes hard to bridge these experts between assignments.  The contractual uncertainty caused by the short-term funding of most mine action programmes did not help either. 

Specialized Agencies

According to the United Nation mine action policy, the World Health Organization works through the ministries of health in the affected countries to build national capacity for sustainable victim assistance.  It is also responsible for developing the appropriate standards and methodologies for data collection on mine victims. Its role is to provide technical assistance for mine action, and to work closely with agencies such as UNICEF, ICRC and others.
 

In Kosovo, the work of WHO has been fully integrated into that of the UNMIK Department of Health and Social Welfare.  Data collection on mine victims was primarily done by the ICRC, but WHO was involved in the development of UNMIK policies to provide compensation and welfare benefits to the victims.  There was considerable public pressure to recognize mine victims as “war heroes”, and the Kosovar association of war veterans even pleaded with the then SRSG Bernard Kouchner to introduce special laws granting mine victims the status of “martyrs”, entitled to special housing, special pensions, and treatment abroad. Ultimately, it was decided to pay all mine victims, veterans or not, a small monthly benefit.  Whether this can be sustained when Kosovo becomes self-financing is another matter, but for the moment the political tensions have eased.  

WHO also contributed to the reconstruction of Kosovo’s health care infrastructure.  Some advances were made, but thus far the health care system that is poorly equipped to deal with trauma victims. There is little or no capacity to provide psychosocial counseling, occupational therapy, or rehabilitation. Kosovar Albanian physicians had been systematically marginalized in the Milosevic era, and no investments had been made in health care facilities for over a decade.  In addition, in the Kosovar culture, there is a stigma connected to physical disabilities, so that people are hesitant to seek assistance. NGOs have tried to fill the gaps in the Kosovo health system, but their quality of performance was uneven, and many did not want to register with the department, working in the shadows instead. Funding for the health sector is meagre.

In WHO Geneva, mine action falls within the domain of two distinct organizational entities: the Emergency and Humanitarian Action Department, and the Injuries and Violence Prevention Department.  There is a shared view, however, that mine action victims create an entry point for political and humanitarian advocacy in support of robust national health services.  It is true, WHO officials point out, that a mine victim’s needs are not that different from those of other trauma victims, but they all need skilled surgeons, a reliable blood supply, pain killers, prostheses, physiotherapy, psychosocial services, rehabilitation and integration. This places high demands on health care delivery.

The MACC in Kosovo had to take on this advocacy task as part of its overall mandate, but WHO was not in a position to provide much support, let alone to provide a full-time staff member to cover victim assistance in the MACC. Fortunately, the ICRC was able early on to conduct an advocacy campaign and to register victims, while Handicap International was a key partner for the Department of Health and Social Services in its rehabilitation efforts – so the needs of victims were largely met.  In the future, WHO believes that it is not absolutely mandatory to have a victims assistance specialist in every MACC, but WHO should make the call whether it has the capacity to integrate the victims’ needs into the broader picture, or whether it needs a WHO person (financed from mine action funds, as WHO has no funds for this purpose) to conduct advocacy from within the MACC for a strengthened government capacity, and to coordinate the work of the NGOs.

International Organisations

Even before refugees began returning to Kosovo in June 1999, the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) was deeply involved in providing food, medical assistance and mine awareness education, aimed at reducing the risk of death and injury, to Kosovo refugees outside the province.  When the hostilities ended, these services were rapidly expanded to reach the civilian population inside Kosovo. The ICRC, for example, trained seventy-five staff members of the International Organizations for Migration to conduct mine awareness campaigns among refugees, and they then served as escorts to returning refugees.  Overall, more that a dozen NGOs were involved in mine awareness programmes during the first months of the Kosovo mine action programme, so that the lack of capacity within the UN system was largely offset by voluntary capacity.
  

The ICRC considers that there was a lack of expertise in the area of mine awareness education on the part of the many NGOs and commercial firms clearing mines in Kosovo.  Their focus was technical, not social.  This problem was even more pronounced with KFOR, which showed little gender sensitivity, and proved to be particularly unsuitable to provide mine awareness training to children in schools, as soldiers with weapons dangling from their belts as if their audience were soldiers, providing technical details, for example, that would just trigger their curiosity. 

The ICRC’s position is that mine awareness must be a community-based process, with the community itself in the lead. Affected communities should be the ones telling external organizations what they want in terms of mine awareness action, not the other way around. That is why it initiated a “Safer Village” campaign in Kosovo, because long after the deminers and the NGOs are gone, the communities must have institutional knowledge about the actions taken, the areas that are safe, and the location of precise data for use when people want to dig or to construct.

ICRC also had misgivings about the disconnect between clearance operations and mine awareness actions.  At the time surveys were done in communities, local focal points should also be identified for mine awareness, and to ensure an ongoing flow of information to the mine action centre. Volunteers should be sought: not for pay, mines are their problem. Then, when clearance took place, the communities should be intimately involved in setting priorities, and be enabled to witness the progress made. Mine awareness should be pragmatic, and offer solutions, so a message that certain forests are mined should be combined with a message that firewood can be obtained elsewhere.  This was not done systematically in Kosovo.  In addition, KFOR initially did not transmit its clearance data to the MACC, aggravating the lack of reliable information during the MACC’s start-up period.

The ICRC’s cooperation with UNICEF also did not go smoothly.  UNICEF prepared materials for school curricula which ICRC believed to be too late and to alarmist, since the message should have been “It is safe now in your village” by the time these curricula were introduced.  No teacher training or focus group testing was done before the materials were introduced. An opportunity was also missed to train journalists to distinguish between myths and reality when it comes to landmines and UXOs, and therefore a lot of misinformation was spread. 

The ICRC’s field staff also felt that the expertise of the MACC staff assigned to deal with mine awareness was not at the same level as that of the staff handling operations. Information brought to the MACC re community concerns was not always taken seriously.  Political sensitivity (or political guidance) was also lacking: the ICRC did not consider that it had to apply for “accreditation”, as its status under international law is quite different from that of a “normal” NGO.  These flaws in the MACC led to tensions between the ICRC and the UN.  In general, according to the ICRC staff, the UN strategy was too UN-centered, and its understanding of the manner in which tasks had to distributed tended to ignore those partners in the Inter-Agency Standing Committee [for humanitarian action] who are not part of the UN system itself.

Non-governmental Mine Action Organizations and Commercial Mine Clearance Companies

Since the Hazardous Areas Life-Support Organisation (HALO) Trust was established in 1988 as a British charity “that specializes in the removal of the debris of war”, it has established a solid reputation based on its work in many war-torn countries.  It tends to work with only a very small team of expatriates. In 1998, for example, it had 3,000 local staff worldwide, with only 20 international staff providing training and management.
 It has wide donor support: in Kosovo, it received funding from DFID, Pro Victimis, the Swiss Department of Foreign Affairs, the Irish Department of Foreign Affairs, the Slovenia International Trust Fund, the Geneva Communes fund, the Government of the Netherlands, and the Japanese AAR.
 

The aggregate value of its contracts for work in Kosovo during the period mid-1999 until the end of 2001 amounts to ₤ 6,388,000, or US$9,262,600.
 In addition, HALO received numerous vehicles, including specialized gear such as ambulances, crushers, rollers, cutting arms, cranes and armoured dumpers, as in-kind contributions from the UK and the Netherlands – a total of 117 in all. While many of these were given on loan, it was HALO’s intention to seek “the approval of its donors for the continued use of these vehicles to reinforce other mine clearance programmes around the world. Many have already been moved to where they are most needed”.
 

HALO was on the ground as soon as the NATO bombing campaign came to a halt, funded initially by DFID.  Based on its own early assessment, it concluded (as HALO’s country staff explained) that it would be in Kosovo for at least five years, and it took measures accordingly.  It found a large terrain in a deserted area, and it worked out a lease whereby it would pay a nominal fee, provided HALO restored the farmhouse on the land. The total cost of the restoration, amortized over five years, seemed a lot less than the equivalent rent, but in retrospect, HALO confirmed, might have been better off just signing a regular lease. 

Immediately upon arrival, HALO started its rapid survey, and it began to select Kosovars who would be trained in mine clearing.  HALO prefers to work with people who have no prior knowledge of mines whatsoever, so they will not have any bad habits to unlearn, and thus it recruited exclusively civilians. They received a salary of some DM 800 monthly, the equivalent of $350 – a princely amount by Kosovo standards. Over time HALO trained as many as 200 nationals, of whom some 50 were women, and it was very disappointed when the political decision was taken to task the Kosovo Protection Corps with the responsibility for any residual mines, rather than establishing a group selected on merit from among the people trained by the various NGOs.  The people trained by HALO have now been sent home, and the investment made in their training is largely lost, except for those who were trained in vehicle maintenance. 

HALO’s concept of humanitarian mine and UXO clearance is based on the premise that nothing less than 100% certainty will do.  “Go for the end state, not for the end date”, as the HALO Programme Manager put it. It will spend as much time as it takes to reach this level of certainty, even as others in the same situation might have moved on. When it comes to unexploded ordnance in open areas, it prefers to combine surface clearance with subsurface clearance in one sweep, rather than do a rapid surface clearance first and come back later for an in-depth probe.  People should not believe an area is safe, and then start digging or plowing, explained the HALO staff. HALO also firmly believes that the people who have done the clearance should then show to the communities what they have done, walk the fields in their presence to build confidence, and not leave the message that the area is safe to a separate mine awareness team. 

HALO’s persistence in staying until the very last threat has been found and removed did not quite mesh with the MACC’s philosophy that the best possible use had to be made of existing resources within a limited time frame. An exchange of correspondence illustrates this difference in approach.  On 29 September 2001, the MACC’s Chief of Operations had to instruct HALO in writing to stop working on one of the areas where it had been tasked in February. “To date, a total of 97 bomblets have been located at this location with the bulk of them located during the earlier months of March through to June.  The last 3 months have seen a steady decline in the number of bomblets found and many weeks produce a nil return. This is consistent with reaching the ”fade out” zone of a CBU strike and in accordance with the overall objective this task is considered to no longer present a threat that requires a systematic clearance operation.  Accordingly you are to cease operations on this task with immediate effect and prepare the cleared area for completion documentation.”

On 19 October 2001 HALO replied that things were not quite that simple. “We ceased clearance on the 5th of October 2001 after being instructed by MACC operations that the number of bomblets we were finding was ‘consistent with reaching the fade out zone of a CBU strike’, and that the area could now be considered as ‘neutralized’. As you can see from the attached map there are two strike areas that have not been fully cleared. Of particular concern to us is the BL-755 strike across the road to the west. Please be aware that two bomblets and part of the CBU casing were found in this area on October 4th 2001, five days after HALO were requested to stop work. It is therefore clear that this remaining area is part of a CBU strike, the clearance of which is a stated objective of the MACC, HALO and our donors. It seems nonsensical that on a task that was considered a high priority at the beginning of the year, and after so much good work has taken place, that clearance should be halted at this premature stage. At the very least we believe that what remains of the BL-755 footprint should be finished, and anticipate that a week of clearance is required”.

The programme staff at HALO found the MACC’s approach “frustrating”, as they “lost the argument every time”. There were disputes about the use of flailers (good military tools, according to HALO, but not 100% reliable) and of dogs (Afghanistan taught us that dogs are not 100 % reliable either, HALO concludes), and as a result, “we were never given the juiciest fields”.  There was no recourse once a task had been assigned, and the nature of the task did not always match the operators’ strengths.  HALO would have preferred to have been given a “region of responsibility”, rather than individual tasks.   

The German HELP was particularly active in the very beginning of the mine clearance campaign.  Funded by UNHCR, it even helped check the office space designated for the MACC.  Its work for UNHCR came to an end, however, in the spring of 2000, when UNHCR, in consultation with the MACC, put the continuation of the project out to tender. According to HELP, the Request for Proposals (RFP) did not specify the use of Kosovo nationals, and consequently the successful bidder came with a plan including dog teams, making 72 Kosovars trained by HELP redundant. HELP, in its final report to UNHCR, protested that there was little point in training people if they were not going to “get to work and prove their skills”. Dogs were contracted from overseas, at great expense, and “for every EDD contracted six deminers and their dependants have no income”.  As three dog teams were brought in, 72 deminers and over 360 dependants had become destitute, according to HELP. Moreover, dogs were not as reliable as people.

Norwegian People’s Aid (NPA) is a humanitarian organization that started its involvement in mine clearance in 1992.  Since then, it has evolved to become a major presence in clearance operations across the world: Cambodia, Mozambique, Angola, Northern Iraq, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Laos, Western Sahara and most recently Kosovo have all benefited from the NPA’s commitment and expertise.  Norwegian People’s Aid arrived in Kosovo in July 1999, when it immediately deployed a team of experienced deminers from Bosnia & Herzegovina, who had been trained there by the NPA’s Balkans team. Initially, they cleared schools and other high priority localities. Later on, they focused on training Kosovars.  In the fall of 1999, a total of 120 Kosovar deminers were trained (half of them women) and working under the MACC’s overall tasking.. At the same time, NPA worked in the villages where the mines had been cleared to assist people through psychosocial activities. During the course of the Kosovo mine action programme, the NPA carried out four major projects, all funded by the government of Norway, with a total value of 55,522,650 Norwegian Kroner, equivalent to some $US 6 million. 

From NPA’s perspective, it would have preferred to have worked with a smaller group of people over a longer period, rather than follow the very demanding timetable established by the MACC. It had planned for a five-year stay, and it had invested in new equipment and new vehicles that should have been written off over a five year period. Initially, there were some problems with safety and discipline among the newly trained deminers as too much was done too fast.  Once a new Programme Manager arrived, by the end of 1999, controls were tightened. As a first step, the number of trainees per supervisor was reduced from thirty to twenty.

The NPA staff expressed their highest appreciation for the professionalism of the MACC.  Its pace was “unbelievable”, and its management was seen as “fair, no squabbling”. The MACC’s ability to task both the commercial firms and the NGOs according to their respective strengths won the highest praise. From the NPA’s point of view, the commercial firms have the advantage of coming in well trained, well equipped, and particularly ready to take on short-term tasks.  But if not well guided, they will “take the cherries off the top”, leaving the “dirty work to the NGOs”.  The strength of NGOs lies in the area of capacity building, integrating level one surveys with socio-economic impact assessment, and linking clearance with mine awareness education. “My people are locals, they care about their communities”.

While the NPA felt that the MACC’s overall exit strategy made sense, it believed that of the decision to designate the KPC as the “successor arrangement” was a serious mistake, not only because it negated the training investment made, but also because it left a “less-than-neutral” group in charge. The NPA was also concerned that all the Kosovars whom they had trained had to be let go so quickly.  NPA had been able to give them a resettlement package, and it had arranged for many to pursue vocational training at a local college. Yet, this was the first time that the NPA had worked in a setting where the mines problems essentially had been eradicated in a very short time, and its normal “capacity building” strategies did not fit into that model.   The question arose: what to do with all the equipment and vehicles that still had quite a bit of life left in them? The NPA programme staff made it clear that they definitely did not want to donate all this gear to the KPC.   

Clearly, as the NPA emphasized, the MACC had been run by exceptional people.  Would its operational model have been as successful with different people in charge? There had been a clear division between operations on one hand and mine awareness, public information and victims assistance on the other.  Maybe an alternative model should be considered as well for future MACCs, whereby an integrated action plan would be drawn up for each task, linking operations, public information, and mine awareness from the very beginning.  Similarly, closer links could be established between the process whereby accidents were reported to the ICRC (leading to investigations about probable cause) and the survey, mapping potentially dangerous areas.  Such reservations, however, did in no way detract from the NPA’s conclusion that the mine action programme in Kosovo had been  most successful.

Other NGOs working under the MACC’s tasking and quality control agreed with this very positive assessment of the MACC team. The members of the Danish Church Aid – Action by Churches Together (DCA-ACT) team working in Kosovo believed that the coordination and tasking by the MACC had greatly contributed to the speed and efficiency of the mine action programme. DCA-ACT had been part of the programme from the beginning, working in the Albanian refugee camps during the NATO bombing campaign, and immediately moving to mine awareness training and implementation in Kosovo as the situation allowed.  Ten local personnel were recruited and trained to remove unexploded ordnance and clear houses of any booby traps, another forty-one locals were trained in mine clearing, so that by August DCA-ACT was able to respond to requests to clear wells, schools, electricity points and power lines. 

DCA-ACT stressed that socio-economic analysis, clearance and mine awareness education must be fully integrated, and that a holistic approach is the only guarantee that land will not only be cleared , but will actually be used again by communities. During its work in Kosovo in 2000/2001, DCA-ACT trained another eighty deminers, and it removed 7,425 mines from 411,240 square meters of terrain. But, as important from its own perspective, it worked extensively with communities, involving them in every step of the process, and thus building local “ownership” and responsibility. Some 350,000 Kosovars directly benefited from its work, according to the DCA-ACT staff. 

The staff of DCA-ACT shared the concern expressed by many other NGOs as well that the political decision to designate the KPC as the “successor” form the mine clearance and UXO removal programme in Kosovo excluded the people trained by the NGOs, while placing people in control who were closely identified with one political party, known for its violent past and its links with illegal activities.

Funding for DCA-ACT’s activities came from two sources: the Danish Foreign Ministry through its development agency Danida, and from private contributions resulting from an appeal by the international NGO Action by Churches Together (ACT).  The latter included funds from the Dutch Interchurch Aid, the Reformed Church in America, Presbyterian Disaster Assistance, Y-CARE, HEKS, Presbyterian Church of Canada, Presbyterian Church of the United States, and the Lutheran World Federation. We obtained financial data for the first two years of DCA-ACT’s operations, reflecting an income of US$ 3,806,000 from Danida and US$ 642,290 from church groups worldwide, a total of US$ 4,448,290.
  While no audited data for 2001 are available, DCA-ACT’s budget for 2001 projected an expenditure of US$ 2,425,700, so that the total cost for DCA-ACT’s work in Kosovo amounts to some US$ 6.9 million. 

The evaluation team had an opportunity to interview a former staff member of Islamic Relief, a British charity based in Birmingham, partially funded by the government of Saudi Arabia.  Islamic Relief became active in Kosovo immediately after KFOR was established, and it focused on mine awareness education in three high-risk areas.  Its approach was somewhat unusual, insofar as it worked with the wives of local Islamic religious leaders, in order to get the Imams themselves involved.  This strategy paid off: thirty Imams attended a two-day course in mine awareness (with funding from the MACC), and subsequently used their pulpit to sensitize their flock to the threat of landmines and UXO in their communities. Their high credibility gave their message a lot of weight.  Again, the MACC’s support and leadership were highly appreciated.

While there were many NGOs in Kosovo working on clearance or on mine awareness, relatively few focused on victim assistance. One of this small group was the Vietnam Veterans of America Foundation (VVAF), a co-founder of the international campaign banning landmines that received the Nobel Peace Prize in 1997.  While the VVAF also conducted some mine awareness programmes in Kosovo, working with local secondary schools and youth soccer leagues, it targeted most of its aid in the form of direct psychosocial and socio-economic support to families in need, providing them with food, clothing, household goods, and educational materials.

In July 2000 it undertook a comprehensive “Socio-Economic Survey of Mine/UXO Survivors in Kosovo”, funded by UNMACC. It tracked down over half of the 537 survivors and their families, and on the basis of the needs identified, the VVAF undertook a pilot project for some 400 families that was meant to address the immediate needs of the victims. The MACC’s funding had come at a crucial moment, and its moral as well as financial support was highly valued.  There was some concern, however, that the interests of the disabled might no longer be given much weight once the international community had withdrawn from Kosovo. The staff of the VVAF emphasized the need for a long-term approach in order to integrate the survivors and give them an opportunity to participate in the local economy.  This, in turn, would require an overall policy affecting all disabled Kosovars, and covering cultural issues (e.g., the “shame” of disabilities) and human rights-based advocacy as well as practical topics such as skills training and job creation.  

Another major NGO specializing in victims assistance is Handicap International (HI).  It had been present in Kosovo for several years before the conflict ignited. It was among the first to do battle area clearance and threat surveys when the NATO campaign came to an end.  It was therefore the logical partner for UNMIK and the MACC when it came to the establishment and coordination of a physical medicine and rehabilitation programme under the newly created Department of Health and Social Welfare.  On 20 November 2000, a formal agreement to this effect was signed by UNMIK, WHO and HI, designating HI “to provide the technical assistance for the implementation of the physical medicine and rehabilitation programmes, including assessments, training, education, distribution and information management”.

The MACC, according to the HI country staff, had not paid much attention to the coordination of victim assistance during the early months of its tenure, and there was no transparency as to “who was doing what”. DFID and the European Community Humanitarian Organization (ECHO), as well as the Slovenia International Trust Fund (ITF), were all supporting their own programs.  Some agencies, such as the IOM and the Slovenian ITF, sent victims abroad, rather than building capacity in Kosovo, so “ kids would come back with state-of-the-art prostheses which they outgrew in a matter of months”.  Moreover, by the summer of 2000 funds for victim rehabilitation had become extremely scarce, as donor interests drifted elsewhere.  HI was supporting a local NGO, HANDICOS, which tried to develop lower-limb prostheses, and there, tangible results had been achieved.  Yet, as funding dried up, Kosovo was left with a dramatic shortage of physiotherapists, hospitals had no ability to provide rehabilitation services, and in fact the entire social sector was poorly supported.  At the same time, vast sums from EU resources had been thrown at Kosovo which were spent on the physical infrastructure.  It seemed to HI staff that the various “pillars” of UNMIK were poorly balanced. The absence of the World Bank in the health sector was sorely felt. 

The HI staff members were also quite critical of the decision to assign the responsibility for mine and UXO clearance to the KPC.  All the deminers trained by the various NGOs had become redundant.  Since HI had been given the contract to train the KPC in UXO clearance it should not complain, but serious questions remained.  Can the KPC do the job? Do they have the radio frequencies, the evacuation capacity, the helicopters, the medical backup, the armored and specialized vehicles?  KPC staff clearing mines will make DM 220 per month. KPC staff sitting in an office will also make DM 220. Will the deminers be motivated? How about turnover?  Is the discipline in the KPC adequate? This politically motivated decision puts a huge burden on UNMIK and KFOR, which share responsibility.  If the KPC is going to do this seriously, it should be given serious tools, according to HI.

The Geneva International Centre for Humanitarian Demining (GICHD) may not have been visible on the ground in Kosovo, but it played a major role behind the scenes. The Centre supports the efforts of the international community in reducing the impact of mines and unexploded ordnance. As such, it serves as a quasi-secretariat for the Ottawa Mine Ban Treaty, conducting research and providing technical inputs for the inter-sessional working groups of the signatory states. It has been pivotal in the development of international mine action standards, and it was the engine behind the creation of the Information Management System for Mine Action (IMSMA). It also makes operational assistance available to organizations; in Kosovo, for example it lent three staff members to the MACC and to UNICEF respectively during the early days of June 1999 to accelerate the start-up of the mine action programme. 

Compared to other UN mine action programs, the GICHD staff felt that Kosovo was a marvel. Normally, it takes six to nine months for a programme just to get set up – finding the right people for the right job, getting accommodation, bringing in equipment, buying vehicles.  The value of UNOPS as an executing agency should not be underestimated. For a programme to be successful, it needs four components: resources, training, equipment, and people. You can’t have weak link, and it was apparent that UNOPS was aware of that.

The Kosovo mine action programme also showed excellent cooperation among KFOR, the MACC, NGOs and commercial firms. The senior partner system worked well. It was a showcase for the NGOs strength: community demining, mine awareness, responding to the needs of the people, combining technical skills and compassion.

The exit strategy in Kosovo demonstrated the unintended dangers of success: did we build up a capacity that may not be needed? There will always be a residual problem – mines move; one man’s mine field is the next man’s mine store; disgruntled ex-deminers may place mines to make a point; mafia rivalries may lead to an obstacle course of mines placed to head off opponents. What type of capacity do you need to deal with this type of problems? Were the training plans appropriate? We may need a study: how do you cut down? Should the programme have been spread out over a longer period?  Should Kosovo have slowed down after immediate danger was over – should it have paced the shutdown?

Kosovo was also the first opportunity to test IMSMA in practice, and the MACC’s team contributed to many crucial improvements.  IMSMA is now getting a sturdier platform, not Access but Enterprise Technical software, which allows for simultaneous use by multiple partners.  This means that in the future, IMSMA can be used in a more decentralized management model, or in a larger area. It also became apparent in Kosovo that IMSMA was not just an information database, but could be developed into a control and management tool. It identified the tasks at hand, and allowed the MACC, by virtue of the knowledge it provided, to exercise authority over other players.

Defence Systems Limited (DSL), part of the ArmorGroup Mine Action Division, has its headquarters in London.  It is currently active in Mozambique, Bosnia & Herzegovina, and Croatia. Its work in Kosovo came to an end in December 2001. While in Kosovo, DSL was simultaneously under contract with DFID, UNOPS, and the NATO Maintenance and Supply Agency.  It served as a MACC “senior partner” in the 
South-western part of Kosovo, and played a major role in facilitating the MACC’s ambitious timetable, coming in with dogs, mechanical equipment, EOD teams, survey teams and back-up manual clearance teams. 

The DSL staff emphasized that as a commercial firm, they had a robust and diverse start-up capacity, working with integrated rapid response teams that could simultaneously handle surveys, mine awareness, unexploded ordnance disposal and mine clearance as soon as it was safe to begin operations in a battle area.  That is why DFID had at the same time contracted the HALO Trust to train national deminers, a commercial firm called  BAC-TEC to do battle area clearance, and DSL to help make communities safe again for returning refugees.  While it was somewhat unusual for a commercial firm to take on a “senior partner” role, it had gained the trust of KFOR and the NGOs by taking a non-competitive stance. “If you help them, they come on board”. 

DSL felt that the MACC team had done an outstanding job, bringing NGOs and commercial actors together into one seamless operational plan.  It particularly appreciated the MACC’s decision to take on the quality assurance (Q&A) process itself, when the contractor brought in for this purpose did not work out.  It is hard, said the DSL staff, for one commercial firm to be monitored by another one – questions of impartiality immediately arise. Giving a competitor access to one’s own standard operational procedures also did not sit well with DSL. The MACC’s Q&A staff were diplomatic, efficient and mobile.

The evaluation team attended one coordination meeting chaired by DSL in its role of senior partner.  There was a strong KFOR presence, and each organization working in the sector reported on its activities. Medevac training across organizations was arranged, radio checks and frequency problems were ironed out, the whereabouts of explosives were traced.  The atmosphere was business-like and collegial; organizations said they attended “because it is useful”.  The concept of ”senior partners”  and DSL’s contribution were widely welcomed.

By the end of 2001, there were two other commercial firms still winding up their work in Kosovo: Mine-Tech from Zimbabwe, and EMERCOM Demining from Russia. Both worked with experienced, professional teams who had seen action in many other mine-infested countries.  Mine-Tech staff were particularly worried that disgruntled local staff of NGOs who had been trained and then sent home would try to create a “market” for their services by placing mines that they had removed and disarmed earlier.  What were all these people going to do?  It would be quite understandable if they were to act out their anger!

According to Mine-Tech, the concept of “senior partners” had worked well because Kosovo was small. If a MACC was working in a larger setting, such as Angola or Afghanistan, it would need Mini-MACCs in every region, staffed by the UN, because the job of designating specific tasks had to be done by the UN, and could not be delegated.  Both Mine-Tech and Emercom agreed that the personalities of the MACC staff had also played a major role: they were well organized, willing to listen, and open to reason. 

Mine-Tech agreed with the views held both by several NGOs and by other commercial firms that there were clear comparative advantages for each type of mine clearance organization.  In the first phase after conflict you had to “get in there fast” with a team of professionals, to make sure that roads were clear so that the convoys with food got through, that booby-traps were removed from houses so that refugees could return, and that wells and schools were safe so that a semblance of civilian life could resume. Then, over time, the people trained by the NGOs could take over most of the systematic clearance activities, although there would always be a role for the more specialized commercial teams.  In Kosovo, for example, the NGOs came in around June 1999, but they were not operational until the early spring of 2000!

Donor Community

The European Union (EU), through its European Community Humanitarian Organisation (ECHO), and the European Agency for Reconstruction (EAR), made a major contribution to the eradication of the landmines problem in Kosovo.  ECHO already had a small office in Kosovo before the hostilities started, and immediately after the NATO bombing campaign came to an end, ECHO fielded four mine action NGOs (Handicap International, Norwegian People’s Aid, Intersos and the Mine Advisory Group) to facilitate the return of refugees and to support other humanitarian projects funded by ECHO, intended to provide shelter and clean water. ECHO also funded Childrens’ Aid Direct to carry out mine awareness programmes for communities and schools in rural areas. 

Before preparing funding requests that needed Brussels’ approval, ECHO’s staff in Pristina consulted with the MACC to ensure that the terms of reference for the NGO’s met the MACC’s requirements, and all ECHO contracts included language that obligated the implementing NGOs to work under the MACC’s accreditation and tasking procedures. According to ECHO’s staff in Pristina, the value of these initial contracts was 2,560,000 Euros.  At the same time, ECHO generously funded numerous activities undertaken by the World Food Programme, the ICRC, and UNHCR. In fact, 70% of ECHO’s expenditures on Kosovo went through UN system agencies. 

While ECHO deals with emergencies, the EAR handles sustainable development, and it serves as a major instrument for UNMIK’s Department of Reconstruction, which comes under the “EU pillar”. In the summer of 2000 the European Union felt that the immediate crisis in Kosovo was over, and most new rehabilitation activities – as well as ongoing support for mine action - were assigned to the EAR (which in 2000 had a budget exceeding US$ 200 million). ECHO was slowly phased out, and closed its office in Pristina by the end of 2001.  The European Union not only funded implementing partners directly; it also contributed $4,113,540 to the United Nations Voluntary Trust Fund, and would have given even more, if a legal controversy had not developed between Brussels and New York on the modalities of the trust fund arrangement.  This is described in greater detail in the chapter on resource mobilization.

Both the European Union’s staff in Kosovo and its senior diplomats in New York agreed that the cooperation between the United Nations and the EU in Kosovo had been exemplary, and that the MACC had done a stellar job in coordinating the mine action programme: “the mines are simply gone”.  The only blot on the record was the continuing dispute concerning the lack of compatibility between the UN’s and the EU’s financial and contractual regulations. 

The Government of Canada has a particular interest in supporting mine action around the world, as it was one of the key backers of the diplomatic process that led to the 1997 Convention on the prohibition of the use, stockpiling, production and transfer of anti-personnel mines and their destruction, commonly known as the “Ottawa Convention”. As soon as humanitarian agencies had access to Kosovo in the summer of 1999, the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) contracted several Canadian companies with expertise in ordnance demolition, clearance and surveying respectively, to go out as soon as possible.  This meant that normal bidding procedures were waived, and that only very broad terms of reference were drawn up.  These companies were tasked directly by the MACC, but it took them a while to get the necessary equipment into the theatre, and they only became effective late into the demining season. Several accidents were a further cause for concern. While ultimately much was achieved, this was seen as only a moderate success by the Canadian sponsors, so early in 2000 they drew up the terms of reference for a holistic and comprehensive mine action team, requiring rapid response capability, dogs, explosives and mines clearance, surveying and mine awareness. Work was to start in March.  Due to the rather lengthy procurement process of the Canadian Federal Government, the selection of a contractor was not completed until June of that year, since appeals by several other contenders delayed the final decision.  The firm finally chosen, the International Demining Alliance of Canada, arrived in Kosovo by the end of June with a mainly South-African crew.  They started work at the beginning of August, five months later than foreseen. 

Once in action, this team proved to be most useful. The EOD experts worked directly for the MACC, and the mechanical and dog capacity was linked to Armor/DSL.  The MACC was very satisfied with the results, and the team was able to continue working until the end of November.  The Canadians then decided to pursue a different strategy in 2001, by placing all the equipment already brought into the Balkans in storage, and making it available to the MACC for the 2001 clearance season.  The MACC was thus able to tender contracts for mine action teams that would come in only with personnel, finding the equipment already in place.  However, bureaucratic quibbles about in-kind contributions again delayed the transfer of assets to the MACC until July, so that once more the Canadian contribution only became operational during the second half of  the year. 

There was a clear consensus among the Canadian officials whom we interviewed that the MACC had been instrumental in making the Kosovo mine action programme into a success.  Their strong coordinating role meant that resources were used efficiently, that priorities were set based on needs rather than preferences, and that mine action was directly linked to the overall recovery plan for Kosovo. Canada also supported the MACC’s (and UNOPS’s) approach to the formulation of mine action contracts, emphasizing the personnel and the means to be placed at the disposal of the MACC, rather than a specific output in terms of square meters to be cleared. 

The area where improvements were most needed was in the management of the UN Voluntary Trust Fund, which took an extraordinary length of time to issue contributions agreements, and which kept coming up with minor legal issues that delayed the actual transfer of funds to the United Nations.  

Canada contributed a total of US$ 1,571,761 to the Voluntary Trust Fund, sending its money by way of the Slovenia International Trust Fund, thus triggering the release of United States matching funds (the details can be found in the chapter on resource mobilization).  In addition, Canada spent the equivalent of US$ 2,700,000 bilaterally on contracts with mine action firms.
 This sum does not reflect the in-kind contributions of personnel and equipment.  From the viewpoint of the CIDA staff interviewed, both the multilateral and the bilateral contributions played a distinct role: on the one hand, Canada wants to demonstrate its commitment to the United Nations, on the other hand, it is important that Canadian aid does not lose its identity, and that the Canadian flag is seen wherever Canadian aid and expertise are made available.

The Government of Denmark also contributed generously, both through the multilateral Voluntary Trust Fund (US$ 775,847) and through bilateral channels, by funding the Danish Church Aid/ACT mine clearance team. We have estimated that the latter contribution, which is described in some detail earlier in this chapter in the section about DCA/ACT, must have come close to US$ 5.8 million. 

The Danish officials whom we interviewed were uniformly positive about the work of the MACC. They especially singled out the management skills and leadership qualities of the MACC’s project manager, John Flanagan, as deserving the highest praise.  They had the impression that the DCA/ACT staff had felt very comfortable working under the overall direction of the MACC, and had no problems with its specific tasking and quality control measures.  

The Danish officials, however, were not in support of the decision to hand over all mine clearance responsibilities to the KPC.  They certainly did not wish that any equipment financed by the Danish Government would be transferred to the KPC, and preferred to give it to DCA/ACT for use in Albania.  

The Government of the Netherlands has made a major investment in Kosovo. According to one estimate, obtained during an interview, the aggregate of its contributions through the United Nations system, bilateral activities and the programmes of the European Union adds up to some Dfl. 200 million, or US$ 80 million, over the period from June 1999 until the end of 2001.  To oversee the effectiveness of its contributions, the Government of the Netherlands maintains an office in Pristina, which carries out the required financial and substantive monitoring. 

The Netherlands has always been particularly committed to the eradication of landmines, and for the past two years, it has chaired the New York-based Mine Action Support Group, which brings together 19 donor countries and several United Nations entities, including UNMAS, UNDP and UNICEF. In the past few years, the level and quality of donor coordination has improved considerably, and Kosovo, according to the Dutch officials whom we interviewed, was an example of such effective coordination, starting with the Bonn meeting in the summer of 1999. 

The Government of the Netherlands strongly supports the Consolidated Appeals Process (CAP) as the best tool to mobilize funds for mine action. In response to the CAP, it financed the MACC’s coordinating functions by contributing approximately $800,000 to the United Nations’ Voluntary Trust Fund.  It is the Government’s policy not to support commercial demining companies, preferring the capacity-building advantages of NGOs. For that reason, it supported the HALO Group for three years in Kosovo. From the vantage point of the Netherlands, HALO appeared efficient and cost-effective, and it came with equipment that no one else has, such as mechanical rollers. As to the tasking method, the proposals submitted by HALO were based on square meters to be cleared, with clearly stated objectives and indicators of success. From HALO’s records, it appears that the Government of the Netherlands signed three contracts with HALO, for US$ 643,378, US$ 351,268 and US$ 376,761 respectively – a total of US$ 1,371,407. In addition, it provided some vehicles “in kind”. The Government monitored HALO’s performance through its office in Pristina.    

The Netherlands’ officials whom we interviewed  saw a clear value added by the coordinating role of the MACC (“that’s why we paid for it”), because its standard setting, tasking  and control functions brought unity to the mine action programme in Kosovo.  Mine awareness, however, needed to be strengthened. The ICRC seemed far better prepared that UNICEF. The argument that UNICEF was poorly funded in the area of mine action was not valid. The Government of the Netherlands, for example, gave money to UNICEF without earmarking. “They are the ones who set priorities – if you a have mandate, you must build capacity.”

The Netherlands did not contribute to the Slovenia International Trust Fund. It appeared to have relatively ample resources in proportion to overall global humanitarian needs – the Government preferred the trust fund arrangements within the UN system. As to the MACC’s exit strategy: to the Dutch officials it seemed clear and straightforward. “There is a general down-scaling among humanitarian agencies in Kosovo, as worldwide priorities shift. Only one question remains nebulous: what to do with the capacity trained but not utilized? Can HALO move some of it to Macedonia?”  The Government had not yet taken a decision on the future of the equipment it bought for HALO, but it would not like to see it go to the KPC. The wisdom of the decision to place them in charge of mine action in Kosovo seemed questionable.

The Government of Switzerland as well contributed in various ways.  It donated US$ 735,421 to the UN Voluntary Trust Fund, it made staff available through in-kind arrangements, it funded mine clearance and mine awareness bilaterally, and it channeled resources through the Slovenia International Trust Fund.  

Swiss Cooperation, the development arm of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, funded the Russian commercial firm EMERCOM Demining during the 2000 and 2001 mine clearance seasons, under annual contracts of US$ 900,000 each – for a total of US$ 1.8 million. This was done because the Swiss Government has a policy to support enterprises from Russia and Eastern Europe. All other Swiss funding for the Kosovo mine action programme came through Political Division IV in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which has its own resources. This Division directly supported the HALO Trust as well as Handicap International, and funded the MACC through the Voluntary Trust Fund.

Swiss Cooperation has a liaison office in Kosovo, which, inter alia, was responsible for supervising Emercom’s operations. Contracts were based on a fixed number of square meters to be surface-cleared every month. According to the Swiss Cooperation staff whom we interviewed, the MACC’s leadership and day-to-day control of all mine action operators in Kosovo was much appreciated, and it made the oversight task for the Swiss much lighter. Since there were many Kosovar refugees in Switzerland, their repatriation was a priority, and the brisk pace set by the MACC enabled the Swiss to repatriate 2000 refugees in 2001, while the remaining 4000 would return in the spring of 2002. 

In the summer of 1999, the Government of Switzerland, through its Defense Procurement Agency, made two military officers with mechanical engineering skills available to the MACC in order to provide the liaison with KFOR.  These functions had not been foreseen in the original staffing plan of the MACC, but they proved to be of vital importance, since KFOR rotated its staff every three to six months. “Every time, we had to explain the whole programme again – there was no KFOR handover from brigade to brigade. We needed their helicopters for medical evacuation standby, and every time we had to negotiate agreements from scratch”. While the dual reporting relationship could have caused problems, it didn’t.  Personalities were compatible, and the two officers showed an unambiguous dedication to the programme. They were astonished, however, at the lack of logistic support that the MACC had to cope with in the first weeks of its existence. “No communications, no cars, no computers, no briefing materials – a dive into ice-cold water”, as one of the officers described it.

The Swiss also contributed a specialist in information technology, who worked with the MACC from February through August 2000.  It appears from his observations that the link between the IT Section (responsible for IMSMA) and the Operations Section did not function well during the early period of the MACC’s work. The Operations Section should have been firmly bound to the IT Section, but this was not the case. The paperwork required by IMSMA was daunting. As a result, although IMSMA was installed and running, it was not used optimally until later in the programme, when a new Section Chief was appointed. In addition, during the early days, there were technical problems with IMSMA. The linkage between Mine Awareness and Operations was equally feeble in the beginning. 

The Swiss officials whom we interviewed also questioned the manner in which in-kind staff were selected and tasked.  People were placed in posts at the MACC without due thought for effectiveness, suitability, efficiency etc. Also, when in-kind contributions are provided, they should come “fully equipped, so as to hit the ground running”. In other words they should come in with tools like laptops, so they could start work immediately (which is the case with Swiss in-kind contributions). In general, however, the dependency on in-kind staff should be drastically reduced.

Some Swiss officials felt that more thought should have been given to the Exit Strategy when it came to IMSMA. They were concerned that the Kosovo Cadastral Agency (KCA) might not fully understand the working process of IMSMA (despite a couple of trained local and international MACC staff moving over to the KCA). It is important, according to these officials, for the KCA to deal properly with data, understand their quality and take care of their input. Otherwise the database will be of no use and the essential element of memory retention will collapse. 

No government was faster in responding to the mines threat in Kosovo than that of the United Kingdom. When NATO ended its bombing campaign, the Foreign Office, through its Department for International Development (DFID), immediately mobilized a consultant stationed in Mozambique to write the terms of reference for a robust mine action intervention. Tenders went out, and five organizations were selected in time to start work late June 1999.  Three of these were commercial firms: BAC TEC, European Landmine Solutions, and DSL/ArmorGroup. The other two, the HALO Trust and the Mine Action Group (MAG), were NGOs. Three of these players were not extended at the end of 1999 mine clearing season – but DSL/ArmorGroup and the HALO Trust were asked to stay on and have been supported by DFID thru end of 2001 (see also the interviews with both earlier in this chapter). In fact, HALO had multi-donor funding, and would have stayed on even without DFID, but DSL/ArmorGroup was a key element of the MACC’s “senior partners” strategy, and without DFID’s funding, the MACC might not have been able to adhere to its ambitious timetable. 

As shown in the chapter on resource mobilization, nearly one quarter of the bilateral funding for mine action in Kosovo, close to US$ 20 million, came from DFID, and one could well argue that this generous contribution made the difference between a well equipped and robust programme that did the job in record time, and a lingering and protracted effort that might still go on for one or more years. 

From DFID’s perspective, there are clear and distinct comparative advantages to both commercial firms and to NGOs.  In the first stage of any crisis one needs “doers”, who have the skills, the equipment and the experience to take immediate action. Later on, national capacity building becomes important, and that is where the NGOs have an edge. 

DFID was pleased that the MACC had such strong leadership in John Flanagan. There were clear plans, and there was an exit strategy with a firm end date. Flanagan and his team made it clear from the beginning: the MACC does the tasking!  DFID, in turn, made it a contractual obligation for the HALO Trust to accept the MACC’s assignments. Initially, DFID sent a senior official to Kosovo to oversee the way its mine action money was spent, but this did not represent added value, and after one year, he was not extended.  DFID had a general office in Kosovo, and the oversight and quality control provided by the MACC were sufficient to assure DFID that things were well in hand.  From DFID’s viewpoint, John Flanagan took two key decisions that spelled success: not to let the international community run all over Kosovo, and to define the end goal as “acceptable” levels of mine contamination, comparable to those in countries affected by the first and second world wars. This represented a valid trade-off between efficiency and effectiveness. The donor community could learn from this experience that UN coordination offers a real benefit in terms of cost and of results. 

While DFID had the highest praise for the MACC and its entire staff, it had reservations about the context in which the MACC had to operate. In the beginning, DFID had to provide extensive start-up support as the United Nations were not prepared to field a mission with full logistic support at short notice. KFOR/UK had to supply explosives at start-up, as the UN did not have any, although they were essential to demolish unexploded ordnance.  The MACC’s work was also hampered by the fact that KFOR’s release of information about its strike targets and the ammunitions used was tardy, and often inaccurate. UNMIK’s planning itself, moreover, was not coordinated. John Flanagan was never consulted on the decision to designate the KPC as the custodians of the UXO and mine clearing process. All that capacity building had now gone to waste.

DFID’s staff also raised the question whether the KPC will have enough capacity and credibility after Jan 2002 to serve as “fire brigade” for both UXO and mine action cases. Can the KPC be accepted by Kosovars with different political or ethnic backgrounds? Do they have the equipment, including backup helicopters for medical evacuations? Also, so far no mine clearance personnel have been trained, only EOD specialists, and the number of deminers to be trained in 2002 is very small, 22 – is that enough?  What will the turnover be in the KPC due to low pay? 

The Government of the United States did not contribute to the United Nations’ Voluntary Trust Fund in support of the Kosovo mine action programme, but it funded a large American clearance NGO, Ronco, and it made considerable contributions through the Slovenia International Trust Fund (ITF).  

Ronco, which worked in Kosovo for the entire three years of the MACC’s existence, received part of its funding directly from the State Department, and the remainder from the Department of Defense and the ITF.  According to the UNMAS website, the US Government reported a contribution of US$ 1 million to mine action in Kosovo for the year 1999; for the year 2000 a contribution of US$ 9.3 was reported.
 No data for 2001 were available at the time of this evaluation.

The strong support of the US Government for the ITF is described in some detail in the chapter on resource mobilization.  A senior US mine action expert serves as adviser to the ITF, and also reports to the State Department on the manner in which US mine action funds are used in the region. “The MACC in Kosovo was a pleasure. The UN happened to get the right people in the right place. John Flanagan and his staff can take the glory. They were willing to listen”.  The Ronco staff whom we interviewed were equally positive about the MACC’s leadership.
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Annexes

Annex A.
TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE EVALUATION MISSION OF THE MINE ACTION PROGRAMME IN KOSOVO

Background

Based on Security Council Resolution 1244 of 10 June 1999, the United Nations Interim Administration Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK), through the United Nations Mine Action Service (UNMAS) and the United Nations Office for Project Services (UNOPS), is implementing an integrated mine action programme (MAP) for Kosovo.  As a fundamental part of the programme, a Mine Action Coordination Centre (MACC) was established in Pristina as the focal point for all mine action activities. The aim was to provide a service of coordination to enable the rapid clearance of mines and UXOs.  This task is expected to be largely concluded by December 2001.

The objectives of the evaluation are:

· to evaluate on the build-up of the MACC, the organizational structure and its overall effectiveness as a coordination/oversight body;

-
to make an assessment of the existing MAP including the degree to which objectives have been met and its overall impact; 
· to assess the effectiveness of the initial Landmine/UXO emergency threat assessment and to make recommendations on the implementation of future assessments of this nature ; 

· to evaluate the implementation arrangements under which the MAP has operated and to determine the efficiency and effectiveness of this approach.

· to assess the process for the planning and implementation of the  exit strategy;

· to determine how the donors that support mine action in Kosovo evaluate the MAP and if they see it as an efficient use of the resources they have provided;

· to determine lessons learned and to make recommendations for the UN and international donors.

· to comment on the residual UN staffing level, if any, post December 2001.
The main stakeholders are:

· UNMAS;

· UNOPS

· UNMIK

· Office of the Humanitarian Coordinator in Kosovo

· Department for Civil Security and Emergency Preparedness

· Kosovo Protection Corp (KPC);

· Department of Public Services

· Kosovo Cadastral Agency

· Department of Education and Science

· Department of Health and Social Welfare

· KFOR

· ICRC

· Population in mine affected areas;

-
UN Agencies involved in Mine Action in Kosovo;
· Mine Action organisations operators in Kosovo (i.e. International NGO and commercial companies);

· International community as donor and in its desire to meet the Ottawa treaty goals and to promote socio-economic development in the war-torn areas of Kosovo.

· European Union

· Slovenian International Trust Fund

ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED:

In order to achieve the objective of the evaluation the team members will address the following issues:

Initial phase of mine action in Kosovo:

· Review the sequence of events that have led to the initiation of the programme;

· Assess the timeliness and effectiveness of the UN and international response in the very first stages of the operation;

· Determine the role of public information during this phase;

· Draw lessons for future emergency operations;
Status of mine action in Kosovo: 

· Review the implementation modalities of the MAP and recommend what action should be taken for future MAPs implemented under similar circumstances;

· Review the validity of the objective “to replicate the situation that occurs in other parts of Europe (since WWII)”, determine if it is relevant and if it is acceptable to the international community to use as an objective for the future MAPs.
MAP results and achievements: 

· Determine to what extent the objectives and outputs outlined by the MAP have been met; 

· Comment on the effect of  funding uncertainties faced during project duration;

· Recommend what actions should be taken to ensure that the project objectives are met as planned for future mine action programmes; 

· Review project results with emphasis on longer-term impact.

Efficiency of project management arrangements:

· Analyse the MAP’s management role, resource mobilization role, reporting, communications and planning, review the roles and responsibilities of the project manager and international experts;

· Review MACC relation to bilaterally funded operators, bilateral contracts and terms supporting or complicating the MACC’s coordination role;

· Review the different methods by which mine action organizations receive funding and comment on the efficiency of the different approaches;

· Review the relationship with KFOR to determine the effectiveness of the interaction of the MAP with the NATO Forces;

· Review the relationship with UNMIK to determine the effectiveness of MAP within the context of the larger UN Mission;

· Evaluate the effectiveness of the IMSMA system and determine how it has contributed to the overall management of the mine action programme in Kosovo;

· Review the performance of UNOPS as Executing Agency and its effectiveness in providing substantive and management services as well as administrative and financial support; 

· Review the performance of the UNMAS in supporting the project in terms of resource mobilization and advocacy, administration and finance, and project implementation.

Transfer to national capacity: 

· Assess whether the program has given sufficient attention to capacity building of the national counterparts and review the approaches used (on-the-job training, external training, coaching, use of manuals, international standards etc.)

Resource mobilization and donor support: 

· Assess and determine UNMAS role as perceived by donors; 

· Review relation of the project with other donors and technical assistance programmes;

· Assess and determine suitability of maintaining bilateral funding mechanisms.

SCOPE OF THE EVAULATION:

The team should consider the primary objectives and outputs for the phases as stated by the MAP document and Exit Strategy, including in the context of all aspects of an integrated mine action programme: mine awareness, mine information, training, surveys and minefield marking; mine clearance; victim assistance and rehabilitation, quality management, accreditation and tasking procedures with emphasis on capacity building for all components, and primarily in management and institutional arrangements.

METHODOLOGY:

· The evaluation team will ( in New York):

· Be briefed by the UNMAS and UNOPS immediately upon arrival to New York. A series of meetings will be organized with UNOPS, UNICEF, UNHCR, ICRC etc.

· Compile documentation for review such as MAP, concept of operations, progress reports, etc;

· The evaluation team will (in Kosovo):

· Conduct a number of interviews with major stakeholders, including the Department for Civil Security and Emergency Preparedness (CSEP), UNICEF, ICRC, UNHCR, WHO, representatives of major donor contributing countries, KPC, Mine and Cluster Bomb Unit (CBU) clearance NGOs and commercial companies, etc; 

· Conduct targeted field visits to verify MAP plans and implementation of priorities at the community level and in accordance with international standards and to identify further needs for assistance if any;

· Have discussions with staff involved in program implementation. 

· The MACC will facilitate and coordinate a schedule of meetings for the evaluation team, provide logistics and support for gathering the information. 

· The UNMAS will assume the role of managing the evaluation exercise, working closely with the members of the evaluation team to ensure effective monitoring of the exercise and concurrence with the objectives as defined by the TOR.

EVALUATION TEAM:

The Evaluation team will be composed of three independent consultants (experts) of whom two focus on questions of organizational design, management and technical aspects of the mine action tasks, and one will focus on Mine Awareness Education and Victim Assistance and rehabilitation aspects.

Time Frame and Conclusions of the Mission

The Evaluation Mission is planned for October to mid December 2001. The total duration of the mission is nine to ten weeks. One week prior to deployment in New York, four weeks in Kosovo, up to two weeks visiting key donor capitals and two weeks drafting the report. An exit conference will be held in New York. 

Annex B. 
Acronyms and Abbreviations

AP (mines) 
Anti-personnel Mines

AT (mines) 
Anti-tank Mines

CBU 

Cluster Bomb Unit

DDA

Unityed Nations Department for Disarmament Affairs

DPKO

Department of Peace-keeping Operations

DSL

Defence Systems Limited

DTED

Digital Terrain and Elevation Data

EC

European Commission

ELS

European Landmine Solutions (commercial mine action company)

EOD

Explosive Ordnance Disposal

EU

European Union

FAO

Food and Agriculture Organization

FYROM
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia

FRY

Federal Republic of Yugoslavia

GICHD 
Geneva International Centre for Humanitarian Demining

GIS 

Geographic Information Systems

GLS

Global Landmine Survey

HALO

Hazardous Areas Life-Support Organisation

HELP

Hilfe zur Selbsthilfe e.V.

HI

Handicap International (NGO)

HQ

Headquarters

ICRC

International Committee of the Red Cross (INGO)

IDP 

Internally Displaced Persons

IED

Improvised Explosive Devices (“booby-traps”)

IMAS

International Mine Action Standards

IMG 

International Management Group

IMSMA 
Information Management System for Mine Action

ITF

International Trust Fund; also known as the Slovenia Trust Fund

KDOM
Kosovo Disengagement Observer Mission

KFOR 

Kosovo Force (NATO)

KLA

Kosovo Liberation Army

KPC

Kosovo Protection Corps

KVM 

Kosovo Verification Mission

LO

Liaison Oficer(s)

LOIS 

Level One Impact Survey

MAC

Mine Action Centre

MACC

Mine Action Coordination Centre

MAG 

Mines Advisory Group (mine action NGO)

MAIC

Mine Action Information Centre

MDD

Mine Detection Dogs

MNB

Multi-National Brigade

NATO

North Atlantic Treaty Organization

NIMA

National Imagery and Mapping Agency

NPA

Norwegian People’s Aid

OCHA 
UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs

OSCE

Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe

SAC

Survey Action Centre

SWG

Survey Working Group

UNDP

United Nations Development Programme

UNHCR
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees

UNICEF
United Nations Children’s Fund

UNMAS
United Nations Mine Action Service

UNMIK
United Nations Interim Administration Mission in Kosovo

UNOPS
United Nations Office for Project Services

UXO 

Unexploded Ordnance

VJ

Yugoslav Army

VTF

Voluntary Trust Fund (UN)

VVAF 

Vietnam Veterans of America Foundation

WFP

World Food Programme

WHO

World Health Organization 
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