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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 review,  in-depth interview,  and a 

questionnaire.  This was supported by field visits to two mine affected countries. 

 

The scope of the evaluation was (i) an assessment of the MDD and MRE programmes in 

terms of their outcomes and (ii) an ñanalysis of the programming and project-cycle processesò 

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 team consistently 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 uniquely placed to respond to this. 

 

The evaluation team used an evidence-based 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 process of 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 the forward-

looking evaluation 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 spirit of Kaizen (ñcontinuous improvementò) and 

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 already recognised 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 made 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 appears to be consistent evidence that this contribution has been ñsub-

optimalò in the sense that significantly more could probably have been achieved with the 

same resources, principally by a more rigorous approach to planning and more attention 

to cost efficiency.  

The GICHD was widely perceived as an independent and politically unbiased organization 

which had conducted accurate and detailed studies.  

End users appear to be divided on their opinions on other issues and there appears to be an 

ñinsiderò group who generally have a lot of contact with the GICHD and are well 

satisfied and positive, but an ñoutsiderò group with less contact who are not so content 

and more critical.  Some respondents reported difficulty in achieving improved contact. 

Multi -year programme development  (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 benefit from substantial improvement. 
 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 poorly informed comment.   

 The ñproject cycleò was not used to advantage, especially in the formulation (multi-year 

programme) phase, and in failing to close the loop to use feedback to reformulate 

strategy.  

Despite the general move away from research and investigation, 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 (as appropriate) of 

GICHD, covered by this evaluation. 

Project will be used to mean one particular self-contained part of the work of a programme, 

usually with a single funding source, either during a single year or multi-annual. 

Beneficiaries will be used to mean direct beneficiaries within the programme or receiving direct 

benefit.  All Beneficiaries who are not directly involved in the programmes, for 

example the population of a mine/UXO affected region will be identified as ñIndirect 

Beneficiariesò.  Organisations which are  either outside 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, Activities, 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 sub-set of stakeholders, usually 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 accepted Development Evaluation Criteria
1
 of: Relevance, Effectiveness, Efficiency, Impact and 

Sustainability will 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 and policies of the target 

group, recipient and donor.͖ 

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

Efficiency Efficiency measures the outputs -- qualitative and quantitative -- in relation to the 

inputs. It is an economic 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 process has 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, environmental 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 funding has 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, organizing (and 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 it.  Research builds on existing knowledge and is tested by 

publication of results for peer review.

                                                      
1
 See, for example the OECD introduction to Development Evaluation at 

http://www.oecd.org/document/22/0,2340,en_2649_34435_2086550_1_1_1_1,00.html which 

offers definitions of all these terms and further documents on development evaluation. 

http://www.oecd.org/document/22/0,2340,en_2649_34435_2086550_1_1_1_1,00.html
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0.1 ABBREVIATIONS  
 

 

  

CEA Cost Efficiency Analysis 

CL Community Liaison 

EDD Explosive Detection Dog (often a synonym for MDD ï but EDD also covers dogs, 

for example, used at airports, and an MDD may be trained on a ñbouquetò that does 

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 
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1 Introduction  
 

 

1.1 OBJECTIVES , SCOPE AND AIM 
 

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

- To assess the results achieved by specific GICHD programmes products or services 

- To strengthen the GICHD focus on, and contributions toward the achievement of good 

outcomes in the field. 

  

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

- An assessment of the MDD and MRE programmes in terms of their outcomes
2
. 

- An ñanalysis of the programming and project-cycle processesò of the MRE and MDD 

programmes. 

 

In short, the overall goal of this evaluation is to assess whether these two GICHD 

programmes ñhave made a differenceò ï especially as far as the end-users are concerned. 

 

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?  The objectives suggest that this question should be asked of 

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

funders.  What constitutes a ñgood outcome in the fieldò may be different for different 

stakeholders and should be defined for each group.  This is a key issue to be addressed in the 

evaluation: defining what constitutes a ñgood outcomeò is not only necessary but should help 

illuminate and explain some of the difference in perception of the GICHD between different 

stakeholders that was identified in the 2004 report - and 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?  This means the ñright 

programmeò in terms of the defined strategy and goals of the GICHD; developing the overall 

strategy formed an important part of the previous evaluation in 2004 and will not form part of 

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

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

 

The Aim  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 Risk Education (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 the impact of MDD, and especially MRE, led the GICHD to 

a choice of evaluation of outcomes  for the ToR. 
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- the Centre is going through a process of ñformalisationò or ñinstitutionalisationò.  
Initially, not only was the GICHD a new foundation, but Mine Action itself was a new 

discipline.  There was relatively little in the way of formal procedures, structures and 

publications.  When the GICHD was founded it had to move in ñuncharted watersò and 

responded by an emphasis of hiring people who already had experience in this new field 

and letting them ñget on with the job.ò  The situation has now substantially changed but 

the Centre has not yet finished moving from the original ad hoc model for choosing areas 

of interest, for appointing staff, for allocating priorities 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 not 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 rapidly moving from an investigation phase where information is 

gathered, some research undertaken and information is systematically ordered, to a 

dissemination phase where the collected information is used to support and enhance mine 

action programmes. There is 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 substantial effort 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 currently being implemented.  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, are also 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 undertaken in this 

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 important 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 received ï though  

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 as ñporous boundariesò and eliminates the 

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 together ï there was very serious 

fragmentation and little communication previously.   

- Standards and Accreditation have been developed, accepted and applied world-wide. 

- Significant improvements training and operating methodology have been developed and 

published ï the use of MDD is moving from an ñartò to a ñscienceò which has generally 
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agreed techniques although 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 as positive 

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. 

- Support has been given to dog programmes in a number of countries ï at times 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 be funded (though this has not been substantiated with 

quantitative 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 documents (in English) have been developed 

ï especially the ñInternational Mine Action Standards for Mine Risk Education - Best 

practice guidebooks (November 2005).ò  The Guidebooks are widely regarded as a key 

reference by many MRE programme planners (but are also regarded as without real value 

by a significant minority). 

- A range 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 and training. 

- A significant number of interventions have been made in mine affected countries. High 

quality 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 and invited 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 type, proposed 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.  It is not known 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 analysis 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 of ñThe Project Cycle
3
ò. The resulting tabulation is included in the following 

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): 

 

Diagram 1  

 

The EC project cycle management loop ï see 

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/qsm/project_en.htm and 

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/qsm/documents/pcm_manual_2004_en.pdf 

 

                                                      
3
 Many institutions and organisations insist on the use Project Cycle Management (PCM) 

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.   

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/qsm/project_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/qsm/documents/pcm_manual_2004_en.pdf
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Questions in ToR PCM phase ToR scope, 

part 1 or 2 

Are the programmes implementing the GICHD 

overall strategy of supporting ñfaster, cheaper, 

more effective, mine action.ò   

Programming 1 

Are new programmes being identified in a strategic 

manner? 

Identification 2 

Are the activities complementary to or in 

competition with other mine action organisations? 

Identification 1 

Are the programmes relevant to stakeholder needs 

and capabilities?  

Formulation 1 

Are new initiatives well designed with concrete 

objectives and a clear understanding of which 

stakeholders will benefit?  

Formulation 2 

Are the stakeholder and target audience needs 

being met? 

Implementation 1 

Do the GICHDôs products and services reach the 

intended users/audiences?    

Implementation 2 

Are new products and services delivered in a 

timely and cost-effective manner 

Evaluation 2 

Are GICHDôs products and services being used by 

field programmes? 

Evaluation 2 

Do GICHD management and staff learn from both 

success and failure? 

Evaluation 2 

 

 

Evaluation criteria  

 

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

table below: 
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The Evaluation Criteria in the ToR request: 

 

Evaluation 

Objective as 

stated in ToR 

Principal 

Criteria stated in 

ToR 

Key questions to be answered (indicative list only ï final list to be prepared for the 

Inception Report in discussion with the GICHD.) 
Phase of PCM 

cycle 

Results achieved 

from MRE and 

MDD 

programmes 

 

- Appropriateness 

of outputs 

- Effectiveness 

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

Do the ñoutputs achievedò match the ñoutputs proposedò in the plan? 

 

Do different stakeholders have varying views on the outputs and outcomes? 
 

Would other outputs have been more likely to achieve the desired outcome? 
 

Could the same outputs have been achieved more quickly or at lower cost? 
 

Is the benefit of the outcome (for which the outputs are needed) proportionate to the cost 

and effort? 

Formulation 
 

Implementation  
 

Evaluation 
 

Evaluation, programming 
 

Evaluation 

Analysis of 

programming and 

project-cycle 

processes 

Relevance 

Comparative 

advantage 

Effectiveness 

Was the already-established strategy of GICHD reflected in these programmes? 
 

Was PCM fully implemented at all stages, including ñclosing the loopò for feedback?  
 

Which phases of the PCM cycle were found to be the most difficult to implement and 

why? 
 

Did PCM yield the desired results? Was the process properly understood and well 

implemented? Should a different project management method be considered in future? 

Formulation 
 

Evaluation 
 

Evaluation 
 

 

Evaluation 

Baseline data for 

future evaluations 
Usefulness for 

evaluation 

Has data been identified in the course of this evaluation which could benefit future 

evaluations (either 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 and 

organizing it? 
 

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

Evaluation (all questions) 
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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 Consulting).  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 MDD and MRE programmes 

that it is necessary to be highly selective in reading (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 programmes was also examined in some detail but the rest of the 

website only viewed more briefly. 

 

A number of key internal reports, formal published reports (e.g. activity reports) and other 

documents concerned with the administration and management of the two programme 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 phone were identified by the GICHD 

staff as ñkey respondentsò in order to ensure that interviews were conducted with people who 

had sufficient contact with the Centre to be able to provide relevant information.  This may 

result in some positive bias in the evaluation.   

 

Face-to-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 view from the 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 were also interviewed 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 as possible, 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 the maximum 

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 have a more 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, by e-mail and the world-wide-web. This was aimed at programme 

directors and also the management level immediately below directors: project managers and 

field implementers.  The questionnaire was translated into French, Portuguese, Spanish and 

Arabic to make it as accessible as 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 views about the programmes.  The 

questionnaires offer the chance for people who are not well-known to the GICHD, but may 

also have views that are useful or important, to comment. 

 

The first part of the questionnaire asked questions about the contact between the respondent 

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 point ï strongly disagree ï to 5 points ï strongly agree - with the statement.  

To simplify analysis all the statements were positive remarks, which introduces a slight 

positive bias.  The questionnaire was indicative and aimed to support the interviews and 

provide guidance about areas where change may be 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 of the target of a total of 40 questionnaires set out in the Inception Report.    

The results of the questionnaire will be used as indicative  to support the analysis based on 

interviews and to discover if there is a noticeable difference between the GICHD selected 

interviewees and the voluntary ï and small ï group of questionnaire respondents. 

 

The questionnaire had self-evaluation questions at the end, respondents were encouraged to 

select more than one category.  The results were overwhelmingly positive as tabulated below.  

This suggests that such a survey ï while clearly only representing a minority of people who 

have contact with GICHD ï is a useful tool and one which GICHD might usefully consider 

developing as part of an evaluation and feedback mechanism.  The relevance 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 1 ï 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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- ñcalibratingò the interview and survey results against a more detailed examination of the 
situation in mine affected countries. 

- adding a detailed ñsnapshotò of the dynamics between GICHD and other organisations 

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 were also 

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 and have had 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 possible.  Key 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 findings 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 from the questionnaires.  The 

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 and, in line with 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 ï 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 Communication in MRE Programmes.  English, Arabic, Vietnamese 

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 not be found on 

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 Herzegovina.  Paper and electronic 

download.  English and French. 

 

Mine Detection Dogs: Operations ï Case studies of operational systems.  Electronic 

download only.  English only. 

 

Mine Detection Dogs: Training, Operations and Odour Detection.  Electronic download only.  

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 publications is outside the scope of this evaluation.  It 

became clear from 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 of the Centre. 

 

The Centre has developed a distinguishable ñhouse styleò for publications   The MRE 

publications  have few illustrations, though some of the MDD publications are a real contrast 

to this ï for example the ñTraining of Mine Detection Dogs in Bosnia and Herzegovinaò 

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 improve the writing and develop ñplain Englishò reporting.   A lighter 

style and simpler language, together with more illustrations as appropriate, would make the 

publications easier for many non-native English speakers. The attention currently being given 

to this is particularly welcomed
4
.  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 discover any particular problems for (a) non-native English speakers and 

(b) people who have had little previous contact with the GICHD on a topic.  Such a two-way 

relationship in developing publications ï especially the shorter ñfield guideò type brochures 

and booklets - would appear to be an integral part of partnerships with 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 controversial than the 

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 a clear idea of the 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 been only limited feedback regarding the precise demand for different 

brochures and documents
5
.  Until the start of 2007 there was apparently no way of monitoring 

down-loads of publications from the website, though this has now been put in place.  Lack of 

feedback on publications not only misses the information about what is of interest but where 

(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 and those who it might be worth contacting pro-actively to engage 

in dialogue and possibly offer services.  Evaluation and feedback are integral parts of the 

Project Cycle. 

 

The issue of ensuring that publications reach those who will most benefit from them at the 

point of receipt does not appear to have been addressed.  There is a known issue in some 

institutions that important publications are sent to an in-house library or filed in a prominent 

position at headquarters and not always made available to staff who might benefit most.  

                                                      
4
 For example the 2006 Annual Report was written in ñplain Englishò with the assistance of a 

consultant reporter.  Similarly the ñfirst contactò brochure for organisations interested in GICHD 

services and support, which previously used particularly dense and complex language has been re-

written.  
5
 The GICHD reported that this had been based on feedback from stock-taking.  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 production of a publication and making it available is the end 

of the process; ensuring delivery to the right person and take-up of the information is also 

important. 

 

For the MRE programme, the division of the very large Guide to Best Practice into sections 

according to 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 publications have 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 together comprise the ñGuidebookò.  There is no record of these ñunofficialò 

translations at the GICHD.  This is discussed in section 5.2 Interviews, below. 

 

The key multi-language document of MRE is ñA guide to Improving Communication in Mine 

Risk Education Programmesò.  This brochure, about 60 pages long, is available in four 

languages (English, Arabic, Vietnamese and an older version in Spanish).  However, no 

mention is made in the publication of this ï a simple statement ñThis publication is currently 

available in these languages: é.ò Might be enough to enhance take-up.  Adding ñIf you 

require other language versions please contact the GICHD who will note your request, though 

further translation depends on demand and the availability of fundsò might be a way to obtain 

useful feedback.  And, speculatively, ñGICHD maintains a database of all known unofficial 

translationsò might be a future possibility. 

 

Website 

 

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

 

The MRE web pages consist entirely of English language text
6
.  There is no use of any web 

features to assist the reader beyond text-based 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 exclusively in English text
7
.  Essentially, this is a linear ñprinted words on paperò 

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 has a  more ñfriendlyò style and a few illustrations.  It is not easy to locate, 

as a visitor must know to first select ñOperational Assistance and Researchò and then 

ñClearance and Technology,ò but it can be found through search engines.  As with MRE, very 

little use is made of the enormous possibilities of web technologies.  However, the key issue 

is that large parts of the MDD web pages are hopelessly out of date.  For example: 

                                                      
6
 There are links to the publications, including those that have been 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 ï including the download links for the translated versions ï is entirely in 

English, including the names of the languages ñVietnameseò ñSpanishò etc.  The translated title of the 

brochure is not given 
7
 It is common practice to identify publications in other languages by such devices as showing the flags 

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

Français, Español)  
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ñ éthe results from field-testing of the standards and from the studies reviewed by the 

GICHD imply that a comprehensive revision will be required, likely to be initiated in 2003.ò 

 

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 newsletter and this is an 

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 respondents used the MDD website ñnot very oftenò which 

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 not ï in the opinion of the author -  create an image suitable for a centre such as 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 country to electronically ñwalk throughò the various projects of the GICHD 

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 countries there 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 to the website can easily overlook the sign-up link.   

 
 

5.1.2 Internal documents of GICHD  (Documents other than Publications)  

 

Project level reporting is in place at a project level with an annual action plan and an activity 

report ï but there appears to be  little or no reporting on the achievement of ñstrategic and 

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 of planning 

and management, particularly at a multi-annual programme level.  At a level of greater detail 

(the next phase in the Project Cycle) the annual (or multi-annual) work plan provides 

information about individual projects, and the various ad hoc policy notes that 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 move directly from 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 no programme-level 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. 

- No documentation 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 multi-year partnership documents between GICHD and DFID (UK) 

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 of  any documentation 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 track-record in formalising it. At 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 in place to support this crucial activity.   

 

 

Overall, there is a long list of documents which are valuable in supporting a formalised 

programme-level planning and evaluation process, but which have not yet been written.  Both 

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

questioned about the selection and definition of projects - itôs in my head and in the heads of 

the rest of the Team.   The Evaluation team was provided with good-quality and 

comprehensive written summaries of both programmes (specially written) by the same Heads 

of Section so the issue here appears to be more related to documentation rather than technical 

knowledge.   

 

The current process of formalisation of the GICHD will need to address the issue of 

documentation 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 level: all of the MRE and most of the MDD larger studies had ñstudy advisory 

groupsò as part of the project process, and meetings and email networks were established.  

 

Where documents are available  they are at times out of date and reflect the earlier ad hoc 

approach which is now undergoing revision as the 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 the until-then 

undocumented ad hoc selection methods 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 findings ï indeed some of the 

views expressed by some interviewees 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 organisations in a de facto ñpartnershipò 

relationship with GICHD and those who do 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 initial contacts did not always lead to the desired support and the 
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GICHD was considered as remote ï services 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 waiting for 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 independence and 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 of GICHD staff. The MDD programme staff sustained stronger and 

more widespread criticism of their technical competence than MRE staff ï though the 

MRE staff were also criticized as being ñremoteò.  Furthermore, significant concern was 

expressed by a number of people 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 identified by many interviewees and any apparent diminution of it 

was considered as a serious matter by respondents. 

- The ñquick interventionò approach used by MRE staff ï fly in to a country for a few days 

then leave after undertaking a training session ï attracted 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 were critical of the lack of multi-annual 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 proving impossible. 

- The work on standards and GICHDôs important role in IMAS was both widely 
appreciated and warmly welcomed, but also strongly criticised on specific points.  One 

was that GICHD staff have at times offered advice to programmes that is in direct 

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 representation (which the IMSMA programme 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 affected countries 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 ñthe fieldò. 

- The need for the Centre to translate documents into languages other than English divided 

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 need for cultural 

translation as well as language was noted by a number of respondents in MRE. However, 

two points received overwhelming support: 

o The GICHDôs English publications frequently use complex and dense language.  
While this may be justified for some of the background reference publications,  a  

number of respondents stated that using ñsimplified Englishò would result in 

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.  

o The GICHD should undertake an initiative to identify what ñunofficialò 

translations have already been made ï or are being considered - and to provide 

contact details.  As one example, it appears that the Observatorio de Minas in 

Colombia has undertaken a significant amount of translation into American 

Spanish and would be prepared to release this to other Spanish-speaking 

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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one-off 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 sees no real obstacle to clearly identified ñunofficialò 

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 questionnaire all appeared 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 approach was being 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 but who 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 GICHD 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 more 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 as well.  The 

languages most requested were, in order: French , Arabic, Spanish, Portuguese, and six 

single-country national languages. 

 

The questionnaire results closely reflected the comments received during interviews and 

highlighted many of the same issues.  The 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 control group means that the results are 

indicative only.  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 only requested from 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 respondents fulfilled this requirement ï any 

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 for agreement on the 19 statements were for broadly the same evaluation 

questions for both MDD and MRE.  This duplication across both programmes can been seen 

as reinforcing the result.   

 

The statements which had the least agreement included:  
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- the work of the GICHD had ñmade a difference to my personal work or that of my 

organisationò 

- the work of the GICHD had assisted in determining or improving the cost-effectiveness 

of the use of MDD or how many resources should be spent on MRE 

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

 

These all give cause for concern ï especially 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 answers given in both the questionnaire and the interviews and  

ïb- the small number of responses to the questionnaire,  

 

Nonetheless taken together, these views appear to be a clear indicator of sub-optimal 

performance (i.e. less than the best possible outcome). 

 

 

The statements with the strongest agreement included: 

 

- the GICHDôs studies were regarded as detailed, objective, accurate and impartial. 

- The GICHD offered a service to the Mine Action community 

- The staff of the GICHD are skilled and experienced in the MRE domain. 

  

Clearly these all give grounds for satisfaction and ï despite the limited number of respondents 

and some strongly dissenting views ï indicate 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 voices are heard, 

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 the field visits.  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 good technical support with good scores for the studies and MRE 

staff ability, but it has apparently not offered programmes enough guidance as to how much 

effort should be spent on MRE by an organisation (average score on this point was ñneutralò)  

This would appear to demonstrate an over-technical focus on the work by  emphasizing HOW 

to do MRE -  efficiency-  at the expense of  WHEN to do MRE ï relevance.  

 

The low average score for the statement ñGICHDôs MDD activities have made a difference to 

my personal work or to the work of my organisationò gives particular cause for  concern ï as 

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.  Whatever the cause ï and 

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

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

programme.  These views do not appear to be an artefact 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, consider GICHD 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
8
.   There is a similar response to the statement regarding the contribution of GICHD to 

determining if dogs are cost 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 set of principles  and goals;  it does not 

explicitly address how the goals are to be met at a programme level.  It is understood that the 

strategy is the result of discussion ï and at times vigorous debate ï amongst senior staff and 

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

2004.  

 

The strategy states that ñThe Centreôs operational objectives outline the specific 

contributions it will make to achieve progress on the strategic goals. These have been 

formulated as measurable objectives within the three-year time-frame of the Strategy.ò 

 

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

These two programmes can both be considered as ñlegacy programmesò which were in 

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  programme evaluation to decide whether MRE and MDD programmes 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 

question remains, where can GICHD best add value in these particular domains?  

7 Programme Development (ñIdentificationò) 
 

7.1 SELECTION AND DEFINITION OF THE MRE AND MDD PROGRAMMES 
 

GICHD staff ï from the Director downwards ï clearly expressed the view that the key early 

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

activities of the GICHD is now needed ï and 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 profile 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 to re-examine all the sideline 

activities which do not directly contribute to the strategic goals.  This may include, painfully, 

cutting some well established and much cherished activities. ñSelection and maintenance of 

                                                      
8
 This apparent contradiction merits a little more explanation.  During an interview, one dog 

organization stated that they worked to national standards ï so felt 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 sought ï and felt they did not need ï 

technical input from GICHD in implementing their programmes as they had sufficient 

expertise in-house 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 unable to identify any specific elements of 

their work which had been directly influenced by GICHD, but rated the GICHD 

contribution to documentation as important.  
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the aim
9
ò of each programme will be necessary to achieve new results. 

 

 

7.1.1 Programme development (PCM ñIdentificationò phase) issues. 

  

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 identify 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 programming.  If the goal is to ñmake a differenceò 

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 between outcome and  

impact.  The need to work with MRE and MDD may be clear to staff, but without clear, 

documented answers to the questions ñWhy has MRE been chosen?ò and ñWhy has MDD 

been chosen?ò the work of developing a programme tends to float in mid-air rather than rest 

on effective foundations.   The rationale for choosing these two topics should 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 strategy, including end-user focus and partnership, and 

cost effectiveness.  The strategy provides explicit guidance that these (and other) criteria are 

to be used. 

 

What constitutes a ñgood outcome in the fieldò ?  This question is fundamental to 

programme design and does not yet appear to have been answered clearly.  Stakeholders 

should be intimately involved in both the definition of the outcome at the field level, and the 

success criteria.  Indeed, one of the higher level ñgood outcomesò should probably be that 

stakeholders actively participate in setting the desired outcomes and achieving them.   

 

There is no single ñcorrectò answer to what a ñgood outcomeò is ï but a working definition is 

required before programmes and projects can be planned.   There does not appear to be  any 

formal mechanism in place to define the hierarchy of desired outcomes, from the GICHD 

successfully implementing its high-level strategy down to an individual participant in an 

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

positively changes the outcome of their individual work.  PCM and LogFrames are two 

(separate) tools that can materially assist in this process.  One of the known problems with the 

ñclassicalò project approach that led to the development of PCM was a lack of a sense of 

ñownershipò of programmes.  It is generally recognised that good outcomes in the field are 

most likely to be achieved only when the programme adequately reflects ñfield realityò and 

there is significant ñownershipò of the programme by intended beneficiaries.  

Achieving a good outcome with the available resources 

Given enough resources and time, it is likely that a good outcome can be achieved.  This 

might respond to the criterion of effectiveness but not of efficiency.  What is really sought is 

an optimal outcome which meets the criteria for a good outcome with 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).  Use of these techniques ï not as an abstract 

exercise but as an integral part of the programme design process undertaken in close 

consultation with end-users ï permits the design of an objectively efficient programme, and 

focuses resources in areas where the most significant outcome can be achieved.  The GICHD 
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programme should aim not so much to just ñmake a differenceò but ñto make the greatest 

possible difference for the field partners, with the available resourcesò.   

 

What is enough?  
As was previously noted in the 2004 Evaluation of the GICHD, it is unclear how the GICHD 

with its current programming, could ever decide what ñenough researchò would be. Similarly, 

how much MRE is enough ?  As Eric Filippino, Head of the Socio-Economic Section very 

neatly stated ñJust how much money should we be spending on MRE in Uganda?ò  That is a 

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 of the evaluation team has an interest in this topic and has published a method for 

answering this type of question in some detail.
10

  Other approaches to the problem are also 

possible, but ï no matter which approach is used -  answering this question is an important 

part of developing a multi year programme which responds to the need for efficiency.   

 

Informal solutions. 

GICHD staff thus appear to be aware of the key questions in the Project Cycle 

ñIdentificationò phase, but not to use formal methods which might lead to answering them.  

This is particularly problematic in the case of MRE where the Centre staff are involved in a 

programme which teaches the Project Cycle to others, and which has a major publication 

based on the project cycle (the 600-page Best Practice 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 question: ñOverall, what is the MRE or MDD 

programme trying to achieve in the next three to five years, and how will it be know when it 

has been achieved?ò  There is some multi-annual planning at the project level (e.g. the REST 

project. inter alia) but this is not supported by a multi-annual programme.  It was reported to 

the evaluation team that the 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 been too informal and 

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 the broader mine 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 Socio-economic section clearly 

expressed in interviews that they consider the 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 donor, 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.  As there is no 

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 ï 

especially if it comes with funding already in place.  GICHD may be reluctant to accept 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 and highly relevant 
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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 multi-year programme if one were established.  One result is a 

lack of progress towards the key goals as resources are used elsewhere on useful, but not core, 

activities.   Addressing this issue forms part of ñselection and maintenance of the aimò. 

 

It is noted that strong political constraints can, and indeed should, at times override purely 

technical criteria in project selection.  This is a separate issue from the ñdriftò into a project 

described above. Programming can be designed to accommodate political constraints.   

Limited Success of the Informal Process 

The informal process has been reasonably successful (but clearly sub-optimal) until now for a 

number of reasons, including: 

 

Á the senior staff are hard working and conscientious, 

Á at least in the early days of the Centre, the opportunities for action were more limited 

than today, 

Á the limited demand for support services has led to a ñresource richò situation where 
there has not been a need to either consider efficiency in detail, nor to make decisions 

about selecting which programmes to support, as all requests have been fulfilled. 

 

The informal process appears to have led to outcomes which are arguably good but sub-

optimal, and has also created a group of potential partners who feel marginalised because they 

are not involved in any current 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 

questionnaire responses and is not due to resource limitations per se, as GICHD staff took 

pains to emphasise 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 becomes more ñinstitutionalizedò and as 

Humanitarian Demining continues to move from being a new discipline where any 

information is welcome to a well-organised set of activities, backed up by research and based 

on standards. 

 

7.1.2 Specific programming issues  

Issues relevant to both MDD and MRE 

 

Geographic 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 goals might help to 

better define this.  In interviews a number of points were made strongly in favour of 

developing partnerships with a number of mine affected countries or regions, and none 

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

requests for interventions.  The 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 explicitly mentions partnerships.   

Issues relevant to the MDD programme - Communication 

 

The current communications model for MDD practitioners and the Centre appears to be a 

ñHub and Spokesò model where all communication, advice and field experience information 

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 disseminate the information 

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 dog handlers and trainers appeared to strongly 

welcome the suggestion of a horizontal exchange of ideas by staff, instead of a vertical  

approach where all new ideas are brought to the top of their hierarchy by staff of the Centre.  

The ñhorizontalò approach puts an emphasis on facilitating direct 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 be better (indeed 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 use of their time 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 little or no opportunity 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 programmes and it is 

recommended that this concept be considered by GICHD, but extended beyond a senior 

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 facilitating and encouraging 

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 interviews ï but after initial enthusiasm wears off 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 to be whether 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 ñtypicalò dogs (which may not be anything to do with 

the dog itself, but the training and operational systems) may still be too great, 

(b) using MDD is a complex and fragile system and 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 evaluation it was clear that the investigation role of the GICHD was 

reducing and a new ñdisseminationò phase was underway.  The need for further, limited, 

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.  Over the years, 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 proposing a hypothesis 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 the experiments 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 have a siginificant and useful outcome in the field, and other similar programming 

factors including funding constraints.  The cost, and the time taken, of take-up in the field, 

even if research is successful, may be significant.  It will usually be necessary to make the 

case for research to donors - this 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 the benefits of the 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 difficulty of actually using research results in the field seems to have increased and as a 

consequence 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 reluctance 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 realistic appraisal of the intended outcome ï and as far as possible the impact of 

the research on field practitioners - should 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 essential pre-requisite.  

 

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 and not research.  However it 

appears that the Centre has a very good relationship with donors and a unique position of 

being regarded as impartial ï this opens possibilities for the arguments for mid to long term 

cost savings being taken seriously. 

 

REST cost/benefit  

 

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 programme does allow reasonable 

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 location of mines is known then methods and 

technologies to remove them are available.  The potential cost savings resulting from 

significant improvements to Area Reduction are staggering - significantly improved Area 

Reduction could cut clearance costs by perhaps 50% to 90%.  Detailed information on 

potential savings, obtained by such methods as modelling and sensitivity analysis, should be a 

precursor to the research, not a post-hoc justification.  Secondly, donors and field operators 

should have enough access to this 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 

under-prioritised.  

 

The current REST programme focusses on one aspect of REST, animal detection.  Even if 

this technology is developed to a point where it is reliable there will still be a number of other 
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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 animals and gas chromatographs for REST were delayed to await 

the refinement of a dust-collection device.  REST will not be field-useful until these problems 

have been resolved and there appears to be insufficient system-level planning and especially 

no Critical 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 mind the overall problem.  

All areas where research and development are known to be needed should be defined and 

planning undertaken - in particular  Critical Path Analysis - to identify the resources and time 

needed to arrive at a field-viable solution.  If such an 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 certain type works.  

This evaluation does not seek to support or deny this assumption.  However, it is important to 

note that it is currently an assumption and no more - however reasonable the case in favour 

appears to be.   MRE assumes  that the activities undertaken 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 research in the 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 between education and behaviour change which takes time to develop, 

though this is not universally agreed.   

 

During the field work for this evaluation it became clear that, in Cambodia, two major 

agencies have stopped conducting MRE interventions because of doubts in its effectiveness, 

and much is made of the fact that, in Cambodia, some ñ80% of recent casualties have 

received MRE trainingò.  On the other hand, MRE is comparatively cheap, and it should be 

easy to calculate the threshold which would make MRE cost-effective ï 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 the mine 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 the impact of MRE and its cost-effectiveness, 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 does 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 GICHD has dedicated to MRE 

there is an issue of self-interest in providing the evidence to support the MRE work that has 

been done, and it would seem appropriate to seek rigorous evidence to disprove the 

hypothesis that MRE has little or no impact on mine accidents and numbers of direct mine 

victims, and also to make use of mechanisms to relate the outcomes and possible impact to 

the cost of the intervention.    Collaborative approaches to this key research, involving (for 
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example) academic institutions, field partners, 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 programme 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 other smaller 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 representatives are faced with problems of asymmetric information in that 

they know far less about mine action than the implementing agencies or GICHD, and as a 

result they often rely on GICHD for impartial advice. On this issue they receive conflicting 

advice since the 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 investments in dog 

projects.  

 

Again, the GICHD is uniquely positioned to participate in the design and set up of rigorous 

trials on ñneutralò territory (preferably double-blind trials) and invite observers from all 

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 actually 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 

questions 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 activities" 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 

all to readers interested in learning about the Centreôs funding for the MDD and MRE 

programmes.  A clearer presentation and especially some more detail would be welcomed by 

many respondents, and might go a long way to defusing some strong ï but poorly 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 example, paying 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 programmes - like that practised by the EC for example.  Typically this 

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 information, first on 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 of the 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 ToR was to identify ñto what degree are the 

Centreôs services in competition to, complementary to, or distinct from services provided by 

other specialised mine action organisationsò.  

 

During the evaluation, questions on this topic were asked in interviews to seek a broad range 

of responses to this question.  Even the 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 clear 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 unique value 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 negative view 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 activities ï 

especially in MRE and MDD -  and it is inevitable that other 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 support innovation and (ii) the rigorous use of formal planning 

tools ï discussed in detail elsewhere in this report ï so that the Centre can address issues of 

efficiency and provide objective arguments in favour of the approaches chosen by the GICHD 

being not just ñgood enoughò but ñoptimalò. 

 

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, and a real change to 

the activities of these key staff may be necessary ï this is clearly an issue which requires very 

careful consideration, but a move away from technical intervention and towards programme 

management appears to be essential. 



Evaluation of GICHD CONFIDENTIAL (When completed) April 2007 

 33  

 

The present focus on multiple, frequent, but very short field visits by senior staff to undertake 

technical tasks should be critically examined.  For the MDD programme,  considerable doubts 

were raised during the field visits, as well as in some interviews and questionnaires, about the 

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 managers   The amount of 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 

communications do not appear to currently receive the same level of attention as technical 

work and travelling.  At present these ï and especially programming, communications and 

evaluation ï appear to be having a limiting effect on the success of the programmes.  It is 

clear to the evaluation team that the limits of this ad hoc ñtechnical focusò approach appear to 

have been reached and a substantial (and possibly quite painful) change is required.  For 

senior staff, programme management skills are now more important than field knowledge of 

dogs or how to teach an MRE course.   

 

A new communications paradigm is required ï probably one in which the GICHD facilitates 

technical experts having direct contact with each other.  Increased direct contact between 

skilled practitioners 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 no-one else is currently capable of training to the same standard as the GICHD team, 

which has over 30 person-years of experience - and felt that it would be a significant effort to 

train further personnel to the same level.  The evaluation team does not entirely share this 

view and considers that the Centre could potentially provide better value by being a catalyst, 

developing methods and materials and providing high-level training to develop a new 

generation of MRE experts from mine affected countries who could reach the 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 affected countries, might help to resolve this 

issue and continue to develop the GICHD programme. 

 

11 Evaluation issues  
 

Internal evaluation of programmes can be a sensitive issue.  The subject matter experts who 

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

using a ñbinomeò which includes both types of expertise ï success depends on both.  Critical 

evaluation of the work of colleagues in the same institution is not always easy. 

 

The GICHD has very strong evaluation skills available in house.  However, these are 

apparently not being well used in the case of the MDD and MRE programmes since there 

appears to be no formal system for using the evaluation as a key contribution to planning.  

Evaluation is only valuable if the results 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, IMAS14.20 provides guidance on the evaluation of mine risk education 

programmes and projects: the "purpose of evaluations is to assess the value 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 evaluation 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 outputs? 

- 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 emphasis on evaluation as a ñbuilt-inò part of programmes, and not an activity 

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 integration of  Centreôs own evaluation unit in early 

phases of planning.  The evaluation team was left with the impression that both the MRE and 

MDD programmes did not make good use of evaluation ï one obvious example of this is the 

limited use of information about how many copies of each publication were being ordered or 

being downloaded from the website ï this 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 integral part of programmes 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 studies 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 could do more 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 

consequences for many aspects of the MRE and MDD programmes.  Cost efficiency 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 criticisms levelled at 

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

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

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

fail to make contact and can feel marginalized ï this latter group were represented in the 

people interviewed, questionnaire respondents and during the field visits.   Key tools like the 

website are under-valued ï a shift in 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 ñhorizontalò contact between field users, are urgently needed to develop improve 

ways of working and reduce the workload on Centre staff.  The current ñHub and Spokesò 

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 the ad hoc methods that have been used since start-up and towards building a 

high-quality institution.  A number of the points noted in this evaluation are already being 



Evaluation of GICHD CONFIDENTIAL (When completed) April 2007 

 35  

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.   

 

The current 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 there evidence that MRE is 

effective, and cost-effective, 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 techniques in the GICHD planning of 

the MRE and MDD programmes: 

 

i) An initial assessment of requirements using ïa- formal needs analysis, -b- risk analysis 

and ïc- cost-effectiveness analysis, to determine the likely outcome (and wherever 

possible the impact) 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 identifying their needs. 

ii)  Project cycle management ï at the overall multi-year programme level - to break up 

interventions into well defined manageable phases which can then be implemented 

using this rigorous and well-documented process. 

iii)  Use of the Logical Framework to 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 planning.  This is the single 

key recommendation of 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 language and translation issues, including a  ñcentral index of translated 

documentsò held on GICHD or other websites, and simplification of publications to 

increase accessibility.  Assess demand for translation using objective criteria and develop 

ways to prioritise translation 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 up to date as well as offering legacy data and publications.   

Involve end-users 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 ñbinomeò of both technical (subject) skills and 

evaluation skills needed. 
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- ñclose the loopò in the project cycle to use evaluation results in planning. 

- develop evaluation as an integral part of programme and project design.  

 

4 Support stake holder efficiency in MRE and MDD use: 

Including: 

- develop rigorous and accessible methods to assist donors and program managers 

determine the cost effectiveness of dogs and their likely impact on productivity. 

- conduct research into the cost-effectiveness of MRE  (in part dependent on the results of 

research into causality) to support the design of optimal MRE programmes offering the 

greatest cost-benefit. 

 

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 tightly-focussed REST research 

programme in order to get an unequivocal result in a short time frame on the specific key 

question 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 research, or assisting others to undertake the research) 

o Conduct research into the cause-and-effect relationship between MRE 

interventions and casualties, including relative effectiveness (cost benefit) of 

different techniques. 

o Support (possibly: facilitate or conduct) rigorous (probably double blind) 

testing on MDD, involving critical agencies, to definitively resolve at a 

scientific level the ongoing controversy about MDD effectiveness. 

 

6 Re-assess intervention strategy 

Including: 

- Reform the intervention plan by GICHD 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 number of end users 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 ñhorizontalò contact between stakeholders, including visits and 
forums, focussed newsletters, etc.  Aim to develop a new paradigm for communications 

(recommendation 2, above) and interventions, which replaces the ñhub and spokesò 

model which has GICHD at the centre, and instead encourages and facilitates 

stakeholder-to-stakeholder contact. 
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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 includes only the interviews conducted in 

Geneva or by phone. 

 

 

 

GICHD Staff, 

Consultants, Former Staff 
 

  
Conny Aakerblom Mine Detection Dogs  
Cornelio Sommaruga President of the Council of Foundation 
Elke Hottentot Training Coordinator 
Eric Filippino  Head of Socio-Economic Section 
Fiaz Paktian Head of Standards/UXO 
Hårvard Bach Head of Operational Methods 
Ian Mansfield Operations Director 
Lesley Macinnes-Gillies Publications 
Max Jones Vapour Detection 
Paddy Blagden Consultant, former GICHD 
Stephan Nellen Director 
Stuart Maslen Consultant 
Sylvie Holloway Web site 
Ted Paterson Head of Evaluation and Assessment 

  
Others  
Adriano Gonçalves Director, CNIDAH, Angola 
Balbina Malhieros Dias National Programme Coordinator, CNIDAH, Angola 
Bounpone Sayasenh National Programme Director, UXO-Lao  
Brig. Gen. Lok Bahadur 

Thapa 
Director of Engineers, Nepal  

Emmanuel Sauvage HI, Bosnia 
Etsay Gebreselassie Ethiopian Mine Action Office, Director General 
Henri Soulard AISP Mines, Chargé de Missions 
Krishanti Weerakoon UNDP Mine Action, Sri Lanka 
Luz Piedad Herrera Director, National Landmines Observatory, Colombia 

Mohammad Breikat Director, National Committee for Demining and 

Rehabilitation, Jordan 
Mohammad Sediq Chief of Operations, UNMACA; Afghanistan 
Olaf Juergensen CTA NCDR, Jordan 
Orlaith Gallagher UNICEF, Ethiopia 
Reuben McCarthy UNICEF, New York 
Rob White Director of Operations, MAG 
Rotha Chan Director of Social Economic planning and database 

management, Cambodia 

Sebastian Kasak MRE Research Coordinator, Landmine Monitor 

Steinar Essén 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). 

 Field visits to NPA dog teams operating near Sarajevo and the NPA Global dog training 

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 
 

Organisations interviewed included: 

 BHMAC - Bosnia and Herzegovna Mine Action Centre ï headquarters staff. 

 BHMAC ï mine dog accreditation staff 

  MDDC ï Mine Detection Dog Centre ï training centre for dogs for the SE Europe 

region. 

 CIDC ï Candian International Demining Corps ï mine detection dog training 

 Norwegian Peopleôs Aid (NPA) Global dog training centre. 

 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 Herzegovina (BiH) ï two 

train dogs for local and regional 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 

programme.  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 with the 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 

standards 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 regarded 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 

 Field visits to Cambodian Mine Action Centre (CMAC) dog training facilities in 

Kampong Chhnang, and CMAC dog teams in Battambang Province. 
 

14.5 INTERVIEWEES 
 

Organisations interviewed included: 

 Bactec International 

 Cambodian Mine Action Authority (CMAA) 

 Cambodian Mine Action Centre (CMAC) 

 HALO Trust 

 Mines Advisory Group (MAG) 

 Norwegian Peopleôs Aid (NPA) 

 United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) 

 United Nations Childrenôs Fund (UNICEF) 

 
14.6 BRIEF SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

 
There are a number of threads that run through 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 useful as a source 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 GICHD
11

 were devalued ï in the context 

of Cambodia at least ï by a subjective but nevertheless common attitude of field staff that 

GICHD personnel (in general) were óremoteô and tended to have a passive attitude to 

communications with the stakeholders (i.e. that they wait for the mine action agencies to 

contact them, rather than take a proactive or client-oriented approach to seeking potential 

subjects for GICHD involvement). 

                                                      
11

 The mine action community is notorious for its willingness to vocalise dissatisfaction, and it was 

noted by the Interviewer that, whilst the scope of this evaluation, and its limit to the subjects of MRE 

and MDD was clearly stated during every interview, many interviewees took the opportunity to voice 

their dissatisfaction with other projects implemented by GICHD (namely the management of IMSMA), 

and it is felt that these general and subjective criticisms may overshadow positive contributions by 

GICHD. 
 




