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Executive summary

In March 2007 the Geneva Centre for Humanitarian Demining commissioned an independent
evaluation of two of their programmes: mine detecting dogs (MDD) and mine risk education
(MRE). The methodology chosen was by document reviewvdejath interview, and a
guestonnaire. This was supported by field visits to two mine affected countries.

The scope of the evaluation wasdf) assessment of the MDD and MRE programmes in
terms of their outcomes and (ii-tyahefApnatgsses
of the programmes.

This evaluation does not seek to determine the utility of mine detecting dogs or mine risk
education, but to determine to what extent GICHD contributed to these domains within the
humanitarian mine action sector. The evaluation teamistently heard comments from that
demonstrated that the mine action sector does not have a single consistent attitude towards
these two activities. This suggests a strategic need within the community to resolve these
disagreements; the GICHD is unigu@laced to respond to this.

The evaluation team used an evidehased approach of seeking information and analysing
responses to questions, then drawing conclusions. The underlying context of the report is that
the GICHD is currently undergoing a preseof considerable change and this report seeks to
contribute as much as possible to that process. The focus is thus on change and the future,
and not a detailed analysis of the past. It would be unfortunate if a side effect of theforward
looking evalu#ion process was that its observations obscured the many positive interventions
that GICHD have made, and are making, in the mine action sector. The author hopes that the
observations will be taken in the Japanese spiftaiden( Aicont i nuougand mpr ovemer
that they do not detract from the areas where GICHD is widely recognized by its stakeholders
as adding value. In particular, there was wide recognition of the independence and
impartiality of the GICHD.

Many of the issues raised here are alreadggerised by the Director of the Centre, and some
of the conclusions presented duplicate changes he is currently initiating. They are included as
an independent view of the change process.

The key conclusions of the evaluation included:

¢ The GICHD has nide some notable contributions to the development of both MRE and
MDD. Included in these are work on IMAS, the development of training methods,
standards and accreditation for dogs and reference documents and training for MRE.
However, there appearstobeo nsi st ent evidence that this cort
optimal o in the sense that significantly mor
same resources, principally by a more rigorous approach to planning and more attention
to cost efficiency.

eThe GICHD was widely perceived as an independent and politically unbiased organization
which had conducted accurate and detailed studies.

eEnd users appear to be divided on their opinions on other issues and there appears to be an
Ai nsi der 0 g rlydhave a lot bf contgcewitretheaGICHD and are well
satisfied and positive, but an Aoutsidero gr
and more critical. Some respondents reported difficulty in achieving improved contact.

eMulti-year programme dewvgbment (at the level between definition of strategy and
definition of individual projects), is notably weak and should be considerably
strengthened using standard methods and tools. Documentation of this programming
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process in particular would benefibim substantial improvement.
e Communication with stakeholders and the public requires attention. Poor communications
appear to have contributed to a less than optimal outcome in some areas, and have
increased both justified criticism and unfair and poorfgrmed comment.
eThe Aproject cycled was not used typaradvant age,
programme) phase, and in failing to close the loop to use feedback to reformulate
strategy.
eDespite the general move away from research andtigaten, the GICHD appears to have
a key role to play in some limited and necessary further research.

The report ends with conclusions and recommendations.
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0.1 DEFINITIONS

Programme will be used to mean the overall range of MDD or MRE activities [fpscgoriate) of
GICHD, covered by this evaluation.

Project will be used to mean one particular sedintained part of the work of a programme
usually with a single funding sourceither during a single year or mudthnual.

Beneficiaries  will be used to maan direct beneficiaries withthe programme or receiving direct
benefit All Beneficiaries who are not directly involved in the programmes, for
example the population of a mine/ UXO affecte
Benef i ci aratiamswhich areGithgrautsids the programme, or who will
in the future benefit form the outputs and outcomes (e.g. those who will in future
benefit from the publications), will also be regarded as Indirect Beneficiaries of the
programme.

Inputs, Activiies, Outputs, Outcomes, Stakeholders
will use the standard definitions of Project Cycle Management. This implies that
Stakeholders will include all involved parties from donors to beneficiaries.

End users will be used to mean the siget of stakeholdersisually in mine affected countries,
who will be directly using the outputs of the programmes. This term is used to
distinguish those who are most directly interested in the outputs from beneficiaries in
general and stakeholders in general.

The accepte®evelopment Evaluation Critefiaf: Relevance, Effectiveness, Efficiency, Impact
Sustainabilitywill be applied as appropriate in this evaluation. It is perhaps useful to include
definitions of these terms here (from the OECD website):

Relevance The extent to which the aid activity is suited to the priorities jpolicies of the target
group, recipient and dongr.

Effectiveness A measure of the extent to which an aid activity attains its objectives.

Efficiency Efficiency measures the outputsqualitative and quantitative in relation to the
inputs. It is areconomic term which signifies that the aid uses the least costly
resources possible in order to achieve the desired results. This generally requires
comparing alternative approaches to achieving the same outputs, to see whether the
most efficient processas been adopted.

Impact The positive and negative changes produced by a development intervention, directly
or indirectly, intended or unintended. This involves the main impacts and effects
resulting from the activity on the local social, economic, envimma and other
development indicators. The examination should be concerned with both intended
and unintended results.

Sustainability  Sustainability is concerned with measuring whether the benefits of an activity are
likely to continue after donor fundirftas been withdrawn.

When these terms are used in the text of this report with these specific meanings they will be in an
italic font.

Two further definitions are useful for this report:

Investigation  is the process of discovering, gathering, orgagiZand possibly publishing)
information and knowledge.

Research is a process of generating knowledge by developing a clearly defined area of interest
and answering one or more key questions, usually by proposing a hypothesis and
seeking to disprove itResearch builds on existing knowledge and is tested by
publication of results for peer review.

! See, for example the OECD introduction to Blepment Evaluation at
http://www.oecd.org/document/22/0,2340,en_2649 34435 2086550 1 1 1 1,@¢hidml
offers definitions of all these terms and further docutm®n development evaluation.
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0.1 ABBREVIATIONS

CEA  |Cost Efficiency Analysis

CL Community Liaison

EDD |[Explosive Detection Dog (often a synonym for MDDut EDD also covers dogs,
forexaop| e, used at airports, and an M
not include explosive.)

GICHD |Geneva International Centre for Humanitarian Demining

IMAS |International Mine Actions Standards

MDD |Mine Detection Dog or Mine Detecting Dog

MRE |Mine Risk Education

PCM  |Project Cycle Management

ToR Terms of Reference

Final Report Page 6



Evaluation of the GICHD MRE and MDD programmes 2007 FINAL REPORT

1 Introduction

1.1 OBJECTIVES, SCOPE AND AIM

TheObjectivesof the evaluation were defined in the Terms of Reference (ToR) as:

- To assess the results achieved by specific GICHD prograipmoescts or services

- To strengthen the GICHD focus on, and contributions toward the achievement of good
outcomes in the field.

The Scopeof the GICHD work to be evaluated in the ToR defines two areas for evaluation:

- An assessment of the MDD and MRE prangmes in terms of their outcores

- An fAanalysis of t heyprloeg rpanonciensgs easndd opfr ajheec tMR
programmes.

In short, the overall goal of this evaluation is to assess whether these two GICHD
programmes fhaveieaspadllgas far ad thef ehgeers are coecérned.

The first point of the scope is a primarily technical evaluation of the programme outcomes,
which can be considered as answering the questions: Was the selected programme correctly
formulated and implemented?hd objectives suggest that this question should be asked of

the programme planners and implementers; the direct and indirect beneficiaries; and the

funder s. Wh good ogtaomesirt the fiabddt may ab @& di fferent for d
stakeholders and sl be defined for each group. This is a key issue to be addressed in the
evaluation: defining what constitutes a figood

illuminate and explain some of the difference in perception of the GICHD betweenntiffere
stakeholders that was identified in the 2004 repand which the Centre wants to address.

The second point of the scope can be considered as answering the question: Was the

programming and PCM successful in choosing the right programme? Thistmba@s fir i g h't
programmeo in terms of the defined strategy an
strategy formed an important part of the previous evaluation in 2004 antbifidrm part of

this evaluation. The stated objectives in the ToR sudlgasthe focus of this should again

relate to field outcomes as defined in the overall GICHD strategy.

TheAim of this report is to set out the findings of the evaluation of GICHD contributions in
the domains of Mine Detecting Dogs (MDD) and Mine Riski€ation (MRE) conducted
between March and May 2007, and make recommendations about possible improvements in
GICHD methods and interventions in the future.

2 Context

As its tenth birthday approaches, the GICHD is undergoing a period of rapid change. The
change results from a number of pressures and particularly affects the MRE and MDD
programmes as follows:

2 The considerable difficulty of assessing iimpactof MDD, and especially MRE, led the GICHD to
a choice of evaluation @futcomesfor the ToR.
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- the Centre is going through a process of #@f ol
Initially, not only was the GICHD a new foundation, but Mineidwtitself was a new
discipline. There was relatively little in the way of formal procedures, structures and

publications. When the GICHD was founded it
responded by an emphasis of hiring people who already hadenqgeein this new field
and | etting them figet on with the job. o The

the Centre has not yet finished moving from the origaasahocmodel for choosing areas

of interest, for appointing staff, for allocating piteées and so on, to a more rigorous
approach based on management and planning in implementing a defined strategy. The
GICHD has been a major contributor to setting mine action on a firm foundation (for
example by contributions to developing IMAS) but has yet reflected this fully in its
internal structures.

- The two areas of interest for this report, MDD and MRE, now have substantial bodies of
literature, extensive documentation of standards and methods, and are well established.
The GICHD is thus rapily moving from arinvestigationphase where information is
gathered, some research undertaken and information is systematically ordered, to a
disseminatiorphase where the collected information is used to support and enhance mine
action programmes. Thei®a case for some research (not investigation) to continue,
focussed on answering a very limited number of key questions, but the general
investigation will probably reduce substantially. Documents will continue to be written
and revised, but the substiaheffort of creating a body of literature will give way to
disseminating, using and updating that literature.

- In 2004 a broadly focussed strategic report was commissioned by the GICHD and the far
reaching recommendations of this report are currentlygaieaplemented. This includes
high-level structural change. The evaluation team note that despite the changes that have
been made in response to the 2004 report, a number of the issues that were raised in 2004
about programming and the project cycle,as® evident in this report, and form the
basis for the most important recommendation.

The Director of the GICHD strongly emphasised his commitment to the process of change
and the need for the evaluation of the MDD and MRE programmes to be undémttiken
context.

2.1 KEY ACHIEVEMENTS OF THE GICHD WHICH INFLUENCE BOTH MRE AND MDD

- The GICHD has developed very good relationships with both some of the most important
donors and also with the UN services working in mine action.
- The GICHD has played an puortant role in developing IMAS.
- according to both interviews and the questionnaire the GICHD is widely (but not
universally) regarded as authoritative and its formal studies are well receiveaigh
with strong reservations by some field practitioners.
- The GICHD has been highly successful in developing a way of working which makes
good use of consultants. This was described
gap between permanent staff and consultants who support them, especially in MRE.

2.2 KEY ACHIEVEMENTS OF THE MDD PROGRAMME

- The programme has succeeded in bringing together the community of dog users and
trainers to a point where they can actually discuss togetiere was very serious
fragmentation and little communication previously.

- Standards and Accreditation have been developed, accepted and appliediderld

- Significant improvements training and operating methodology have been developed and
published t he use of MDD is moving frgemaralgn fAart o t
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agreedechniqueslthough there are continued debates (which are discussed in more
detail below)

- GICHD is widely (but not universally) regarded as a centre of excellence and a key
source of MDD information; there was some very strong criticism as well ag/posit
views.

- A body of literature is available to all (almost entirely in English), principally based on
investigation.

- Research into a number of key areas including training, objectively measuring the
abilities of dogs and REST has been undertaken.

- Supporthas been given to dog programmes in a number of countaiegmes this
support has been critical to the programmes avoiding failure.

- A key output of the GICHD has been reassurance to donors that dogs are a potentially
cost effective tool and should benided (though this has not been substantiated with
guantitative analysis and is strongly opposed by at least one important mine clearance
organisation).

2.3 KEY ACHIEVEMENTS OF THE MRE PROGRAMME

- A wide ranging and detailed set of reference documentan@tidh) have been developed
i es peci dtednational Mire Ation Standards for Mine Risk Educati@est
practice guidebooks (November 20@66). The Gui debooks are widely
reference by many MRE programme planners (but are alsalegtas without real value
by a significant minority).

- Arange of shorter guides have been produced, some of which have been translated into a
number of languages. These are generally well regarded.

- A strong team has been established for outreach anthgain

- A significant number ointerventions have been made in mine affected countries. High
guality course materials have been developed and used effectively.

3 Methodology

3.1 AWARD OF EVALUATION CONTRACT

The GICHD drew up a short list of consultants andté@u/bids for the evaluation contract.
The ToR and Bid reference documents, circulated to the list, gave clear and detailed
guidelines. Clear criteria were given for the bid selection process, based on: previous
experience of evaluations of this typegposed approach, and the cost relative to the cost of
any other bids.

Due to unforeseen delays the contract was awarded later than originally planned, and this left
insufficient time to complete the document study phase before beginning the interviews.
There was some small loss of efficiency as a result.

The evaluation team warmly welcome this use of objective criteria and formal process, and
consider the process, from receipt of the invitation to bid onwards, as an example of good
practice. Itis nbknown to the evaluation team how the short list was established.

The team leader wishes to note that he has not previously worked for the GICHD in any
capacity and that the evaluation can be considered as independent.
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3.2 EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

An analyss of the ToR led to restructuring of the questions, objectives and scope according to

a more formal project cycle methodology. These were then tabulated according to the
accepted phases *o.f TiHeé er g wlj teicrt g Ctyfmldbwirigat i on i s
pages. This forms the outline structure of the evaluation. The EC version of the Project

Cycle diagramme is included below for reference (notes in square brackets added for

clarification):

Programming

[Strategy]
/ [Multi-year
programme]

Evaluation & Audit Identification__

A }F‘::ﬂﬂl:ll'l\

Decision
[Annual or \/

Multi-year
Project plan] ' or
Implementation Formulation
T
/ KH‘H
Financing
<\ Decision
“'H,.-*’f

Diagram 1

The EC project cycle management lGope
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/gsm/project endrich
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/gsm/documents/pcm aha04 en.pdf

% Many institutions and organisations insist on the use Project Cycle Maeag@?CM)
techniques, including for example the European Commission. While a Project Cycle
approach is certainly not the only method, it appears to be an appropriate and rigorous
methodology on which to base this evaluation.
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Questions in ToR PCM phase ToR scope,
part1or2

Are the programmes implementing the GICHD | Programming | 1

overall strategy of s

more effective, mi ne

Are new programmes being identified in a strate Identification 2

manner?

Are the activities complementary to or in Identification 1

competition with other mine action organisations

Are the programmes relevant to stakeholder neqg Formulation 1

and capabilities?

Are new initiatives well designeadith concrete Formulation 2

objectives and a clear understanding of which

stakeholders will benefit?

Are the stakeholder and target audience needs | Implementation | 1

being met?

Do the GICHDGs pr oduc{Implementation| 2

intended users/audiences?

Are new products and services delivered in a Evaluation 2

timely and coseffective manner

Are GI CHDG6s product s Evaluation 2

field programmes?

Do GICHD management and staff learn from bo| Evaluation 2

success and failure?

Evaluation criteria

The same PCM based approach can be used for the evaluation criteria. This is outlined in the

table below:

Final Report
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The Evaluation Criteria in the ToR request:

Evaluation Principal Key questions to be answered (indicative list onliy final list to be prepared for the | Phase of PCM
Objective as Criteria stated in | Inception Report in discussion with the GICHD.) cycle
stated in ToR ToR

If the planned outputs have been achieved, will this lead to the desired outcome? | Formulation

Results achieved

Do the Aoutputs achievedd match the

Implementation
Evaluaton

from MRE and | - Appropriateness| D0 different stakeholders have varying views on the outputs and outcomes?
MDD of outpgts Would other outputs have been mdikely to achieve the desired outcome? Evaluation, programming
programmes - Effectiveness . . .
Could the same outputs have been achieved more quickly or at lower cost? Evaluation
Is the benefit of the outcome (for which the outputs are needed) proportionate to tf
and effort?
Was the alreadgstablished strategy of GICHD reflected in these programmes? Formulation
Analysis of Relevance Was PCM fully implemented atallstage i ncl udi ng #fAcl osi nj|Evaluation
programming and Comparative Which phases of the PCM cycle were found to be the most difficult to implement a| Evaluation
projectcycle advantage why?
processes Effectiveness

Did PCM vyield the desired results? Was the process properly understood and well
implemented? Should a different projezhinagement method be considered in future

Evaluation

Baseline data for
future evaluationg

Usefulness for
evaluation

Has data been identified in the course of this evaluation which could benefit future
evaluations (gher of other programmes or of strategy)?

Can this data be gathered within the framework of this current evaluation?

Does the potential benefit of collecting this data outweigh the effort of collecting an
organizing it?

How is this data to be presedtand stored, who will hold this data for future use?

Evaluation (all questions)

Final Report
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3.3 EVALUATION TEAM

The team leader, Dr Russell Gasser, was supported in questionnaire design by Karin de Bruyn
of the Vrei Universiteit Brussel and Dr Robert Keeley (RK Cttiveg). Dr Keeley also

undertook the field visit in Cambodia and provided valuable input to the reporting. Dr Gasser
made the field visit to Bosnia and Herzegovina.

3.4 DOCUMENT RESEARCH

There is such a volume of information published by both the MDOMRE programmes
that it is necessary to be highly seleciineeading (for example just the set of IMAS best
practice guidebooks for MRE are over 600 pages in total.) A representative sample of
publications was selected.

The website for these two pr@gnmes was also examined in some detail but the rest of the
website only viewed more briefly.

A number of keyinternal reports, formal published reports (e.g. activity reports) and other
documents concerned with the administration and management of theogramme was
also studied. Documents supporting the planning and management processes were requested.

A list of the key documents used in this evaluation is included as Annex D.

3.5 INTERVIEWS

All but two of the people interviewed in Geneva or by pheree identified by the GICHD

staff as Akey respondentso in order to ensure
had sufficient contact with the Centre to be able to provide relevant information. This may

result in some positive bias in the e\atlon.

Faceto-face interviews were conducted in Geneva during the National Programme Directors'
meeting (19 to 23 March 2007) and the AP Mine Ban Treaty intersessional meeting (16 to 20
April 2007). These tend to give the highest level national viem fihe senior staff attending
these meetings. Further phone interviews were used to contact people identified by the
GICHD or by the evaluation team as key respondents, who were not at either meeting.

Staff and consultants working for the GICHD wereatgerviewed at length during these
two weeks.

The interviews were conducted in depth, typically up to an hour in length, in order to explore
the thinking behind the answers to the standard set of questions. The initial questions used
were, as far agossible, the same as those in the questionnaire in order to achieve comparable
outcomes. The aim was to achieve a good understanding of the responses of the people
interviewed, and the underlying causes for these responses, and not simply seek thenmaximu
number of interviews. Clearly, interviews allow for examination in depth of responses
compared to the questionnaire.

Given the clear programme focus in the ToR it was decided to limit the interviews with the
Council of Foundation, whose members haweose strategic role, to discussion with the
President of the Council..

A list of all interviewees is in Annex A.
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3.6 QUESTIONNAIRES

To obtain as wide a range of views as possible brief questionnaire was developed and
distributed on paper, bymail and thavorld-wide-web. This was aimed at programme
directors and also the management level immediately below directors: project mamagers
field implementersThe questionnaire was translated into French, Portuguese, Spanish and
Arabicto make it as accessibas possible

In addition to broadening the range of responses the use of a questionnaire provides a useful
balance to the interviews: the interviewees were (with two exceptions) chosen by the GICHD
as people who might have important and useful viewstahe programmes. The

guestionnaires offer the chance for people who are notweln to the GICHDbut may

also have views that are useful or importaotcomment.

The first part of the questionnaire asked questions about the contact betweepaheeamis

and the GICHD (to gather information and also to ensure that respondents had already been in
relevant contact the Centre) and the second part was a series of 19 statements which were to
be graded from 1 poiritstrongly disagreé to 5 points’ strongly agree with the statement.

To simplify analysis all the statements were positive remarks, which introduces a slight
positive bias. The questionnaire wadicativeand aimed to support the interviews and

provide guidance about areas where chanage e needed.

A total of 16 MDD questionnaires were returned from nine countries. One had to be rejected
as it was largely incomplete.

A total of 15 MRE questionnaires were returned from 13 countries. All were correctly
completed.

This falls short othe target of a total of 40 questionnaires set out in the Inception Report.
The results of the questionnaire will be useéhdicative to support the analysis based on
interviews and to discover if there is a noticeable difference between the Gklétibes
interviewees and the voluntairyand small group of questionnaire respondents.

The guestionnaire had s@¥aluation questions at the end, respondents were encouraged to
select more than one category. The results were overwhelmingly positaubted below.
This suggests that such a surveyhile clearly only representing a minority of people who
have contact with GICHD is a useful tool and one which GICHD might usefully consider
developing as part of an evaluation and feedback mechaffiemrelevance criterion was
particularly highly rated.

Questionnaire is: MDD MRE
Relevant 13 9
Clear 10 9
Too long 0 1
Too complicated 1 1
Too detailed 0 1

Table 1i Responses to self evaluation questions in the questionnaire

3.7 FIELD VISITS

Two field visits were undertaken during the evaluation with the purposes of:
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- Acalibratingd the interview and survey resulf
situation in mine affected countries.

- adding a detail ed #fsnapl€HDand®mther drganisatensd y na mi c s
and as much information as possible on the question of the perception in the field by
NGOs, UN technical staff and national MAC staff, of the MRE or MDD programme, or if
possible both. This adds depth to the evaluation.

Interviews were undertaken with all key stakeholders for the MDD programme in each
country who could be contacted. This included all the organisations working with MDD, and
the relevant national authorities. Where possible key stakeholders working in MRE& seere
interviewed.

After discussion with GICHD staff at the early stages of the evaluation agreement was
reached on visits to the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Cambodia. Both these
countries are primarily involved with the MDD programme aadehhad relatively limited
contact with the GICHD MRE team. Ethiopia was selected as a suitable destination for a
field visit to a country which has received support for an MRE programme, however time
constraints meant that a field visit was not possibley respondents from Ethiopia were
interviewed. The field visits are summarized briefly in Annexes B (Bosnia and Herzegovina)
and C (Cambodia). The results of the interviews in the field are integrated in the report.
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4 Organisation of this report

The indings of this report are presented in two different ways. In the first of the following
sections, brief outlines of the findings of the three different research methods are presented,
i.e. the findings from the document review, from interview, and flegrquestionnairesThe

second section provides strategic analysis and highlights some major themes, which then lead
to the recommendations made at the end of this Report. This analysis is based on the major
stages used in project cycle management arishawith the ToR, focuses on the planning

and programming phase.

5 Findings
5.1 FINDINGS FROM LITERATURE REVIEW
5.1.1 Publications

The GICHD website and order form for paper documents in June 2007 reported the
following MDD and MRE documents were available:

MRE:

IMAS for MRE T best practice guidebooks. (Set of 12 guidebooks in a folder) English only.
Available on paper and electronic download.

A study of Scrap Metal Collection in Lao PDR. English Only. Electronic download only.
A guide to Improving Communation in MRE Programmes. English, Arabic, Viethamese
and an older version in Spanish available for download. English, Spanish (older version) and

Arabic available on paper.

A further publication was made available to the Evaluation Team but could fatrigkon
the website:

An Evaluation of the MRE Programme in Ethiopia. CD. English only.

MDD:
CD of Mine Detection Dog bibliography. English introduction.
DVD: Mine Action Animals. English.

Training of Mine Detection Dogs in Bosnia and HerzegaviRaper and electronic
download. English and French.

Mine Detection Dogs: OperatioiiSCase studies of operational systems. Electronic
download only. English only.

Mine Detection Dogs: Training, Operations and Odour Detection. Electronic dowmilyad o
English only.
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Designer Dogs: Improving the Quality of Mine Detection Dogs. Electronic download only.
English only.

The purpose of the review of publications was to inform the evaluation. Review of the
technical quality of the content of pulditons is outside the scope of this evaluation. It
became clear fra the interviews and questionnaires that the publications were the point of
contact and key output of the Centre for many field practitioners. The publications are a key
achievement ofite Centre.

The Centre has devel oped a distinguishable fAho
publications have few illustrations, though some of the MDD publications are a real contrast

tothisif or exampl e the ATrai ni niga odn dli hheer Deedg ewit n aod
which contains numerous photos and clear diagrams. The language used in some of the

publications has been quite formal and complex, though it is acknowledged that steps are
already being taken to i mgngVesthbeAligheott hggand
style and simpler language, together with more illustrations as appropriate, would make the
publications easier for many narative English speakers. The attention curyeinding given

to this isparticularlywelcomed. The GICHD should perhaps consider systematically

contacting field partners for comments on publications (a structured approach involving more

than simply requesting feedback will probably be necessary to achieve enough response).

This might help to discovemy particular problems for (a) norative English speakers and

(b) people who have had little previous contact with the GICHD on a topic. Suchveaiwo

relationship in developing publicatione s peci ally the shorter Afield
and boklets- would appear to be an integral parpaftnershipsvith end users

There is a clear trend to focusing more on smaller handbooks now that the larger reference
publications and studies have been put in place. This appears to be less conttbagrtial

large publications: some respondents regarded the large reference documents (in particular
the MRE Guidebooks) as the best output of the Centre, while others roundly condemned them
as a waste of resources. Staff did not appear to have addaafithe wide range of

opinions about the Guidebooks, nor the intensity of the diverging views. Improved contact
with people ordering publications would help inform the Centre.

It seems that there has bemnly limited feedback regarding the predieenand for different
brochures and documentdUntil the start of 2007 there was apparently no way of monitoring
downloads of publications from the website, though this has now been put in pkdeof
feedback on publications not only misses therimiation about what is of interest witere

(in what countries) there is interest, and the relationship of this interest to events such as
training. Improving feedback mechanisms might be an easy way to find out about emerging
mine action programmes afttfibse who it might be worth contacting gctively to engage

in dialogue and possibly offer services. Evaluation and feedbaaktegeal parts of the

Project Cycle.

The issue of ensuring that publications reach those who will most benefit from then at
point of receipt does not appear to have been addressed. There is a known issue in some
institutions that important publications are sent to amounse library or filed in a prominent
position at headquarters and not always made available to s@ffnight benefit most.

* For example the 2006 Annflua Report was written in fplain Engli shd¢
consultant reporter. Similarly the Afirst contacto
services and support, which previously used particularly dense and complex language has been

written.

®The GICHD reported that this had been based on feedback fromtatdcy. While giving a clear

indication of overall demand it does not provide any useful detail information.
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Feedback from field users might assist in identifying if this is in fact a problem, and might
suggest ways of dealing with it if necessary. The technical focus of MDD and MRE staff has
perhaps led to the view that the productiom @iublication and making it available is the end

of the process; ensuring delivery to the right person aneugakd the information is also
important.

For the MRE programme, the division of the very large Guide to Best Practice into sections
accordingto the project cycle appears to have offered some real advantages. The end result is
a set of brochures which are much more approachable (and transportable) than the large
folder of information which they comprise.

Some of the MRE and MDD publicatiohave been translated into a few languages other

than English by the Centre. For MRE a larger number of pages overall appears to have been
translated by national authorities in Colombia who reported a Spansih translation of all 12
brochures that togetheoamp r i se t he A Gui debooko. There is n
translations at the GICHD. This is discussed in section 5.2 Interviews, below.

Thekeymulii anguage document of MRE is fAA guide to
Risk Education Programe s 0 . This brochure, about 60 pages
languages (English, Arabic, Viethamese and an older version in Spanish). However, no

mention is made in the publication of thia si mpl e statement AThis publ
availablen t hese | anguages: €é.0 Mpght Abdi egodgh tyou
require other language versions please contact the GICHD who will note your request, though
further transl ation depends on demantwnand the

usef ul feedback. And, specul atively, iGlIl CHD m
translationso might be a future possibility.
Website

Both the MRE and MDD programmes have pages on the GICHD website.

The MRE web pages consist entirely ofglish language tekt There is no use of any web

features to assist the reader beyondasied links to other pages of text. There are no

diagrams or illustrations, and the links to the publication available in three other languages

are also exclusivglin English text Essentially, this is a |linear
index and file system which makes no use of the extensive opportunities presented by web

based technologies. The language and presentation are principally aimed at readers already

familiar with the subject and who understand their training needs. Some, perhaps even many,

of the people who most need help from the GICHD are unlikely to be able to make the best

use of this style of presentation.

The MDD website yhoasstay!| emoared fAd rfiewmdill | ustrati ol
as a visitor must know to first select fAOperat
ACl earance and Technology, 06 but it can be foun

little use is madef the enormous possibilities of web technologies. However, the key issue
is that large parts aghe MDD web pages are hopelessly out of date. For example:

® There are links to the publications, including those thaé fmeen translated, but these are also in

English and there is no indication on the main page that the link goes to a translated publication. The

MRE publications list including the download links for the translated versions entirely in

English,int udi ng the names of the | anguages fAVietnameseod
brochure is not given

"It is common practice to identify publications in ethanguages by such devices as showing the flags

of countries where the language is s or by highlighting the name the language uses for itself e.g.

Francais, Espafiol)
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i éthe re
GICHD imp y t

s udstingof therstandards anel froth the studies reviewed by the
hat a comprehensive revision wil/ be

Similarly, the dedicated MDD web pages have no information at all about the current REST

work by Dr Max Jones, even though he is featured in the current newslettersaiscathi

important research project. The Mine Detection Dog database also contains a significant

number of entries with out of date information. The replies to the MDD questionnaire
indicated that 12 out of 15 respobdwhtshused t
appears to reflect the low current information value of the site.

These various issues (i) significantly reduce the usefulness of the website for many users, (ii)
do noti in the opinion of the auther create an image suitable for a centrelsas GICHD,

and (iii) reflect the low priority apparently given to communication by the MDD and MRE
programmes.

There is no clear guidance on the website for someone from a potential partner organisation

in a mine affected &ourhtrrow gth®d ¢ lhec tvraonniowa! Ipy of
in a friendly way while being assisted to understand what the Centre can offer and how field

partners and other stakeholders relate to the Centre. This is a missed opportunity. In many

mine affected countrigbere is now far less access to books and libraries than to internet

based information, and many people are very familiar with web technologies.

The GICHD electronic newsletter also reflects this strongly formal "paper document"
approach and a visitor the website can easily overlook the sigmlink.

5.1.2 Internal documents of GICHD (Documents other than Publications)

Project level reporting is in place at a project level witlanual action plan and an activity
reporti but there appearstobellite or no reporting on the achiev
programme objectives".

The key finding of the document evaluation is the absence of formal documents covering
procedures and processes which could be reasonably expected to form a key part @f plannin
and management, particularly at a mathinual programme levelt a level of greater detalil

(the next phase in the Project Cycle) the annual (or +anitual) work plan provides

information about individual projects, and the variadshocpolicy noteghat have been
developed give some limited guidance to the type of work the GICHD intends to undertake.
However, it is a fundamental precept of Project Cycle Management that each phase must be
complete before the next phase is started, so the movdydfreat strategy to the annual

work plan is essentially a process that runs counter to PCM methods.

Examples of documents which would support the project management cycle but appear not to
have been developed, include:

- There appear to be ppogrammedevel planning documents with analysis as to why the
MRE and MDD programmes had been selected, justifying how many resources should be
attributed to each programme and describing what outcomes (at programme level) are
expected.in one year and three years.

- Nodocumentation of selection or evaluation criteria or processes, for deciding whether
to agree to a particular request for support, was made available to the evaluation team. It
is understood that muliear partnership documents between GICHD and DFIK) (U
and Sweden contain outlines of the various types of project that should be undertaken,
and that most of the DFID funded projects use Log Frames. The lack of formal and
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published selection criteria could be critical to some prospective partners who are
unaware of the relevant criteria and propose an unsuitable approach when they are simply
trying to establish a working relationship with the Centre and would be open to

alternative interventions. The documentation and development of processes may become
of considerable importance in the future, if changes, such as improved communications,
lead to a situation where more requests for services and support are received than can be
fulfilled by the GICHD, and choices have to be made.

- There is an absence ohyadocumentation in support of approaches to cost benefit
analysis for the programmes (this also appears to be the case for projects as well as
programmes).

- There appears to be no formal documentation in support of a strategic policy regarding
initiating contact with field practitioners, However, once a relationship is initiated the
GICHD has demonstrated a strong traekord in formalising itAt present the GICHD
has letters of cooperation with Iran, Sudan and Libya, and discussions are underway with
Nepal, Mauritania, Benin, and the International Trust Fund

- while the recruitment process appears to have recently been exemplary in the MDD
programme, but this was based on the competence of the Head of Section and no formal
documentation appears to be lage to support this crucial activity.

Overall, there is a long list of documents which are valuable in supporting a formalised
programmeevel planning and evaluation process, but which have not yet been written. Both

Heads of Section (MRE and MDD) separate interviews gave the same answer when

guestioned about the selection and definition of projects 6 s i n my head and i n
the rest of the TeamThe Evaluation team was provided with gandhlity and

comprehensive written summaridsboth programmes (specially written) by the same Heads

of Section so the issue here appears to be more relaledumentatiomather than technical

knowledge.

The current process of formalisation of the GICHD will need to address the issue of
documemation comprehensively, and also as a matter of some urgency. This may already
have been foreseen.

In contrast, there is much greater development of formalised support at the project level than
the programme levedll of the MRE and most of the MDDleegg st udi es had fAstud)
groupso as part of the project process, and me

Where documents are available they are at times out of date and reflect tha@dudier
approach which is now undergoing revisamthe Centre takes on the challenge of becoming
more formalised; e.g. the only document on defining research activities available to the
evaluation team dated from 2002 and was simply a description on paper of tileamtil
undocumentedd hocselectionmethods that had grown up since the very start of the Centre.

5.2 FINDINGS FROM INTERVIEWS (INCLUDING INTERVIEWS DURING FIELD VISITS)

It is difficult to neatly summarise a series of interviews in a few findingsleed some of the
views expressed by sonmerviewees at times openly contradicted those expressed by other
people. However, a number of themes could be identified.

- There appears to be a significant divide between organisatiorteifeatoi p ar t ner shi po
relationship with GICHD and those whklo not have such a close relationship. Generally
the first group reported a lot of contact, accessibility, and value from the GICHD and had
positive views of the Centre. The second group considered that the GICHD was more
difficult to access, that initlacontacts did not always lead to the desired support and the
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GICHD was considered as remdtservices were offered which the Centre had defined
and were not felt to be based on field requirements. A dynamic of both GICHD and
potential partners waitingf the other to make the next move early on in the relationship
appears to be not uncommon, and has caused some real ill feeling on both sides.
- There was a great deal of respect for the GICHD as an institution and especially for its
perceived independenead impartiality, but at times there was also (to the surprise of
the evaluation team) strong criticism of the technical competence displayed by both
programmes. On the other hand, other interviewees expressed their respect for the
technical competence &fICHD staff. The MDD programme staff sustained stronger and
more widespread criticism of their technical competence than MRE stadtigh the
MRE staff were also criticized as being fArema
expressed by a numbermeople about the MDD programme working closely with one or
more NGO and commercial operators in a way that was not regarded as properly
transparent, and this was felt to seriously compromise the institution. Impartiality was a
key positive attribute id#ified by many interviewees and any apparent diminution of it
was considered as a serious matter by respondents.
- The Aquick intervent i onflyintpeountrefa afewudaysd by MR
then leave after undertaking a training sessiattracted some criticism. The MRE staff
themselves were clear that this way of working has disadvantages and were interested in
change, but appeared unsure as to how to address the situation and the way to develop a
new way of working.
- Some respondents wethtical of the lack of multannual planning of the Centre. One
in particular reported that their national programme urgently needed to set up-a multi
annual plan, and needed to plan the support they hoped to receive from the Centre, but
that this was mving impossible.
- The work on standards and GI CHDG6s i mportant |
appreciated and warmly welcomed, but also strongly criticised on specific points. One
was that GICHD staff have at times offered advice to programmes that iedh dir
contradiction with IMAS and have not provided evidence as to why GICHD should be
promoting such a contradictory position.
- Anther request that was expressed in the interviews was for GICHD to develop some
regional representatiofwhich the IMSMA progamme appears to have already done) so
that it is easier to know who to contact and greater consistency is maintained in
developing working relationships. This was linked to a strong perception that GICHD
staff relate well to senior managers in affectednties but have too little contact with
staff in the field. It was thought that regional representatives might have a better
understanding of the realities of fAthe fieldi
- The need for the Centre to translate documents into languages other than Evigksh d
the respondents. For MRE about half felt that translation was not necessary and half felt
it to be important. For MDD the demand for translation was less. The nemdtioal
translation as well danguagewas noted by a number of respondentsIRE. However,
two points received overwhelming support:
o The GI CHD&ds English publications frequent
While this may be justified for some of the background reference publications, a
number of respondents stated thahugi Aisi mpl i fi ed Englisho wo
much improved comprehension of the documents by many people and open up
the readership significantly. This was felt to be particularly important for the
shorter publications.
0 The GICHD should undertake an initisgiv t o 1 denti fy what Aunoff
translations have already been made are being considerednd to provide
contact details. As one example, it appears that the Observatorio de Minas in
Colombia has undertaken a significant amount of translation imerisan
Spanish and would be prepared to release this to other Sigaeisking
countries. Similarly, it is believed that Yemen have made some translations into
Arabic. Such an initiative of cataloging would be an ongoing effort and not a
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oneoff activity, but could be highly cost effective for languages spoken in

several countries (e.g. Arabic, Spanish, Portuguese, French) as well-as time

effective in rapidly delivering key documents which have already been translated.

The evaluation team seesnoreaddbacl e t o clearly identifie
translations being made available on the GICHD website, but this was not felt to

be appropriate by GICHD staff.

5.3 FINDINGS FROM QUESTIONNAIRES

The relatively few respondents who replied to the questionnairepahegd to make a real
effort to respond fully and accurately. People who were critical of some aspects of the
GICHD without exception gave a high score to other questions, there were no wholly
negative replies. This strongly suggests a serious appraacheing taken. Even the

limited size of this quick survey demonstrated that this could possibly be a useful tool for
future evaluations and for improving feedback from field partners, and especially from
organisations using the publications of GICHD wiib have no formal contact; this latter
group formed a significant part of the replies and was not accessible through the interview
process.

The number of returned questionnaires, 31, was lower than hoped for (the target was 40).

As was predicted by GHD staff, there was very limited demand for questionnaires other

than in English: 26 were returned in English, four in French, one in Spanish and none in
Portuguese or Arabic. Further reminders and follow up would probably have been useful in
obtaining nore results.This dominance of English is in contrast to some comments received

on the questionnaires about the demand for translated documents and the data on downloads
and publications ordered which show a strong demand for translated versions aheell.
languages most requested were, in order: French , Arabic, Spanish, Portuguese, and six
singlecountry national languages.

The guestionnaire results closely reflected the comments received during interviews and
highlighted many of the same issu@%ie overall scores and answers given are in Annexes E
and F , and a brief summary of key points in Annex G.

As was the case for the interview responses, evidence from the questionnaires was at times
contradictory. The small sample and lack of a contraligmeans that the results are
indicativeonly. However, there is evidence of clustering of replies to some questions, and
clear differences in the responses to different questions.

The preamble to the questionnaire explained that responses were omelsteelfrom people

or organisations who had either had direct contact with GICHD regarding MRE or MDD, or
who had used relevant publications of the GICHD in the previous two years. The first part of
the questionnaire established in detail that all respatsdulfilled this requiremeritany

who did not would have been rejected.

The second part of the questionnaire contained statements for respondents to indicate
agreement, disagreement, or no strong opinion (or lack of knowledge).

The lowest scores fagreement on the 19 statements were for broadly the same evaluation
guestions for both MDD and MRE. This duplication across both programmes can been seen
as reinforcing the result.

The statements which had tleast agreemenincluded:
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- theworkoft he GI CHD had fAmade a difference to my i
organi sationo

- the work of the GICHD had assisted in determining or improving theeffesttiveness
of the use of MDD or how many resources should be spent on MRE

- the GICHD is in touch witlield needs and consults field personnel sufficiently.

These all give cause for concérespecially the first. The average response to these
statements was neutral or very slight disagreement. This must be seen in the context of
-a- the range of amgers given in both the questionnaire and the interviews and

T b- the small number of responses to the questionnaire,

Nonetheless taken together, these views appear to be a clear indisatwopfimal
performance (i.e. less than the best possible méfo

The statements with thetrongest agreemenincluded:

- the GI CHDb&6s studies were regarded as detail e
- The GICHD offered a service to the Mine Action community
- The staff of the GICHD are skilled and experiencech&énMRE domain.

Clearly these all give grounds for satisfaction amfspite the limited number of respondents
and some strongly dissenting vieivsdicate areas where strengths of the GICHD have been
recognised.

Discussion of questionnaire results

The response to the questionnaires for the statement about consulting field personnel,
supports the position heard in interviews and during the field visits. The opinion is there is a
group of programmes which are closely linked to the GICHD and whose @&égard,

and another group of programmes who do not have the same degree of contact and can at
times feel marginalised and who presented negative views of the Centre. This was reported
with some considerable feeling by some interviewees during tldevits. About half of

the dog practitioners responding said that they did not feel that the GICHD was sufficiently in
touch with field needs.

MRE has clearly offered goddchnicalsupport with good scores for the studies and MRE

staff ability, but ithas apparently not offered programmes enough guidance as to how much
effort should be spent on MRE by an organisat:.
This would appear to demonstrate an eeehnical focus on the work by emphasizing HOW

to do MRE- efficiency at the expense of WHEN to do MREelevance.

The | ow average score for the statement AGI CHD
my personal work or to the work of nysorgani sa
does the number of respondents (five out of 15) who gave the lowest possible score to this

statement. This is in direct contrast to the considerable recognition of the value of the MDD

studies. A number of possible explanations for this are possible.eVéhdlhe causi and

irrespective of whether the reported lack of influence on field practice is real or a perception

this feedback would appear to be of real value in strategic planning of the future MDD

programme. These views dot appear to be antafact of the questionnaire but were

supported by the interviews and field visits. For a number of respondents the MDD

programme has made a very significant difference, but there are also a number of dog

practitioners who appreciate the studies, consEl€EHD to be a real service, and value the

research highly, but state unequivocally that the the GICHD has made little difference to their
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work®. There is a similar response to the statement regarding the contribution of GICHD to
determining if dogs areost effective.

6 Strategy

The GICHD has a published strategy, which is steadily becoming more developed. The latest
version, the strategy for 2006 to 2008, defines a gatin€iples andgoals it does not

explicitly address how the goals are tonbet at a programme level. It is understood that the
strategy is the result of discussiband at times vigorous debatemongst senior staff and

the Council of Foundation. Strategy was included in the previous evaluation of the GICHD in
2004.

Thestat egy st at es opdnational dbjEctivesoullirerthe specific
contributions it will make to achieve progress on the strategic goals. These have been
formulated as measurable objectives within the thesg timef r ame of t he Strat eg)

In line with defining only broad goals, neither MRE nor MDD are mentioned in the Strategy.

These two programmes can both be considered as
existence before the current strategy was defined. No formal mechanisms appear to be in

place to identify if these programmes are still the best way to implement the strategy though

their inclusion has, at times, formed part of the overall discussion. It is outside the scope of

this programmeevaluation to decide whether MRE and MDD progmses should be part of

implementing the overall GICHD strategy. However this question must be addressed, and

then, if it is decided that MRE and MDD have a place in the overall work of the GICHD, the

guestion remainsyhere can GICHD best add value in theseticular domains?

7 Programme Development (nldentif

7.1 SELECTION AND DEFINITION OF THE MRE AND MDD PROGRAMMES

GICHD staffi from the Director downwardsclearly expressed the view that the key early

work of establishing Mine Action as a discipi has been done and a real change in the

activities of the GICHD is now needédnd indeed the change is already well under way at

the Centre. As far as the MRE and MDD programmes are concerned, investigation and core
documentation will take a lower dil@ and direct field support and outreach will probably

grow in importance. As resources are not unlimited and the Centre cannot recruit more staff

for every new activity, this period of change is also a time-exesnine all the sideline

activities which do not directly contribute to the strategic goals. This may include, painfully,
cutting some well established and much cheri sh

® This apparent contradiction merits a little more explanation. During an interview, one dog
organization stated that they worked to national standasddelt any impact of IMAS as
indirect at best. The national standards, in their opinion, would have been broadly similar
with or without IMAS. The programme had not souglaind felt they did not nedd

technical input from GICHD in implementing their programmethay had sufficient

expertise ifhouse and from other sources. However, they did recognize that GICHD had
made a real contribution in general to dogs, and especially to the literature on MDD (which
they did not use in their programme). They were una&biéentify any specific elements of
their work which had beedirectly influenced by GICHD, but rated the GICHD

contribution to documentation as important.
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theaimd of each programme wil |l be necessary to ac

711 Programme devel opment (PCM fAldentificationdo phase)

On the assumption that MRE and MDD are indeed key topics, and that a programme of a

certain size and type for each of these subjects should be undertaken, the next stage in the

project cycle is to idntify what each programme seeks to achieve, what resources are needed

to achieve this, how the outputs will be measured and how an evaluation process will be used

to assess the work done and plan future progra
then the desired outcome must be first defined, and later evaluated to see if it was achieved.

Ideally, this should be within the framework of a known linkage betwettomeand

impact. The need to work with MRE and MDD may be clear to staff, but witktear,

documented answers to the questions AWhy has M
been chosen?d6 the work of devedrahbarthaprest pr ogr am
on effective foundations.The rationale for choosing these two topicsuti form part of the

analysis used to determine the best way to obtain the desired results that is consistent with the
approaches explicitly described in the stratéggludingenduser focus and partnership, and

cost effectiveness. The strategy prosi@eplicit guidance that these (and other) criteria are

to be used.

Wh at ¢ o n sgoddtoutcbneesn the field This question is fundamental to

programme design and does not yet appear to have been answered Ste&dirolders

should be intimatglinvolved in both the definition of the outcome at the field level, and the
success criteria. Il ndeed, one of the higher |
stakeholders actively participate in setting the desired outcomes and achieving them.

There is no single fAcorr ecthutaavarlsng definitiongs what a
requiredbeforeprogrammes and projects can be planné&tiere does not appear to be any

formal mechanism in place to define the hierarchy of desired outctnoresthe GICHD

successfully implementing its higavel strategy down to an individual participant in an

MRE training (for example) receiving the technically appropriate training in a way that

positively changethe outcomeof their individual work. PCMand LogFrames are two

(separate) tools that can materially assist in this prog@ss.of the known problems with the

ficl assical 6 project approach that |l ed to the d
Afowner shi po of pr ogrgaisetthagood outcamesiinghefieea er al |y r e
most | ikely to be achieved only when the progr
there is significant fAownershipo of the progra

Achieving agood outcomavith the available resources

Given enough resources and time, it is likely thgbad outcomean be achieved. This
might respond to the criterion effectivenesbut not ofefficiency. What is really sought is
anoptimaloutcome which meets the criteria for a good omeavith the minimum use of
resources. This does not appear to have been addressed in the GICHD programming

Three further analytical tools can provide this information: Needs analysis, risk analysis and
particularly cost efficiency analysis (CEA). Udetleese techniquésnot as an abstract

exercise but as an integral part of the programme design process undertaken in close
consultation with endisersi permits the design of an objectivafficientprogramme, and
focuses resources in areas where thstrsignificantoutcomecan be achieved. The GICHD

°Selection and Maintenance of the Aim is often cons
defines the overriding necessities in order to achieve desired result.
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What is enough?

As was previously noteidt the 2004 Evaluation of the GICHD, it is unclear how the GICHD

with its current programming, could ever decid
how much MRE is enough ? As Eric Filippino, Head of the SBcianomic Section very

neatly statedi J ust how smuldhe nmoenesypendi ng on MRE in Uga
key question, and one which can and should be answered before entering into a training

programme. This question can be answered using needs analysis, risk analysis and CEA.

One ofthe evaluation team has an interest in this topic and has published a method for

answering this type of question in some défaiDther approaches to the problem are also

possible, but no matter which approach is usednswering this question is anportant

part of developing a multi year programme which responds to the neeffidmmcy.

Informal solutions.

GICHD staff thus appear to be aware of the key questions in the Project Cycle
ildentificationd phase, b ughtleadtmtanswedngthere f or mal
This is particularly problematic in the case of MRE where the Centre staff are involved in a
programme whiclleacheghe Project Cycle to others, and which has a major publication

based on the project cycle (the i¥ge Best Rictice guide to MRE), but has apparently not

used key components of Project Cycle Management to plan and evaluate its own programme.

There is currently no clear answer to the ques
programme trying to achieve in thext three to five years, and how will it be know when it

has been achi ev e d-@aual planhiegratehe prejectdevei(e.g. theiREST

project.inter alia) but this is not supported by a medtinual programmelt was reported to

the evalation team thathe absence of formal procedure extends as far as not taking minutes

of the Heads of Section meeting where decisions about projects and programmes are made.

MRE staff have recognised that the process of selecting projects has beenrtoal iafwl

this is currently being addressed. It is also recognised that strategy for the selection of
countries and partners has not been formal enough. The quality of the trainings is considered
as good, but the integration of the trainings into thed@panine action in the country could

be improved. Improved communication would appear to have an important role in this as
well (see section on Communication, below). Staff of the Secomomic section clearly
expressed in interviews that they consither core materials and training to be excellent but

the results are still not yet at the same level.

Donors and dilution of focus.

On the basis of the interviews conducted, the evaluation team consider that there is a risk of
the following dynamic: A door, or an intermediary, would like to launch a particular project

of interest to themselves. The

GICHD has a good reputation among donors for competence, independence and
professionalism, so the potential funder approaches GICHD with the idea. Asthere

formal programming process the idea might be accepted if it is considered, through an
informal evaluation, as fitting in well enough with the strategy and current projects
especially if it comes with funding already in place. GICHD may be reltittaaccept a
particular project, but unwilling to refuse a request from a key donor or intermediary. The
organisation that proposed the project is likely to feel that because the GICHD has accepted
it, the project must therefore be of good quality aigthlly relevant

YR Keeley fiThe Economics 86624156 dmi ne Cl earance
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In practice this appears to dilute the resources of GICHD by broadening the focus and

undertaking work that may be of secondary importance to the overall strategy, and which

might well be outside a formal mulgear programme if one weestablished. One result is a

lack of progress towards the key goals as resources are used elsewhere on useful, but not core,
activities. Addressing maniemnce$§ subef ai me. part

It is noted that strong political cstraints can, and indeed should, at times override purely
technical <criteria in project selection. Thi s
described above. Programming can be designed to accommodate political constraints.

Limited Succes of the Informal Process

The informal process has been reasonably successful (but cleadptsuhl) until now for a
number of reasons, including:

A the senior staff arkard working and conscientious,

A atleast in the early days of the Centre, the oppdies for action were more limited
than today,

A the |imited demand for support services has
there has not been a need to either consiffieiencyin detail,nor to make decisions
about selecting which programmessupport, as all requests have been fulfilled.

Theinformal process appears to have led to outcomes which are arguably gsat but
optimal,andhasalso created a group of potential partners who feel marginalised because they
are not involved in any ctent programme, and who tend to be negative about the GICHD as

a consequence. This latter result was clearly identified in a number of the interviews and
guestionnaire responses and is not due to resource limitpgose as GICHD staff took

pains toemphasise that they are currently able to meet all requests for assistance that are
received. Unless changes are made, the limits of the current way informal of working will
become more of a constraint as the GICHD becom
Humanitarian Demining continues to move from being a new discipline where any
information is welcome to a wetlrganised set of activities, backed up by research and based
on standards.

7.1.2  Specific programming issues

Issues relevant to both MDD and MRE

Geagraphic or Thematic? At present the GICHD work is principally thematic, rather than
geographic. Both approaches have advantages and disadvantages and in practice the GICHD
may need a mixed approach. Some formal analysis based on programme goalslpiight he
better define this. In interviews a number of points were made strongly in favour of
developingpartnershipswith a number of mine affected countries or regions, and none

strongly in favour of the thematic approach other than the need for a pragesatnse to

requests for interventiond he people who expressed the greatest satisfaction with the

GICHD were usually from countries or organisations which had been collaborating closely
with the Centre for some time. The GICHD strategy explicitiytioas partnerships.

Issues relevant tahe MDD programme - Communication

The current communications model for MDD practitioners and the Centre appears to be a
AHub and Spokesod model where all communi cation
is chanelled via GICHD in Geneva. Communication from field practitioners normally relies
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on vertical transmission to a management or director level in their organization, then to the
GICHD and then relies of the busy GICHD staff having time to disseminaieftheation

to other organisations who must in turn relay it to their field staff. The field visits showed that
this is not always successful and there is real enthusiasm by field practitioners for increased
direct contact with other programmes. Most tlagdlers and trainers appeared to strongly
welcome the suggestion oharizontalexchange of ideas by staff, instead okdical

approach where all new ideas are brought to the top of their hierarchy by staff of the Centre.
The Ahor i z o ntsanemphasis pnrfagilitatirty diggct communication between
practitioners. Two further issues reinforce the utility of a horizontal approach, and the benefit
of changing the role of the GICHD from being a source of knowledge to a facilitator. First, at
the start of the dog programme it was perhaps possible for one person to be knowledgeable in
most or all aspects of MDDs. This is no longer possible due to the huge increase in
knowledge, so increased specialization is taking place. It appears to béibetted for

some specilist technical areas even essential) to put individual specialists in contact with each
other than to use an third person as intermediary. Secondly, GICHD staff are already very
busy and it appears to be a more productive usesofttme to facilitate an exchange of
information than to act as messengers.

Dog trainers and senior staff in dog programmes contacted during the field visits were
particularly enthusiastic about a horizontal approach as they had littleoppodunit to

see any other programme to learn from the experience in other countries. The UNMAS has in
place a programme (MAX) for the exchange of personnel between programchitss
recommended that this concept be considered by GICHD, but extended beyboiwl a se
management focus to include more national staff trainers and operational staff.

The Mine Dog Database started to increase contact, but has not been maintained and updated.
There appears to be a need for a increased emphasis on GICHD facilitatergaadhging
communication directly between mine dog specialists that does not rely on information

passing through the Geneva Centre. A regular newsletter for MDD practitioners was
suggested more than once in interviéwait after initial enthusiasm wesoff finding

enough material may prove to be a problem. Innovative solutions, based on close

consultation with field practitioners (at a level considerably below national directors) appear

to be required.

The key issue for MDD appears no longer toMether the best dogs are good enough, it

seems likely that they are. The issue is now viewed as more complex:

(a) the gap between the best dogs and Atypical
the dog itself, but the training and operationalays) may still be too great,

(b) using MDD is acomplex and fragile systeamd everything has to be very close to 100%

right on every working day. It is not universally agreed that this is possible.

7.2 THE ROLE OF RESEARCH

From the start of the evaluatidnwvas clear that the investigation role of the GICHD was

reducing and a new fAidi sseminationd phase was u
tightly focused research that became clear during the evaluation process itself was not

foreseen at the start.

Defining the balance between operations support and research should form part of the
Identification phase of PCM. The MDD programme was originally based on investigation

the accumulation of information in order to learn more about a subject. Oweaitse it has

also moved into formal research. Research according to the established scientific method is a
highly focussed and directed activity. A carefully defined "research question" is posed which
can be answered, usually this involves proposihgpmthesis and then seeking to disprove
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the hypothesis. It is only by this narrow and focussed approach that significant progress can
be made over time. The work is published with the intention of informing a peer group of
researchers who can duplicate £xperiments in order to verify the results.

The choice of research topics should, in parallel to the interventions, take into account needs
analysis, risk analysis and cost efficiency analysis of the proposed work, i.e. the likelihood
that it will hawe a siginificant and usefolutcomein the field, and other similar programming
factors including funding constraints. The cost, and the time taken, ediieikethe field,

even if research is successful, may be significant. It will usually be necéssaaje the

case for research to donerthis is essentially no different from the justification of the

research which should be prepared from a programming point of view. Donors also need to
be kept informed of progress and to be persuaded of theitserfehe work if they are to

support it. The present REST research appears to provide no interim feedback to donors and
is not mentioned on the website.

Appreciation, by GICHD staff, by donors and by the Mine Action community in general, of

the difficuity of actually using research results in the field seems to have increased and as a
conseguence there appears to be a corresponding decrease in enthusiasm for new research and
a desire to focus resources on other areas.

A further reason for the reluetee of donors to fund research may be the strongly negative
experience of the amount of money that has been spent with little or no results in mine
detection technology research. To counter this, research needs to be carefully costed and a
detailed and radistic appraisal of the intendeditcomé and as far as possible timepactof

the research on field practitionershould precede the work. Indeed, it is now widely
recognised in the parallel field of Mine Action Technology research that an effective
partnership between field practitioners, researchers and donors is an esserdgiplipre.

There may be difficult choices to be made in attracting funding for research which may take
some time: many funders prefer to support mine clearance andseatale. However it

appears that the Centre has a very good relationship with donors and a unique position of
being regarded as impartiathis opens possibilities for the arguments for mid to long term
cost savings being taken seriously.

REST cost/benei

The costs of a research programme should be commensurate with the potential benefits.
Clearly, it is the nature of research that the outcome cannot be fully known until the research
is done. However, careful formulation of the research programmeatioeseasonable
predictions to be made. In the case of the REST programme in particular, the potential
benefits are enormous. Improving Area Reduction is arguably the most important issue in the
costs of mine clearance. Once the approximate locationnes is known then methods and
technologies to remove them are available. The potential cost savings resulting from
significant improvements to Area Reduction are staggersignificantly improved Area

Reduction could cut clearance costs by perh@ps o 90%. Detailed information on

potential savings, obtained by such methods as modelling and sensitivity analysis, should be a
precursor to the research, ngi@sthocjustification. Secondly, donors and field operators
should have enough accesshis information to be able to make informed choices as to the
benefits of being partners in the research. And finally, the sheer scale of possible savings, if
REST can be improved to a point where it is demonstrably useful in rigorous trials as an Area
Reduction tool, suggest that the REST research programme of the GICHD is underfunded and
underprioritised.

The current REST programme focusses on one aspect of REST, animal detection. Even if
this technology is developed to a point where it is relidisest will still be a number of other

29



Evaluation of GICHD CONFIDENTIAL (When completed) April 2007

areas for research (such as sampling vapour and particles into filters, for example) before
REST can be used in the field. For example, the Activity report for 2006 (Draft) reports that
comparative trials between anilm@and gas chromatographs for REST were delayed to await
the refinement of a dusbllection device. REST will not be fielgseful until these problems
have been resolved and there appears to be insufficient sigstelnplanning and especially

no Criticd Path Analysis in place to ensure that key research results are not made unusable
due to secondary factors. If results are to be of value in the field in a useful time scale, then a
more holistic approach to REST may need to be taken, keeping in mioettadl problem.

All areas where research and development are known to be needed should be defined and
planning undertakenin particular Critical Path Analysigto identify the resources and time
needed to arrive at a fieldable solution. If suclan analysis shows that current expectations
are unrealistic then a difficult decision about abandoning the research will have to be taken

promptly.

8 Underlying research needs

8.1 MRE

The whole MRE programme is based on the assumption that MRE of a cqrtaimasks.

This evaluation does not seek to support or deny this assumption. However, it is important to
note that it is currently aassumptiorand no more however reasonable the case in favour
appears to be. MRE assumiinat the activities undertak do indeed lead to the desired
behaviour changes in enough people to justify the cost of the activities. Impartial evidence
for the efficacy of MRE is urgently required, though very difficult to obtain. There has been
a substantial amount of researntthe parallel field of education about the risk of HIV (e.g
UNICEF's study "Does knowledge equal change?") and there is a considerable body of
research on theory of learning and behaviour change. From these it appears that there is a
weak correlation beteen education and behaviour change which takes time to develop,
though his is not universally agreed.

During the field work for this evaluatiahbecame clear that, in Cambodia, two major

agencies have stopped conducting MRE interventions becadealus in its effectiveness,

and much is made of the fact that, in Cambodi a
received MRE trainingo. On the other hand, MR
easy to calculate the threshold which would make M&fteffectivei a threshold that

would be quite low according to initial estimates. One of these agencies commented that, if

they had evidence of this they would reconstitute MRE activities. Yet, even in the face of the

evidence that there is doubt in timne action community, GICHD continues to operate on

the assumption that MRE is effective, without explicitly recognising that this is an

assumption. There is therefore a case for GICHD to conduct research, or to promote or

coordinate research into tirapactof MRE and its coseffectiveness, in order to provide the

necessary objective data that would help program managers assess the design of their

interventions. GICHD is in a unique position because of its recognised impartiality. Even if

the Centre des not conduct research itself, the association of the GICHD with a research

project in some form of partnership or consortium would appear to add considerable authority

to the results.

Given the substantial amount of work and resources that the GIC$i@edécated to MRE
there is an issue of setiterest in providing the evidence to support the MRE work that has
been done, anitlwould seem appropriate s@ekrigorous evidence to disprove the
hypothesis that MRE has little or mpacton mine accidestand numbers of direct mine
victims, and also to make use of mechanisms to relateutiscemesnd possiblémpactto

the cost of the intervention.Collaborative approaches to this key research, involving (for
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example) academic institutions, field paats, donors, and the GICHD may be a potential
solution.

If in the future a detailed and rigorous study is able to demonstrate that MRE has only a very
limited impact and is not cost effective, then the underlying assumptions on which the current
MRE progamme are based would be seriously challenged

8.2 MDD

One major mine action implementing agent has declared, repeatedly, that it does not believe
that MDD work reliably enough that they can be considered as useful under any
circumstances, and some otheiaier agencies have expressed serious doubts. The large
agency, which commands respect in terms of its size and age, communicates this view
forcefully to the same donor community that GICHD and MDD users rely on for funding.
Individual donor representatis are faced with problems agymmetric informatiom that

they know far less about mine action than the implementing agencies or GICHD, and as a
result they often rely on GICHD for impatrtial advice. On this issue they receive conflicting
advice sincelte GICHD has taken the position that dogs are a useful tool and another
authoritative source assures them that dogs are not useful. Operating on the implicit
assumption that dogs work and hoping that critics will change and eventually agree, is not
likely to resolve this debate, and it would be a real service to the donor community to provide
objective evidence to assist in resolving the debate. Dog proponents have commented that
resolution of this issue would help them make the case for greater invesimeaog

projects.

Again, the GICHD is uniquely positioned to participate in the design and set up of rigorous
trials on fAneut r al oblind#ials) and ioviteyobséryers fomeall abl y doub
interested parties.

9 Cross -cutting Issues

9.1 FINANCIAL REPORTING AND TRANSPARENCY

The annual report gives overall summary financial figures, but it would be helpful to indicate
some more detail. Staff indicated that the accounting system currently used makes it difficult
- if not impossible- to actally identify the true cost of the MRE and MDD programmes as

the core funding support to these programmes is not identified. Thus answering the key
guestions on cost benefit analysis of programmes is not straightforward and may not be
entirely feasible.This is unsatisfactory from a planning point of view.

The most recent annual report, 2005, states "The Centre's 2005 accounts report financial
resources of CHF 21,3 million" with "75,8 per cent for operational assistance, 12,5 per cent
for research actities" i.e. 16,1 million CHF for Operational Assistance and 2,7 million CHF

for Research. Presenting the budget in this way is of course quite correct, but not helpful at
al | to readers interested in |learnkEng about th
programmes. A clearer presentation and especially some more detail would be welcomed by
many respondents, and might go a long way to defusing some stbomgoorly informed

criticism that was heard about how much GICHD is spending. The MDD and MRE
programmes account for only a small part of the total expenditure. GICHD clearly has a very
good relationship with donors, and a strong competitive advantage in being able to subsidise
activities of both MDD and MRE from the core budget by, for exanmalging research and
training staff from core funds and not project funds.
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It seems likely that the GICHD could obtain some real benefits from much higher level of
transparency for these programmdge that practised by the EC for example. Typicdatiigt

would result in making public, in addition to the outline project information and contact

person which is already available, donor(s), amount donated, and contribution from core
funds. There seems to be so much to gain from releasing this infornfiasioorn the general
principle of accountability for public money, and secondly to improve the image of the

GICHD which has far less funding for programmes like MDD and MRE than most critics
seem to imagine. It is difficult to understand why the cost®@MRE or MDD programmes
should not be published on the GICHD website, even if there is no legal requirement to do so.

9.2 COMPETITION WITH OTHER PROVIDERS

One of the secondary questions asked in the ToOR was to idértifg what degree ar e
Ce nt r dcésdn campetition to, complementary to, or distinct from services provided by
ot her specialised mine action organisationso.

During the evaluation, questions on this topic were asked in interviews to seek a broad range
of responses to this question. dathe strongest critics of the Centre were broadly agreed on
its unique position and reputation for impartiality and detailed investigations. The GICHD
appears to have succeeded in establishing an identity which sets it apart, and there was
generally clar recognition of the different roles and capacities of the UN services, JMU,
Cranfield and other institutions.

The more developed the partnership was between an organisation and the GICHD then,
generally, the stronger the positive opinion of the uniguee of the GICHD. At least two
interpretations of this are possible (i) that as organisations develop a partnership with the
GICHD they develop a more positive opinion of the Centre or (ii) there are a number of
organisations with a neutral or negatitew of the Centre who choose not to develop
partnerships and deliberately maintain a more distant relationship.

The view was also expressed that the GICHD has been a pioneer of some dctivities
especially in MRE and MDD and it is inevitable that o#n institutions will seek to expand

their range of activities to compete. There appears to be some anecdotal evidence to support
this view, and it is a further argument in favour of (i) the current process of change at the
Centre which will continue to gport innovation and (i) the rigorous use of formal planning
toolsi discussed in detail elsewhere in this repab that the Centre can address issues of
efficiencyand provide objective arguments in favour of the approaches chosen by the GICHD
beingrmt j ust fAgood enougho but Aopti mal 0.

10 Implementation

This evaluation has concentrated on the programming phase of the project cycle, both in
response to the Terms of Reference and also because initial analysis showed it to be the area
of greatest concern

There are, in addition, a number of points to be made about implementation.

GICHD senior staff are very busy, and the Heads of Sector are both heavily involved in, and
focussed on, technical work. This may not be the best use of their time, andreang@ to

the activities of these key staff may be necesianys is clearly an issue which requires very
careful consideration, but a move away from technical intervention and towards programme
management appears to be essential.
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The present focus anultiple, frequent, but very short field visits by senior staff to undertake
technical tasks should be critically examined. For the MDD prograncoresiderable doubts
were raised during the field visits, as well as in some interviews and questioraiaingsthe
technical effectiveness of some of the interventions, which may be due to the fact that
GICHD staff are unable to spend enough time in the field interfacing at a technical level and
in practice spend more time with national manag&he amounbf travel imposes a heavy

load on those concerned.

This constant travelling to undertake technical tasks appears to leave too little time available

for other key work. Programming, planning, evaluation, financial planning, fundraising and
communicatios do not appear to currently receive the same level of attention as technical

work and travelling. At present thesand especially programming, communications and

evaluationi appear to be having a limiting effect on the success of the programnes. Iti

clear to the evaluation team that the limits of ttdshociit e c hni cal f ocusd appro
have been reached and a substantial (and possibly quite painful) change is required. For

senior staff, programme management skills are now more imporgantighd knowledge of

dogs or how to teach an MRE course.

A new communications paradigm is requifegrobably one in which the GICHD facilitates
technical experts having direct contact with each other. Increased direct contact between
skilled practitoners outside the GICHD appears to be necessary to reduce the workload of the
GICHD (as well as improve results, as is argued elsewhere in this report).

The MRE team were unconvinced of the value of such a change, and stated their conviction
that neone dse is currently capable of training to the same standard as the GICHD team,
which has over 30 perserears of experienceand felt that it would be a significant effort to
train further personnel to the same levéhe evaluation team does not entirghare this

view and considers that the Centre could potentially provide better value by being a catalyst,
developing methods and materials and providing-tegbl training to develop a new

generation of MRE experts from mine affected countries who cealthrthe same level of
proficiency as the GICHD staff. The MRE team expressed strong opinions about this issue in
interviews. A review of planning for the next three to five years of the MRE programme, in
close collaboration with partners from mine aféetcountries, might help to resolve this

issue and continue to develop the GICHD programme.

11 Evaluation issues

Internal evaluation of programmes can be a sensitive iSue subject matter experts who

run programmes need to work closely with evaluagigperts so that evaluation is undertaken

using a fAbinomed whi ch isnccdssuddperslson bothhCriticglpes of
evaluation of the work of colleagues in the same institution is not always easy.

The GICHD has very strong evaluationliskavailable in house. However, these are
apparently not being well used in the case of the MDD and MRE programmeshsiree t
appears to be no formal system for using the evaluation as a key contribution to planning.
Evaluation is only valuable if thresults can be used to bring about change, and the project
cycle process does not at present appear to use evaluation results as effectively as it could.

For MRE, MAS14.20 provides guidance on the evaluation of mine risk education
programmes and projectthe "purpose of evaluations is to assessdhe of MRE
programmes and to confirm whether MRE projects have been conducted as planned” ...
"confirm whether they have satisfied the needs and priorities of the affected populations".
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Effective evaludion implies answers to question early in the project cycle, such as

- were the programmes set up in such a way that it would be possible to measure the outputs?
- were the desired outputs known at the start?

- do the actual outputs match the desired dstu

- how were the desired outputs determined, who was involved and what was the basis?

- if the desired outputs were not achieved then why not, and was the actual output useful?

An increased emphasiisnoonp aervta |loufa hptravoagtivigsm nae si, b uai nl ¢

to be undertaken at the end (when it is often to late to make any real contribution) would

appear to be useful, as would greater iintegrat

phases of planning. The evaluation team was left wihnipression that both the MRE and
MDD programmes did not make good use of evaludtione obviousxample of this is the
limited use of information about how many copies of each publication were being ordered or
being downloaded from the websité¢his would provide a simple indicator of user interest

and demand which could have informed future programming.

It is hoped that the current changes being put in place by the Director will lead to increased
emphasis being placed on evaluation as an integrabpprogrammes and a key planning
tool.

12 Conclusions

There is no doubt that the GICHD has made significant contributions to MRE and MDD and
is adding value in both of these areas. The Centre is well respected and widely regarded as
impartial. The stdies that have been published are generally (though not universally)
regarded as good quality and detailed. The significant contribution to the development of
IMAS is recognised.

However, there is significant and consistent evidence that the GICHD douhdre with the
available resources, principally through a reform of the strategic and programme level
planning processes. The lack of formal and transparent planning processes has negative
conseguences for many aspects of the MRE and MDD programmeseftimency methods
have not been used, and prioritisation based on objective criteria and methods has not been
developed. Monitoring and evaluation are not fully used.

Communications are a weak point, and this can at times exacerbate the criticedlad at

the Centre, not all of which are objective. Poor communication probably reducegdbmne

of the work and may be a factor in creating a dnaslifference between stakeholders who

are able to collaborate with the Centre and see the bewietits programmes, and those who

fail to make contact and can feel marginalizgtlis latter group were represented in the

people interviewed, questionnaire respondents and during the field visits. Key tools like the
website are underaluedi a shiftin priorities is now needed away from technical work and
towards planning, managing, and communicating within the programmes and from the
programmes to the broader Mine Action community. New communication paradigms, such
as direct fho weenfeldtusars, ae urgentlyt naecled to lnlexelop improve
ways of working and reduce the workload on
model of communication is no longer adequate and imposes a heavy load on the GICHD staff
who act as messengers.

The Centre is going through a period of significant change, and the Director is leading a move
away from thead hocmethods that have been used since-gadnd towards building a
high-quality institution A number of the points noted in this evaluatawve already being
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considered as part of the current process of change. These changes reflect the growing
maturity of both Mine Action in general and the GICHD in particular, and the evaluation
teams intends this report to support these changes.

Thecurrent REST research programme was welcomed by the evaluation team who consider it
as addressing a key issue. The GICHD is also uniquely placed to be able to play a crucial role
in research into the two important unresolved questions: (i) is theraegitieat MRE is

effective, and costffective, in producing behaviour change ? and (ii) can dogs be shown in
independent trials to be effective and reliable at locating mines ?

13 Recommendations

1 Implement three major programme planning techniquesn the GICHD planning of
the MRE and MDD programmes:

i) Aninitial assessment of requirements usiagformal needs analysisb- risk analysis
andi c- costeffectiveness analysigy determine the likelputcomgand wherever
possible thempac) of interventions on the productivity of selected target
programmes (MRE and MDD). This will then permit the proposed interventions (at
an overall programme level) to be prioritised. This should be done in close
consultation with end users, and based on identifieg needs.

i)  Project cycle managemeinat the overall multyear programme levelto break up
interventions into well defined manageable phases which can then be implemented
using this rigorous and wellocumented process.

iii) Use of the Logical Framework &assist in measuring progress and ensuring projects
deliver the anticipated results.

Implementation of this recommendation will require a wide range of activities including staff
training, and significant changes to the current informal ways of planifinig.is the single
key recommendationf this evaluation.

2 Significantly improve communications:

Including:

- improve contact with potential partners who may need assistance in requesting their first
intervention by the Centre.

- re-consider languageandea ns |l ati on i ssues, including a i c
document so held on GI CHD or ot her websites, z
increase accessibility. Assess demand for translation using objective criteria and develop
ways to prioritise @nslation where it will have the greatest impact.

- develop the website from its current state of an archive of printed documents to take real
advantage of WWW technologies. Provide user feedback mechanisms and monitor them.

Ensure that the website is tgpdate as well as offering legacy data and publications.
Involve endusers in improving the website design. Provide alternative narrow
bandwidth download alternatives wherever possible.

3 Improve the use of evaluation to influence planning:

Including
- make more use of existing GICHD evaluation capacity in collaboration with the MDD
and MRE domains, recognising the fAbinomeo of

evaluation skills needed.
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- Aclose the | oopd in the prpapnegt cycle to use
- develop evaluation as an integral part of programme and project design.

4 Support stake holderefficiencyin MRE and MDD use:

Including:

- develop rigorous and accessible methods to assist donors and program managers
determine the cost effecimess of dogs and their likeéimpacton productivity.

- conduct research into the casfectiveness of MRE (in part dependent on the results of
research into causality) to support the design of optimal MRE programmes offering the
greatest codbenefit.

5 Support limited-scope critical research where it is clearly justified:

- use cost benefit analysis, impact analysis, and similar techniques, to decide on key
research areas.

- continue, and if necessary increase, the current tifhtlyssed REST research
programme in order to get an unequivocal result in a short time frame on the specific key
guestion of the use of dogs in Area Reduction.

- seek ways to address the two underpinning research questions of MRE and MDD (which
may include collaboration in researdn,assisting others to undertake the research)

o Conduct research into the catsm®teffect relationship between MRE
interventions and casualtigacluding relativeeffectivenesgost benefit) of
different techniques.

0 Support (possibly: facilitate aonduct) rigorous (probably double blind)
testing on MDD, involving critical agencies, to definitively resolve at a
scientific level the ongoing controversy about MBffectiveness

6 Re-assess intervention strategy

Including:

- Reform the intervention plan yICHD staff to provide clearer differentiation between
high level strategic advice at national level, and technical interventions (to assist MDD
trainers and handlers or to deliver technical MRE training).

- Develop increased support for the large numbenadfusers who depend on GICHD
publications but do not seek any other direct assistance. Ensure publications are reaching
those who can most benefit from them.

- Develop ways to facilitate Ahorizontal 6 cont
forums, focussed newsletters, etc. Aim to develop a new paradigm for communications
(recommendation 2, above) and interventions,

model which has GICHD at the centre, and instead encourages and facilitates
stakeholdeto-st&keholder contact.

14 List of Annexes

Annex A List of Interviewees.

Annex B Summary of Field visit to Bosnia

Annex C Summary of Field visit to Cambodia

Annex D Key documents

Annex E MDD Questionnaire (English language version)
Annex F MRE Questionnaire (&glish language version)
Annex G Brief summary of questionnaire results
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Annex A List of Interviewees

People interviewed during the field visits to Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Cambodia are
listed as appropriate in annexes B and C. This list includedtminterviews conducted in

Geneva or by phone.

GICHD Staff,

Consultants, Former Staf

Conny Aakerblom
Cornelio Sommaruga
Elke Hottentot

Eric Filippino

Fiaz Paktian

Harvard Bach

lan Mansfield

Lesley Macinnessillies
Max Jones

Paddy Blagden
Stephan Nellen
Stuart Maslen

Sylvie Holloway

Ted Paterson

Others

Adriano Gongalves
Balbina Malhieros Dias
Bounpone Sayasenh
Brig. Gen. Lok Bahadur
Thapa

Emmanuel Sauvage
Etsay Gebreselassie
Henri Soulard

Krishanti Weerakon
Luz Piedad Herrera
Mohammad Breikat

Mohammad Sediq
Olaf Juegensen
Orlaith Gallagher
Reuben McCarthy
Rob White

Rotha Chan

Sebastian Kasak
Steinar Essén

Mine Detection Dogs

President of the Council of Foundation
Training Coordinator

Head of Som-Economic Section
Head of Standards/UXO

Head of Operational Methods
Operations Director

Publications

Vapour Detection

Consultant, former GICHD

Director

Consultant

Web site

Head of Evaluation and Assessment

Director, CNIDAH, Angola

National Programme Coordinator, CNIDAH, Angola
National Programme Director, UXQao

Director of Engineers, Nepal

HI, Bosnia

Ethiopian Mine Action Office, Director General
AISP Mines, Chargé de Missions

UNDP Mine Action, Sri Lanka

Director, National Landmines Observatory, Colombia
Director, National Committee for Demining and
Rehabilitation, Jordan

Chief of Operations, UNMACA; Afghanistan

CTA NCDR, Jordan

UNICEF, Ethiopia

UNICEF, New York

Director of Operations, MAG

Director of Social Economic planning and database
management, Cambodia

MRE Research Coordimat, Landmine Monitor

NPA Senior Advisor Landmines
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Annex B Summary of Bosnia and Herzegovina  Field
Evaluation

April 2007

14.1 METHODOLOGY
The Bosnia and Herzegovina Field Evaluation consisted of three distinct elements. These
were:

¢ Distribution of the MRE and MDD questionnaires to all stakeholders who could be
identified.

¢ Interviews with representatives of key stakeholders in and near Sarajevo (less than 2
hours drive).

o Field visits to NPA dog teams operating near Sarajevo and the NPA Gtapahthing
centre in Sarajevo and the MDDC dog training centre. The CIDC dog training facilities
were not visited due to the travel time but the office in Sarajevo was visited.

14.2 INTERVIEWEES

Organisationsnterviewed included:
¢ BHMAC - Bosnia and Herzegma Mine Action Centré headquarters staff.
¢ BHMAC i mine dog accreditation staff
¢ MDDC 1 Mine Detection Dog Centrietraining centre for dogs for the SE Europe
region.
e CIDCi Candian International Demining Corpsnine detection dog training
e NorwegianPepl| edbs Aid (NPA) Gl obal dog training ce
¢ United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) staff seconded to BHMAC.

14.3 BRIEF SUMMARY OF RESULTS

There are no fewer than three dog training facilities in Bosnia and Herzegovind (fibl)

train dogs for local ancegional use and the third, the NPA world training centre, trains dogs
that are used in other countries by NPA. All three are sizeable programmes. Most of the
GICHD contact has been with the NPA centre which has had strong synergy with the GICHD
progranme. There appears to be a good working relationship between the (mostly US
funded) MDDC and (mostly Canadian funded) CIDC. However neither of these
organisations has a really sound relationship with the GICHD. Both would like very much
more contact withhe Centre and found the GICHD approach of working closely with the

NPA but not visiting the other nearby dog training schools regularly as not helpful.

All the organisations spoke highly of the influence of IMAS and accreditation in improving
standard and removing dubious operators.

BHMAC staff considered the contribution of GICHD to improving the use of dogs as very
important. They noted that GICHD staff had used elements from the BiH standards in
developing IMAS.

The GICHD MDD web pages were redad as not very useful, especially for people without
a high level of English, but a regular short newsletter was suggested by more than one
respondent as a potential way to improve communications.
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Annex C Summary of Cambodia Field Evaluation
May 2007

14.4 METHODOLOGY
The Cambodia Field Evaluation consisted of three distinct elements. These were:

¢ Distribution of the MRE and MDD questionnaires to all stakeholders in Cambodia

¢ Informal interviews with representatives of key stakeholders in Phnom Penh and Siem
Reap

e Field visits to Cambodian Mine Action Centre (CMAC) dog training facilities in
Kampong Chhnang, and CMAC dog teams in Battambang Province.

14.5 INTERVIEWEES

Organisationsnterviewed included:

Bactec International

Cambodian Mine Action Authority (CMAA)

Cambodian Mine Action Centre (CMAC)

HALO Trust

Mines Advisory Group (MAG)

Nor wegi an Peoplebds Aid (NPA)

United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)

Uni ted Nations Childrenés Fund (UNI CEF)

14.6 BRIEF SUMMARY OF RESULTS

There are a number of threads that rundbh the stakeholder interviews. With one

exception, all stakeholders welcomed the work of GICHD at a strategic and policy level, and
their role in the development and maintenance of IMAS was welcomed. One respondent also
commented that GICHD are usefulasource of consultancy as they are free to the recipient
agency.

However, their intervention at a technical level received less praise, and in some cases their

activities in Cambodia were the subject of unequivocal criticism. In the opinion of the

interviewer, the objective, positive contributions of GICH®ere devaluei in the context

of Cambodia at lea$tby a subjective but nevertheless common attitude of field staff that

Gl CHD personnel (in general) weitudetédr emoted and
communications with the stakeholders (i.e. that they wait for the mine action agencies to

contact them, rather than take a proactive or clieignted approach to seeking potential

subjects for GICHD involvement).

™ The mine action community is notorious for its willingness to vocalise dissatisfaction, and it was
noted by the Inteiewer that, whilst the scope of this evaluation, and its limit to the subjects of MRE
and MDD was clearly statetliring every interviewmany interviewees took the opportunity to voice
their dissatisfaction with other projects implemented by GICHD (mathel management of IMSMA),
and it is felt that these general and subjective criticisrmgovershadowpositive contributionby
GICHD.
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