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BACKGROUND NOTE  

 

Plenary Session 1: “Setting the Scene: Why monitor, measure, and evaluate? What do we 

monitor, measure, and evaluate? How do we go about it?” 

 

Plenary:   Monday, 31 March 2013 from 09:30 to 10:45 

Chair/Introduction to theme:  Ms. Agnès Marcaillou, UNMAS 

Speakers:    Mr. Stephen Bryant, UNDP Libya 

   Ms. Gbemisola Akinboyo, UNICEF Eritrea 

   Ms. Tammy Hall, DDG 

    

Rapporteur:   Ms. Ulli Meinke, UNMAS 

Location:  Room A 

             

 

Introduction 

 

Mine Action stakeholders consistently express their support for “monitoring and evaluation” 

and for “measuring impact” and view these as critical aspects of day-to-day work.  Monitoring, 

measuring, and evaluating should answer three key questions: Why do we monitor, measure and 

evaluate? What exactly do we monitor, measure and evaluate? How do we go about it?  

 

The answers to these questions will inform and guide our collective as well as individual 

response to the needs of populations exposed to explosive hazards and to provide the most 

effective support to affected countries to eliminate these threats.    

 

Purpose of the Session 

 

This plenary session will examine the various approaches to monitoring, measurability, and 

evaluation.  Discussion will share expectations as well as examine the benefits of monitoring 

and evaluation (for example on operational effectiveness, for national ownership, increased 

cost-effectiveness, and promoting greater accountability).  The session will also touch upon the 

partnerships and cooperation involved in these approaches and ensuing discussion is meant to 

highlight common approaches among different stakeholders. Participants are encouraged to 

share their insights into their own experiences. 

 

Format for the Plenary: (75 minutes)  

 

Introductory remarks by Chair, Ms. Agnès Marcaillou, UNMAS  10 minutes 

Presentation by Mr. Stephen Bryant, UNDP Libya    10 minutes 

Presentation by Ms. Gbemisola Akinboyo, UNICEF Eritrea   10 minutes 

Presentation by Ms. Tammy Hall, DDG     10 minutes 

Discussion and Closing Remarks by Chair     35 minutes 
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Food for Thought 

 

A process to monitor and evaluate progress is a key element to all strategies. But, how do we set 

up such a process? What exactly should be monitored? How often and by whom?  

Can we manage without measurement? How do we measure behavioural change? How do we 

measure capacity development, capacity building and how do we set the level of capacity 

considered to be enough?  How do we measure the value-added of such approaches?   

 

Once we are able to monitor and measure, how does it impact planning, management, and other 

decisions?  How does this change how we view impact?   

 

Please consider reviewing your own national or otherwise internal monitoring and evaluation 

approaches in preparation for this session. In particular, what is working well in your approach 

to monitoring, measurability and evaluation activities? What has been learned? How would you 

improve these activities? How is it implemented? What challenges are you facing in 

implementing it?  

 

Finally, what are your recommendations for future monitoring and evaluating mechanisms in 

the mine action sector? 



BACKGROUND NOTE  

 

Plenary Session 2:  “Effective Monitoring and Evaluation: A Road Leading to Benefits 

for Mine Action Operations” 

 

Plenary:   Monday, 31 March 2013, 10:45 to 12:00 

Chair:  Russell Gasser, GICHD 

Speakers:  Thiphasone Soukhathammavong, Lao PDR 

  Robert Thompson, UNMAS South Sudan 

Rapporteur:   Sasha Logie, UNMAS 

Location:  Room A 

             

 

Introduction  

 

To make sure the work of the mine action sector is as effective and as efficient as possible, 

mine action operators have developed different information management and evaluation 

standards and tools. While the range of approaches and tools used over the years has varied 

across countries and settings, there is solid consensus about its value.  

 

Information management is implemented to advance evidence-based policymaking and 

results-based management, as well as demonstrate the sector’s work and progress to donors, 

civil society, international and regional organizations, etc.  It emphasizes the need to collect, 

manage, and analyze country-level data that can be used to assess progress made towards 

strategic mine action objectives. Engaging national authorities proactively and appropriately 

on information management and evaluation is an integral component for coordination and 

collaboration across stakeholders.  

 

Purpose of the Session 

 

This session will examine the benefits of information management and evaluation standards.  

It will also consider different approaches and tools used by different actors for data 

collection, identification of priorities, survey, marking and clearance, MRE, advocacy, victim 

assistance, and land release. Discussions will likely touch upon the distinction between 

programme monitoring and impact monitoring. The aim is to identify key challenges and 

highlight effective practices based on recent examples and experiences both in immediate 

post-conflict settings and transition or development settings. This session will contain a 

mixture of both presentations of different approaches, different tools, and examples at the 

country level.  Participants are encouraged to share their own experiences. 

 

 

Format for the Plenary: (75 minutes)  

 

Introductory remarks by Chair, GICHD   10 minutes 

Presentation by Lao PDR     15 minutes 

Presentation by UNMAS South Sudan   15 minutes 

Questions and Answers     30 minutes 

Closing remarks by the Chair     5 minutes 

 

 



Food for Thought: 

 

 

a) What are examples, from your own experiences, of the benefits of effective 

monitoring and evaluation? 

 

b) How can mine action ensure that overall operations are more systematic in the 

planning and implementation of activities?  

 

c) What kind of data collection or information gathering tools can be used to make sure 

mine action operators are able to identify and respond to risks in a more systematic 

and timely manner? 

 

d) How can mine action organizations use monitoring tools to engage and influence 

other humanitarian and development actors in order to increase their support for mine 

action activities? 

 



BACKGROUND NOTE  

 
Plenary Session 3:  “Data Collection: Non-Traditional Approaches that Pay Off” 
 

Plenary:   Monday, 31 March 2014, 14:30 to 15:45 

Co-Chairs:  Ms. Judy Grayson, UNICEF 

Speakers:  See below 

Rapporteur:   Ms. Caroline Bakker, UNICEF 

Location:  Main Conference Room, “Salle A” 

             

 

Introduction  

 

The primary sources of evidence for decision-making and prioritisation in mine action cover a large 

spectrum of data collection mechanisms, including general mine action assessments, non-technical 

and technical surveys, and other tools that often have a focus on the ‘assessment of the land’. 

Beside these well-known sources of data, other less traditional - or even, innovative - data collection 

mechanisms are used in a number of affected countries and some are playing a decisive role for 

shaping mine action programmes and policy. 

By ‘well-known’ or ‘traditional’ forms of data collection, we mean mechanisms that are established in 

most affected countries and well highlighted in the mine action literature and IMAS. While by ‘non-

traditional’ forms of data collection, we imply mechanisms that are implemented only in a few 

countries and that tend to be poorly reflected in - although, fully compatible with - the IMAS. These 

are techniques that are well established in other sectors and applicable to mine action, even if they are 

not familiar to many mine action practitioners. 

Purpose 

The session will introduce and draw lessons learned from three ‘non-traditional’ data collection 

mechanisms developed in three countries. These experiences of data collection are action-oriented, 

and although there are not widely used in mine action, they have contributed to improve significantly 

the value and effectiveness of response in their respective context. Such approaches are also 

transferable to other contexts and can significantly complement existing data collection mechanisms.  

The session will be therefore divided into three parts: 

1. Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices survey – with lessons learned from Myanmar 

Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices (KAP) surveys are generally quantitative and household-centred 

in nature.  They are based on a rigorous sampling methodology and designed to provide a 

representative snapshot of ERW/landmines knowledge, attitudes, behaviour and beliefs for an entire 

population. KAP surveys are primarily designed to determine or to evaluate MRE strategies but they 

do have also a role for other pillars such as advocacy, victim assistance and clearance. Through the 

concrete example of Myanmar, we will see how the implementation of a ‘KAP’ can contribute to 

create a conducive environment for the genesis of a new mine action programme. 

2. Injury Surveillance – with lessons learned from Nepal 

Injury surveillance systems are not mine action activities in themselves, but they can contribute 

effectively to mine action.   Landmine/ERW surveys - which are by nature time-bounded - are 

essential but not always sufficient. National injury surveillance systems are tools that can help to 

design prevention strategies as they allow programs to monitor, measure or evaluate the continued 

impact of ERW and landmines on human life. Due to their ongoing nature and long-term public health 

monitoring function, injury surveillance systems tend to be driven by governments rather than 



international organisations and therefore are important for a country’s residual capacity. Effective 

national injury surveillance systems will never reveal where all the contamination is but - like the 

barometers of an epidemic - they reveal continuously and in real time where the contamination is the 

most dangerous, who is at-risk, why and when people are at-risk. The example of Nepal will illustrate 

how injury surveillance has been central in shaping the mine action programme and policy and tackle 

the opportunities and challenges to institutionalize such system. 

3. Rapid Impact Assessment and Community Liaison – with lessons learned from Cambodia 

In the case of a random contamination of ERW/landmines, affected communities are often the best 

source of evidence. The deployment of a systematic data collection system even in situations of 

random contamination, integrated with risk education and community liaison, can produce the 

reporting and mapping of the contamination that is essential for a quick clearance response and 

emergency victim assistance. The post-flood response coordinated by the Cambodia Mine Action 

Authority in 2013 is one demonstration of such an integrated response, with the various pillars 

working together and capitalizing on each others’ resources.  

 

 

Format for the Plenary: (75 minutes)  

 

Introductory remarks by Chair, Ms. Judy Grayson, UNICEF 5 minutes 

Presentation by Mr. Laxmi Ghimire, Nepal   10 minutes 

Presentation by Mr. (U) Aung Kyaw Moe, Myanmar TBC  10 minutes 

Presentation by Mr. Rotha Chan, Cambodia   10 minutes 

Questions and Answers      25 minutes 

Closing remarks by the Chair     5 minutes 

 

 

Discussion Questions 

1) Why and how can KAP surveys contribute to monitor, measure and evaluate mine action? 

2) What are the key differences between surveillance and surveys? 

3) Why and how can injury surveillance contribute to monitor, measure and evaluate mine 

action? 

4) Mine Action prioritization: which evidence should be used? What do we value first? What do 

the communities value first? Shall we use a hierarchy of evidence? 

5) How best can we maximise the number of ERW/mine reports in a context of random context, 

and also maximise the mechanisms for responding to these reports?  

6) How can we effectively monitor, measure and evaluate mine action in an emergency context? 

 

 



BACKGROUND NOTE  

 

Plenary Session 4:  “Treaty frameworks and the benefits of data collection and quality 

reporting?” 

 

Plenary:   Monday, 31 March 2013, 16:00 0 17:30 hours 

Chair:  Alioune Oulde Menane, Mauritania 

Speakers:  Lode Dewaegheneire, Belgium 

  Jeff Abramson, Landmine and Cluster Munitions Monitor  

  Juan Carlos Ruan, APMBC ISU 

  Sara Sekkenes, CCM Executive Coordinator 

  Bantan Nugroho, CCW ISU Manager 

Rapporteur:   Julia Knittel, UNMAS 

Location:  A 

             

 

Introduction  

 

The Antipersonnel Mine Ban Convention (APMBC), the Convention on Cluster Munitions 

(CCM) and the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons (CCW) represent important 

parts of the international legal framework for mine action. They provide frameworks for 

addressing the humanitarian, socioeconomic and environmental impact of landmines, 

explosive remnants of war and cluster munitions. 

 

The APMBC, the CCM and Amended Protocol II to the CCW (on mines, booby-traps and 

other devices) have clear reporting obligations under their respective treaties, which have to 

be honoured on annual basis. Protocol V to the CCW (on Explosive Remnants of War) also 

has reporting requirements and High Contracting Parties to this treaty have agreed to do so 

annually. 

 

Reporting is not only an important transparency and confidence building mechanism, but also 

a tool to monitor and measure progress in the implementation of State obligations. As such, it 

provides an opportunity to identify gaps and challenges that could require a revision of 

national mine action plans, notably those related to clearance obligations. 

 

This session provides the implementation support bodies to the Conventions with an 

opportunity to highlight the main upcoming events and activities, discuss reporting under 

their respective treaties, and the remaining gaps and challenges they are facing. Their 

presentation will be preceded by key reflections and comments by Belgium, who is 

coordinating different aspects of reporting requirements under the three treaty regimes, and 

by the Landmine and Cluster Munition Monitor, which is the main entity monitoring the 

implementation by States Parties of the above mentioned treaties, including their reporting 

requirements. 

 

State reporting on progress in the implementation of these conventions should not be limited 

to the drafting and submission of written transparency reports. The frameworks of these 

Conventions provide States Parties with ample opportunities for briefing other states and 

stakeholders of their status of implementation of the respective treaty.  



Purpose of the Session 

 

- To encourage National Mine Action Programme Directors and relevant stakeholders 

to share the challenges and gaps they could be facing in complying with mandatory 

reporting requirements; 

- To share best practices regarding reporting; 

- To raise awareness on the importance of linking effective monitoring, measuring and 

evaluating of mine action programmes to adequate and timely reporting; 

- To acknowledge the benefits and advantages of transparency reporting based on 

effective and good  monitoring, measuring and evaluation; 

- To remind National Mine Action Programme Directors and partners on the value of 

implementing effectively the United Nations Mine Action Strategy 2013-2018 in the 

overall pursue of a world free of landmines, cluster munitions and the threat posed by 

explosive remnants of war.  

 

Format for the Plenary: (90 minutes)  

 

Introductory remarks by Chair    5 minutes 

Presentation by Belgium     10 minutes 

Presentation by the Landmine and Cluster Munitions 

Monitor       10 minutes 

Presentation by the APMBC ISU    5 minutes 

Presentation by the CCM Executive Secretariat  5 minutes 

Presentation by the CCW ISU    5 minutes 

Open discussion      40 minutes 

Closing remarks by the Chair and the panelists  10 minutes 

 

 

Food for Thought: 

 

a) Are the national monitoring, measuring and evaluation mechanisms of mine action 

programmes taking into consideration the reporting requirements?  

 

b) What are the challenges that mine action programmes face with regard to quality 

reporting? 

 

c) Who is the end user of national reporting? Are they getting what they need? 

  

d) What are the benefits and challenges of outcome-oriented reporting vs. output-oriented 

reporting, respectively? 

 

e) What means of reporting are there other than mandatory transparency reporting? How 

useful they are?  
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BACKGROUND NOTE  
 

 

Plenary Session 5:  “Monitoring, Measurability and Evaluation – the challenges in 

measuring success” 

 

Plenary:  Tuesday, 1 April 2014, 0930 – 1045  

Chair:  Ms. Agnès Marcaillou, UNMAS 

Speakers:  Sir Andrew Likierman, London Business School 

Rapporteur:   Ms. Piu Bose, UNMAS 

Location:   Main Conference Room, “Salle A” 

             

 

Introduction 

 
Professor Sir Andrew Likierman is Dean of the London Business School. His research interests 

are in the field of the measurement of performance.  His broad experience in this area enables him 

to provide an overview of both the need for and the challenges of Monitoring, Measurability and 

Evaluation across all organizations, not just within Mine Action. 

 

Andrew's career has spanned work in the public and private sectors.  Currently as well as being 

the Dean of London Business School, he is also Chairman of the National Audit Office in the 

UK.  Andrew has run a textile plant in Germany and also been Head of the Government 

Accountancy Service and was a Managing Director of the UK Treasury.   He has also been a non-

executive Director of the Bank of England, Barclays Bank Plc, and is a Past President of the 

Chartered Institute of Management Accountants.   

 

Sir Andrew was Head of the UK Government Accountancy Service and Managing Director of the 

Financial Management, Reporting and Audit Directorate of HM Treasury. He also worked in the 

UK Cabinet Office as a member of the Central Policy Review Staff (the "Think Tank"). 

 

In 2006 he was one of six international experts appointed by the Secretary-General to advise on 

the corporate governance of the United Nations. 

 

Purpose of the Session 

 
This plenary session will discuss both the need for and the challenges in Monitoring, 

Measurability and Evaluation.  Andrew’s perspective across both the public and private sectors 

enable him to discuss issues that are encountered by all organizations implementing Monitoring, 

Measurability and Evaluation systems, as well as discussing the benefits these can bring.  By 

putting the theme into a broader context, the discussion can not only identify opportunities and 

threats that the Mine Action community need to be aware of, but also learn lessons from other 

sectors to improve the Monitoring, Measurability and Evaluation within Mine Action. 
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Format for the Plenary (75 minutes) 

 

Introductory remarks by Chair, Ms. Agnès Marcaillou, UNMAS  10 minutes 

Presentation by Sir Andrew Likierman, London Business School  30 minutes  

Q&A and Discussion        35 minutes 

 

Discussion Questions 

 

i) What are some of the key benefits to implementing a system for Monitoring, 

Measurability and Evaluation (MME)?  Are these benefits specific to Mine 

Action or common across all such systems? 

 

ii) What are some of the key issues faced when implementing a system for 

Monitoring, Measurability and Evaluation (MME)?  Are these issues specific to 

Mine Action or common across all such systems? 

 

iii) What steps can be taken to ensure the MME system provides the necessary 

information for the organization (s) to operate efficiently and effectively? 

 

iv) How can such systems to be set up and managed so they provide a benefit to the 

organizations and are not perceived as a threat or separated away from normal 

business? 

 

 

 

 

 

 



BACKGROUND NOTE 

 

Plenary Session 6: “Indicators and Incentives: Perspectives from National 

Authorities” 

 

Plenary:  Tuesday, 1 April 2014 from 10:45to 12:00 

Chair: Ms. Abigail Hartley, UNMAS 

Speakers:  Mr. Mohammad ShafiqYosufi, Afghanistan National Disaster             

  Management Authority 

                Mr. Muhabbat Ibrohimov, Tajikistan 

                                          Mr. Oscar Fernando Jinete Solano, Colombia 

Rapporteur:  Ms. Piu Bose, UNMAS 

Location: Room A 

             

 

Introduction  

 

Mine Action programmes have different stakeholders operating, including NGOs, 

commercial firms, Mine Action Authorities, and Mine Action Centres.  Those various 

stakeholders have some common and also some different perspectives, interests, and 

success indicators. To align these different interestsand to secure a ‘win-win’ situation, 

the incentives drivingeach of thedifferent stakeholders need to be taken into 

consideration. Having a deep understanding of interest and incentives of different 

stakeholders can help objectively measure success in mine action and, therefore, establish 

a situation which benefits every stakeholder.  

 

Several issues with regards to success indicators and how to establish best solutions for a 

‘win-win’ situation will be discussed, including  the importance of updated survey 

information in contracting; the importance of recognizing and rewarding operators’ 

honesty; and of  evaluation challenges proposal, to name a few 

 

Purpose of the Session 

 

This Session will examine different approaches and experiences from different country 

programmes with the purpose to share various viewpoints and best practices so that every 

stakeholder can be aware of what can be done to align interest with other mine action 

operators, as a general policy and for specific cases.  

 

Format for the Plenary (75 minutes) 

 

Introductory remarks by Chair, Ms. Abigail Hartley, UNMAS 5 minutes 

Presentation by Afghanistan, Mr. Mohammad ShafiqYosufi  10 minutes 

Presentation by Tajikistan, Mr. Muhabbat Ibrohimov  10 minutes 

Presentation by Colombia, Mr. Oscar Fernando Jinete Solano 10 minutes      

Questions and Answers      25 minutes 

Closing remarks by the Chair      5 minutes 

 



 

Food for Thought 
 

 Please review your own national experience in preparation for this session, as 

well as the experiences to be presented by the three speakers. What is working 

well? How are new approaches learned? How are best practices implemented? 

What challenges are you facing in implementing best practices? How would you 

improve? 

 

 What kind of data collection or information can be put in place to make sure mine 

action operators are able to contract in a more efficient manner and therefore 

secure a win-win situation for every stakeholder? 

 

 What recommendations can be made for the future development of best practice 

with regards to aligning interest of different stakeholders, and the implementation 

of best practices in the mine action sector? 

 

 How has this improved (or not) the performance of your respective national 

authority or programme?  
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BACKGROUND NOTE  

 
  

Plenary Session 7: How to ensure Sustainability in Monitoring, Measurability and 

Evaluation processes. 

 

Plenary:        Tuesday, 1 April 2014 – 14:30 – 15:30 

 

Chair:  Justus Okoko, UNDP BCPR 

Speakers: Mr. Oussama Merhi, UNDP/Lebanon Mine Action Center 

Mr. Tarik Serak, Bosnia and Herzegovina Mine Action 

Department  

Rapporteur:                   Martin Ras, UNDP 

            
 

 

Introduction 

 

Monitoring, Measurability and evaluation of Mine Action programmes is essential in 

understanding relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and transformational impact at national 

level and to the affected communities. 

 

The key objective of Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) in particular is to evidence 

results and promote best practices which contribute to sustainable implementation of 

Mine Action country programmes. UNDP approach to sustainable implementation of 

Mine Action programmes aims at fostering national ownership through capacity building, 

strategic guidance, community liaison and participation, project planning and design, and 

monitoring and evaluation of results that draw lessons from experience from other similar 

contexts. 

 

UNDP approach to Monitoring, Measurability and Evaluation of Mine Action takes it 

beyond output and activity-based aspects: e.g. number of mines cleared and physical area 

cleared. It is therefore aimed at measuring results that link Mine Action M&E to 

development programmes in order to examine improved health outcomes, improved 

education and agricultural production outcomes and other related socio-economic 

development outcomes etc.  

 

During this session, a panel will be availed to elaborate and share experiences on 

Monitoring, Measurability and Evaluation of Mine Action projects in Mozambique and 

Lebanon, including a separate dialogue on cross-cutting external evaluations. 

 

Purpose of the Session 

 

The aim of the plenary session is to discuss sustainable monitoring, measurability and 

evaluation processes in transition /development settings with a focus on experiences from 

Lebanon and BiH (Bosnia & Herzegovina). It is envisaged that additional programme 
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experiences will be shared from a deeper knowledge and lessons from other contexts 

presented by participants in the audience.  

  

The goal of this plenary session is to provide the audience with concrete examples of 

Monitoring, Measurability and Evaluation mechanisms and how to link to mine action 

M&E tools such as IMSMA in assessing socio-economic impact of programmes.   
 

Format for the Plenary 
 

Introductory remarks by Chair, Mr Justus Okoko, UNDP           5 minutes 

Presentation by Mr. Oussama Merhi, Lebanon                                      20 minutes 

Presentation by Mr. Tarik Serak, Bosnia and Herzegovina (TBC)                      20 minutes 

Q&A              15 minutes 

  

Discussion Questions 

 

1. How to increase national authorities’ institutional capacity on monitoring, 

measurability and evaluation of mine action work. 

2. How to use Information Management System for Mine Action (IMSMA) as a 

supportive tool for sustainable monitoring, measurability and evaluation of impact 

of Mine Action programmes. 

3. What budgetary support can effectively contribute to sustainable monitoring, 

measurability and evaluation of mine action programmes? 

4. How to integrate monitoring, measurability and evaluation in land release, victim 

assistance and global reporting/outreach. 

5. Which south-south cooperation experiences can contribute to sustainable 

monitoring, measurability and evaluation of mine action work? 
 

 
 



BACKGROUND NOTE  
 

  

Plenary Session 8:  “Monitoring and Measurability of the UN Strategy on Mine 

Action 2013-2018” 

 

Plenary:  Tuesday, 1 April 2014 – 15:30 to 16:30 

Chair:  Ms. Maria Vardis, UNMAS 

Speakers:  Mr. Grant Gordon, UN M&E Mechanism Facilitator 

  Ms. Olivia Selbie, UNMAS M&E Technical Officer 

  Pilot participants – TBD 

Rapporteur:                       Ms. Gabrielle Chaizy, UNMAS 

    

             

 

Introduction 

 
The United Nations is committed to investing in Monitoring and Evaluation as part of the 

implementation of the Strategy of the United Nations on Mine Action 2013-2018.  As a result, the 

UN Inter-Agency Coordination Group on Mine Action (IACG-MA) developed a United Nations 

Mine Action Monitoring and Evaluation Framework that provides a roadmap for monitoring the 

progress of the implementation of 2013-2018 Strategy through the establishment of a Mine 

Action Monitoring and Evaluation Mechanism.   

 

This Mechanism is to measure progress towards the strategic objectives and the vision, as 

articulated in the Strategy and contributed to by the UN and partners, and identify the UN 

contribution to the mine action sector by tracking select activities, inputs and internal 

commitments.  Through implementation of this Mechanism, the United Nations hopes to advance 

evidence-based policymaking and results-based management, as well as demonstrating the UN’s 

work and progress towards the Strategy to donors, civil society, international and regional 

organizations, and affected states. 

 

Purpose of the Session 

 
This plenary session will briefly provide details of the approach taken by the IACG-MA to 

monitor and evaluate the UN Strategy on Mine Action 2013-2018 and discuss lessons learned 

about the Mechanism and its Survey Instrument from solicitation of feedback conducted with UN 

and other stakeholders in Fall 2013 and the pilot phase of the process initiated with UN country 

programme focal points in early 2014. This discussion will note key milestones in the process and 

reflect on lessons learned. The goal of this plenary session is to provide the audience with an 

understanding of the approach being undertaken by the United Nations in relation to the UN Mine 

Action Strategy as well as provide experiences from the UN mine action programmes serving as 

focal points in affected countries and liaising with relevant national authorities as well as other 

stakeholders, including NGO partners.   

 

 

 

 

 



Format for the Plenary 

 

Introductory remarks by Chair, Ms. Maria Vardis, UNMAS   5 minutes 

Presentation by Mr. Grant Gordon, M&E Consultant to IACG-MA  10 minutes 

Presentation by Ms. Olivia Selbie, UNMAS     10 minutes  

Presentation by Pilot Case 1 (details to be provided later)   10 minutes 

Presentation by Pilot Case 2 (details to be provided later)   10 minutes 

Q&A          15 minutes 

 

Discussion Questions 

 

i) Which measurement strategies have ‘worked’ and what has this illuminated about 

data collection and measurability in mine action more broadly? 

 

ii) How has coordination and engagement with partners been conducted? What type 

of relationships and partnerships should be cultivated to implement the 

Mechanism? 

 

iii) What are the practical challenges of implementing the M&E Mechanism? What 

are the challenges in data collection as well as the success? 

 

iv) How have and can offices effectively integrate the M&E Mechanism? How can 

this shape the way planning occurs? 

 

v) How can we improve the quality of data collection? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



BACKGROUND NOTE  
 

  

Plenary Session 9:  “Overview of Donor Priorities and Donor Perspectives” 

 

Plenary:  Wednesday, 2 April 2014 – 10:30 to 11:45  

Chair:  Ambassador Takashi OKADA, Deputy Permanent 

Representative of the Permanent Mission of Japan (and Chair 

of the MASG) 

Speakers:  Panel discussion 

  Speakers from the floor 

             

 

Introduction 

 

The Mine Action Support Group (MASG) is an information-sharing forum of donor 

countries and the European Commission that facilitates discussions with UN mine-action 

partners. It aims to play a role in progressing international cooperation and assistance in 

mine action by enhancing coordination at the global level, achieving greater transparency 

about funding availability and needs, and by sharing different experiences in addressing 

the threats caused by mines.   

 

The MASG members meet twice per year; in New York and in Geneva.  The Geneva 

meeting is held in the margins of the ‘Annual Meeting of National Mine Action Directors 

and UN Advisers’ and for the last few years the Chair of the MASG has been invited to 

chair the plenary session dealing with donor priorities and funding. 

 

Purpose of the Session 

 

The purpose of this session is to update participants on the latest funding trends in mine 

action, provide an opportunity for donors to present their latest strategies and policies and 

to discuss items of relevance and interest.  As the theme of the 17
th

 annual meeting is on 

“monitoring, measuring and evaluating’, donors have been asked to outline their policies 

on monitoring and evaluation, and how these aspects are factored into grants and 

contributions made to mine action programmes and projects. 

 

Format for the Plenary 

 

Introductory remarks by Chair, Ambassador OKADA   5 minutes 

 

Panel Discussion 

Presentation by Landmine Monitor- Funding trends for 2013  10 minutes 

Presentation by USA        5 minutes  

Presentation by Germany       5 minutes 

- additional speaker TBC       5 minutes 

- additional speaker TBC       5 minutes 

 



Presentations from the floor 

 Australia        5 minutes 

 Japan         5 minutes 

 additional speaker TBC      5 minutes 

 additional speaker TBC      5 minutes 

 

General Question and Answer session     15 minutes 

 

Wrap-up by the Chair        5 minutes 

 

 

Discussion Questions 

 

1. Do donors “monitor, measure and evaluate” their own mine action policies, strategies 

and funding? 

 

2. How often do donors stop funding a partners programme or project if it is the finding 

of an adverse monitoring or evaluation report? 

 

3. Can the MASG or similar body help to arrange ‘joint, programme wide’ evaluations in 

partner countries, rather than them having to endure multiple single topic, project 

evaluations? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
BACKGROUND NOTE  

 
Side event: The management of munitions sites – “a work in progress” 
 
Timing:   Monday, 31 March 2013, 13:00 to 14:15 hours 
Chair:  Colonel Jim Burke, Ireland 
Speakers:  Ms. Pilar Reina, Small Arms Survey 
  Mr. Richard Boulter, UNMAS 
                                                Mr. John Rawson, GICHD 
  Ms. Hine-Wai Loose, CCW Implementation Support Unit 
Location:   
            
 
Introduction 
 
The consequences resulting from the poor management of munitions sites are 
well known. Since 2011 there have been more than 76 reported ammunition 
stockpile explosions. At least 800 people have been killed, and thousands more 
injured. In addition to the human costs, livelihoods are disrupted, critical 
infrastructure destroyed and the environment damaged. The problem also has a 
strong transnational character as munitions stockpiles are relatively easily 
diverted often crossing borders and undermining regional security.  

Despite these damaging consequences, prioritising the management of 
munitions continues to be challenging in many countries. The reasons are varied. 
There is often a reluctance to divert scarce resources into munitions 
management; at times the task may appear to be overwhelming, especially when 
the necessary technical expertise and hardware is in short supply or unavailable; 
and in many states there is a prevailing view that even old, fragile and poorly 
managed ammunition stockpiles are a military asset. 

However help is at hand and even those countries with limited resources can 
radically improve the management of their munitions sites by carrying out some 
basic and cost effective measures. A landmark development in this area was the 
completion of the International Ammunition Technical Guidelines (IATGs) in 
2011. Although the IATGs may appear difficult to comply with in full, a step by 
step approach can be taken in implementing the Guidelines and by harnessing 
existing skills sets within the mine action community, significant progress can be 
realised.  

International and regional action on the management of munitions sites is still at 
an early stage of development and there is still a long way to go towards 
implementing basic standards. This side event is an opportunity to get up to date 
information on why the management of munitions is a critical issue, what can be 
done and how the mine action community can assist. 

Objectives 

The purpose of this side event is to: 



 Outline the extent of the problem of unplanned explosions at munitions 
sites and the reasons why these events continue to occur 

 Provide an introduction to the IATGs  
 Address how the IATGs can be implemented with some key and yet basic 

measures, which require minimal resources 
 Learn about what is happening in other fora on the management of 

munitions sites, including the treaty bodies 
 Outline what assistance is available from the United Nations and its 

partners 
 Explore the role of the mine action community in improving the 

management of munitions sites 
 Discuss what can be done to raise awareness of the need for greater 

attention to the management of munitions sites and assist countries 
experiencing difficulties 

Speakers 

• Chair, Colonel Jim Burke of Ireland 

• Ms. Pilar Reina, Small Arms Survey, will provide a snap shot of the 
number of unplanned explosions at munitions sites, the causes of these 
events and why they continue to occur. 

• Mr. Richard Boulter, UNMAS, will speak on the International Ammunition 
Technical Guidelines (IATGs) and their implementation - which aspects of 
implementation are in line with existing mine action skill sets, which 
should be outsourced, and the implications for national authorities of not 
knowing the IATGs.  

• Mr. John Rawson, GICHD, will speak on “Ammunition Safety” - why should 
it be so complex? 

• Ms. Hine-Wai Loose, ODA CCW Implementation Support Unit will speak 
on the background to management of munitions sites under Protocol V, 
what progress has been made and the challenges in this area of work. 
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