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In 2001 the Council of Ministers and the Europearii@ment adopted two Regulations on the
reinforcement of the EU response against Antiparebbandmines (APL).These (referred to
collectively as “the Regulation”) laid the foundatiof an integrated and focused European

policy. The Regulation states the need to reguksiess operations financed by the Community
and that the European Commission shall submitedetiropean Parliament an overall assessment
of all Community mine actions. To implement thesavjsions, the Commission commissioned a
global assessment of EC mine policy and actions thveperiod 2002-2004 and entered into an
agreement with The Geneva International Centrélfonanitarian Demining (GICHD) tanter

alia, manage the programme of regional evaluationsemntify lessons learned within EC-funded
mine action projects in the six regions, one ofclilis the Caucasus and Central Asia.

The regional evaluations complement the Global #ssent by focusing on relevant conclusions
and recommendations from the Global AssessmentE&nhine action strategy and
programming issues at the country level. The evi@oavill not assess the efficiency,
effectiveness, and impact of individual projectg;ept to illustrate changes since the Global
Assessment or critical programming issues.

The evaluation covered the period 2002 until toddghanistan, Armenia, Azerbaijan and
Georgia were selected. For practical reasons, 16#10 decided to issue two volumes for this
region, the first covering Afghanistan and the selcone covering the Southern Caucasus. The
country focus of the Southern Caucasus evaluasidmrnenia and Azerbaijan as the country
mission to Georgia had to be dropped due to noiladiity of relevant actors due to national
holidays and bridging days.

The Evaluation Team comprised Vera Bohle, GICHDI&atzon Officer, and Nara Weigel,
GICHD Programme Officer for Development and Evatuat

The total EC funding to mine action in Southern €&euws is only 2.3% of the total EC finding to
mine action worldwide. For Southern Caucasus, the®a decrease in total funding between
2002-04 (period covered by the first EC Mine Act®tnategy) and 2005-07 (period covered by
the second Strategy) of more than 50%he worldwide decrease of total EC funding to mine
action due to the change in strategy was about.25 %

! Regulation (EC) 1724/2001 of the European Parligraed of the Council of 23 July 2001 concerningactgainst
anti-personnel landmines in developing countried (@34, 1.9.2001, p.1) and Regulation (EC) 1725126f the
European Parliament and of the Council of 23 JOly12concerning action against anti-personnel landmin third
countries other than developing countries (OJ L, 233.2001, p.6). The provisions are similar andoqwete from
Regulation (EC) 1724/2001.

However, one must consider that although the Aramebandmine Impact Survey (LIS) was a multi-yesoj@ct
covering the period 2004-2007, EC funding was aulynted for the 2004 period.
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All funds for mine action in the Southern Caucasarisie from the dedicated APL budget line and
the bulk of mine action funding between 2002 and72@ent to Azerbaijan, which is
understandable given the pattern of contamination.

Figure 1 — EC-Funded Projects in the Southern Caucasus: All  ocation per country

Allocation per country

13%
24%

63%

‘l:l Armenia B Azerbaijan O Georgia ‘

Most EC funding for the Southern Caucasus was aibkththrough UNDP (€5.05 million).
UNDP in turn implemented the projects through inéional partners such as the Survey Action
Center for the Landmine Impact Survey in Azerbaigmd through national bodies like the
National Mine Action Centres in Armenia and Azejaai

Projects of the two international NGOs — HALO Tr(&%500 000) and Geneva Call (€ 250 000) —
were directly funded.

Table 1 — Number of EC-funded projects per partner  and country

Number of Projects Number of countries
Geneva Call 1 1 (Georgia)*
HALO Trust 1 1 (Georgia)
UNDP 4 3 (Armenia, A;erbauan,
Georgia)

* Note: The € 250,000 Geneva Call project is listeder Georgia, but it also includes action in NagdKarabakh, the
disputed territory between Armenia and Azerbaijan.

Apart from capacity building, the bulk of funds wémto clearance and area reduction. Mine risk
education and victim assistance were considerddhbse components naturally require less
funds than clearance. Generally, the Commissiorstpported all mine action components and
there were no proposals from the affected countoiehange the ratio between the components.

The programming decisions for the Southern Caudadiasved the EC global mine action
strategies for 2002-04 and 2005-07 (the Regulatidgneither Armenia nor Azerbaijan have
signed the Anti-Personnel Mine Ban Convention (ARB)Br are party to the Convention on
Certain Conventional Weapons of War (CCW) and iitgdeols, EC programming decisions for
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mine action in the Southern Caucasus were basédmanitarian and development criteria, as
defined in the EC mine action strategies.

The Country Strategy Papers (CSP) elaborated tegeiith the respective national authorities of
the Southern Caucasus reflected the national angrie@ties. In Azerbaijan, the EC considered
the national mine action strategy for its programgmin Armenia, this does not seem to be the
case — there is a strategy, but it did not seneelzssis for decision making. After 2007, strategic
considerations were no longer made for the impléatiem of mine action in the region.

The EC programming decisions were also influengethb risk of war. The table shows that
when mine action was mentioned, it was always éncttntext of the Nagorno Karabakh conflict.

Table 2 — Mine Action in EC Country Strategy Papers  for 2002-6 and 2007-13

2002-6 2007-13
Yes — mine action to contribute to the
Armenia No settlement of the Nagorno Karabakh
conflict
Yes — mine action to contribute to Yes — mine action to contribute to the
Azerbaijan the settlement of the Nagorno settlement of the Nagorno Karabakh
Karabakh conflict conflict
Georgia No Yes — under the heading Stability
Instrument

Regarding EC regional strategies, between 199280d the main EC instrument used for
support in the Southern Caucasus was the Techhésidtance to the Commonwealth of
Independent States (TACIS). In 2007 this instrunves replaced by the European
Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPIth&sthematic APL strategy and budget line
covered the mine action projects in Southern CawsasACIS did not deal with mine action in
the region.

With the elimination of the thematic budget line foine action and the introduction of the ENPI
in 2007, Regional Strategy Papers (RSPs) provittategic guidance for countries within the
ENPI region. The RSPs are intended to complemenC&P. The ENPI Eastern Region RSP for
2007-13 is intended to complement the country-sjpgmiogrammes outlined in the CSPs for
Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia. The Eastern RegiBrogramme Strategy Paper 2007-2013
recognises the problem of mines and ERW in theoredicontext of the Southern Caucasus and
the need for the use of the ENPI to address tloislgm in a regionally coordinated manner.
However, objectives of the RSP are implementedutindilateral Action Plans (AP) and the
evaluation team is not aware of any regional efftotput into practice the statements of the
Eastern Regional Programme Strategy Paper.

ARMENIA

Landmines and explosive remnants of war in Armeméanly result from the Nagorno Karabakh
conflict between 1988 and 1994. Both Armenia andrBaijan laid landmines until 1994. As the
mines were laid by untrained military staff, mineps are inadequate. For this reason, the precise
extent of the contamination is difficult to detenmi However, compared to other countries,
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Armenia has a modest landmine and mine victim grhbl411 victims between 1994 and 2007).
Still, mines, ERW and other munitions have sigmifitsocio-economic effects in the border
areas.

For the most part, Armenia has a well establisharaction sector. However, the Ministry of
Defence (MoD) dominates the mine clearance seefuich has some disadvantages, including:

Limited opportunities for the Armenian Humanitari2emining Centre (AHDC) to
engage more actively with communities, civil sogietganisations and international
bodies;

A focus on demining rather than on the overall dowtion of all pillars of mine action;
Lack of involvement of affected communities in aéfg priorities;

Constraints on international funding;

No external oversight.

The slow pace of mine clearance may have variousesabut, overall, the evaluation team did
not get the impression that there is significaoigpess towards the end state as described in the
national Mine Action End Strategy. Important stepseet the goals of the 2007-2010 Strategic
Plan are lacking, particularly regarding resouraifisation and increasing demining capacity.
There is no explicit link between the Armenian Mietion Strategy and various government
development programmes. Even though the governreprésentatives met stated that mine
action was a priority, the government makes noiggmt financial contributions at present.

The EC-funded project has been one of the key @anitien projects in Armenia, and it has
contributed to meeting the needs of the countryweéler, as the focus was on capacity building,
it would have been important to do a proper handawd put sustainability measures in place,
instead of just ending the project. At presenttehg no clear responsibility for mine action
within the EC delegation or UNDP in Armenia, whitleans there is a loss of institutional
memory and no continuity.

The decisions not to prolong the project and na@ioimmission an evaluation or a follow-up
project were not strategic: they were just the equences of the termination of the mine action
thematic budget line. Continued capacity buildingot foreseen in the new CSP. The National
Mine Action Strategy, produced during the courséhefEC-funded project, was not used as a
basis for assessing further funding requirements.

The EC-funded LIS served as a basis for the ndtioiree action strategy and for priority setting
for the limited clearance undertaken. Howevels ot systematically updated and will soon be
outdated. The LIS proposals on victim assistanee nat been implemented, mainly due to the
refusal to grant a no-cost extension to the EC-édnatoject.

Overall, the EC-funded project had some merit,ibbtad to deal with three main problems: the

unresolved Nagorno Karabakh conflict, the lack arfittuity and the absence of an exit strategy.

The concept of national capacity building has bgeand, but it needs long-term attention and

follow-up monitoring, to ensure Government commétrh Moreover given the modest scale of

the mine problem, clearance and victim assistano@&cave been addressed in a more effective
way.
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AZERBAIJAN

The scope of the mine contamination assessed ieviflaation covers only the accessible
territory of Azerbaijart. Fizuli district in the south and Aghastafa distfiarther north are most
affected. The number of victims is relatively lcat,1,968 for the entire period covered by the
evaluation. The mine and ERW problem in Azerbagms from the Nagorno Karabakh conflict
between 1988 and 1994 as well as the Soviet eear&ice is complicated by the fact that not all
minefields were laid by trained soldiers and reedrgroperly. The most contaminated area is
along the borders and confrontation lines betweenehia and Azerbaijan, including the area in
and around Nagorno Karabakh.

Azerbaijan has a well established mine action se¢toe Azerbaijan National Mine Action
Authority (ANAMA) is responsible for planning, catinating, managing and monitoring of mine
action countrywide. While it was not possible tsess ANAMA in detail, the evaluation team
had the impression that it has a sound structutésavery active, not just in its duties in
Azerbaijan, but also in regional or internationahenaction events. ANAMA is has good funding
support from international partners such as UNDRT®&/NAMSA, USA, EC, ITF, etc., as well
as the Government. Capacity building has been sgfdé

As it is not under the MoD, ANAMA has significameédom of action (for example, direct
access to donors) and has developed into a redpgataer for a number of district
administrations and state agenci¢towever, ANAMA is not as influential as the Mohch
would have modest input on broader state polidlesurally, donors would have some concerns
in providing certain kinds of assets (i.e. dual egeipment) to ANAMA while there remains any
risk of renewed fighting over Nagorno Karabakh.

Mine action is overshadowed by the continuing msiwith Armenia. The contaminated areas
in the conflict zone, including Nagorno Karabaldelf, are inaccessible to Azerbaijan.
Nevertheless, the latest strategy highlights ttesibdity of working in the ‘liberated’ areas ingh
future. At the same time, Azerbaijan works quictitythe clearance of the accessible areas.

The EC funded three projects in Azerbaijan covedngndmine Impact Survey, capacity
building and demining. All funds were allocatedaigh UNDP. The EC-funded projects had
clear results, and national ownership was demdestitay Government contributions to the
projects. Considering the extent of contaminatiba,projects were relevant for Azerbaijan.

ANAMA has not received EC funding since 2007, desjts request for further support. The
effects of this are not yet tangible, as ANAMA lmdiser donors. However, the decision not to
continue funding was not based on strategic coraid®s. The EC did not prepare the partner
country and organisations for the end of the ARdniatic budget line.

3 Nagorno Karabakh, adjoining Jabrayil, Zangilanb&dly, Lachin, and Kelbajar, as well as part oluRjZl'erter and
Aghdam districts are under the control of Armerfiances.

4 ANAMA has received positive assessments from assests by the Survey Action Center (SAC — 2009 Whorld
Bank (2005) and NATO (2003), which has reinforascciredibility within the Government. See Downs a@és

(2009), Mine Action Services for Development — Amgjan Case, Survey Action Center.

5 ANAMA is mentioned in the State Programme for $eEconomic Development 2004-2008, hutas a specialized
agency dealing with a localized problem(Downs, 2009, p. 5). However, the SAC report giaesimber of examples
in which, since 2004, ANAMA has developed effectpatnerships with district administrations, stagencies, and
development/IDP return projects.
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In sum, ANAMA currently considers itself in a learg phase. It is preparing itself to deal
eventually with the mine/UXO contamination in NagoiKarabakh — the biggest problem for
ANAMA in the future. At this stage, the sustain#lyibf the project is not endangered due to the
termination of EC funding. However, the EC shoudda clearer exit strategy, accompanied by
a vision of what should be achieved in a countefoie funding is terminated. Otherwise, project
decisions appear to be ad hoc and reactive.

1. ERW in Southern Caucasus present a regional, trasker problem that continues to
impact the population. The ENPI identifies South@aucasus as an important partner for
the EU, relevant for its safety and security. Figlobal perspective, the Southern
Caucasus has a smaller mine and ERW problem thmaa sther regions, but it still is
significant and affects the population. For thigsen, the decision to fund mine action
programmes in the region is relevant.

2. In both Armenia and Azerbaijan, the EC projectaigigantly contributed to setting-up a
national capacity to deal with the contaminatiooljppem. Hence, EC support for mine
action projects in Southern Caucasus has beertieéf¢o a degree. However, most of
the projects (apart from the Geneva Call projet)nt include a regional conflict
resolution aspect, or any regional aspect at ak. golitical dimension of mine action has
not been considered. Even though there is an RB#idgfiting the importance of mine
action, the only regional initiatives came fromeimtational NGOs. Efforts to address the
mine and ERW problem would benefit from a regicagbroach.

3. The EC response has been to implement projectdyrairthe country level (the small
Geneva Call advocacy project has a regional reach).

4. The contamination problems have been addressettiefiiy to a degree, even though the
focus of some projects, particularly in Armeniayicbhave been more on clearance and
victim assistance. National ownership has beerifedt(to a high degree in Azerbaijan).
Support to civil society organisations could haeero more pronounced. The link to
development priorities has been made most of the (for example, based on the
findings of the LIS or through the national devetemt plans), but not always translated
into action plans with budgets.

5. The EC programme in the Southern Caucasus hadeao ehd-state defined and there
was no exit strategy.

6. As mine action is only mentioned in the short-teemponent of the Stability
Instrument, it is not a suitable mechanism to suplpager term projects aimed at
capacity building and development.

7. The individual EC-funded projects have been goaodlitee EC never attempted to play a
coordination role for mine action in the Southeau€asus. Such a role could be
valuable, particularly given the involvement of Bi¢mber states in mine action.

8. There is no designated EC focal point for minegscin Southern Caucasus, and the
country delegations often do not have specialisenhviedge.

9. There was a lack of effective monitoring and eviuma the results of which could have
fed into programming decisions. Furthermore, tlegeeshortcomings in institutional
memory due to staff turnover, and an inadequategfgystem.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

EC funding goes through many layers: EC to UNDPDBNo others (for example, the
Survey Action Center, which in turn worked with ettorganisations to implement
surveys). Each additional layer has administratoss.

Even if there are other regional security threathsas weapons of mass destruction and
small arms and light weapons, mines and ERW hawmpact on the local populations.
A successful intervention in mine action could pdeva point of entry for projects to
address other regional security issues. This, hewevould require that the EC
considered mine action within the broader stratégimework of regional security.

Due to the ongoing tensions, no EC support for ragi®n has been directed to Nagorno
Karabakh , even though mine action is possible (BAIlrust is operating there). The
guestion for the EC is whether it would be poliicéeasible or beneficial to fund such
mine action.

There is an implementation problem within the EGgoamming instruments. The ENPI
Regional Strategic Plan (RSP) is implemented thnduitateral Action Plans, which did
not lead to continued support to mine action inG@agicasus even though mine action
was mentioned. At the same time, the RSP and thierAPlan can, but do not
automatically, affect the CSP. In the Caucasuswrgling on mine action in the RSP
did not feed into the CSPs.

EC-funded mine action has not (yet) achieved tdag#sults for the universalisation of
arms control and disarmament treaties in the redoe to the difficult political
situation, this is a long-term task. Continued adhay work is a requirement to achieve
the goal of universalisation of the Ottawa Convamtithe CCW, and of future treaties,
such as the Convention on Cluster Munitions.

Victim assistance has been addressed in both Amaerd Azerbaijan. However, even
though the health facilities and networks are fiomihg, psycho-social rehabilitation is
rarely available in the Southern Caucasus.

The effect of deconcentration could be observeirinenia, where mine action is not a
priority for the EC Delegation. The case of Azejariis different because the projects
were managed from Brussels until they ended in 2B0@@vever, in neither case has there
been expertise available for mine action prograngmamd no knowledge where to get
advice or funds.

As mine action in the region was funded exclusitbhlpugh the APL budget line, the
ending of this budget line had a significant eff¢laere is simply no more EC-funding for
any mine action projects. This decision was noterstcategically or in a well-planned
manner, as none of the projects had a clear eaiegly.

EC representatives in the Southern Caucasus daoroiwiote EC mine action policy.
There is no effort on behalf of the EC to encoutthgecountries to sign the APMBC or
to use mine action as an entry point for effortaddress regional security issues.

While the APL budget line still existed, the EC-flad Geneva Call project included an
advocacy component for non-state actors in theregi commit to the norms of the
APMBC. From a universalisation perspective, it wblbhve made sense to support other
advocacy work targeting the states not yet parth¢cAPMBC. Discussions should
continue on whether and how the EC can fund inigatsuch as the Geneva Call project
engaging non state actors, which require long ferrding.
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20. There is no overall responsibility for EU mine actin the region and no expertise in the
mine action field. It is unclear how the initiatsvef the different EU institutions are
coordinated in the region. While there is an EUciddRepresentative for the Southern
Caucasus, he does not consider mine action torbefdais work. Nevertheless, the
adherence of Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia tcAfPRIBC could contribute to
reducing tensions and, ultimately, improve regiatability. Although this would imply
an increased role for the Council of the EU refativ that of the Commission in the
“policy mix” for the region, the benefits of incluy some aspects of mine action in the
CFSP warrant further study.

Recommendation 1 — Integrate the need for continuechine action support for Southern
Caucasus into the current EC mine action strategy.

Recommendation 2 — Consider mine action in Souther@aucasus as a regional, cross-
border issue.

Recommendation 3 — Identify an EC regional focal pat for mine action to deal with the
following:

EC programming

Programme and project implementation
Advocacy

Reporting

Recommendation 4 — Identify and, perhaps, pre-qudly mine action experts who can advise
a regional focal point for Southern Caucasus and geific Delegations on programming
issues.

Recommendation 5 — As part of the EC mine action ittegy, develop concepts how to
handle a region that includes a number of countriesith a modest mine/ERW problem.

Recommendation 6 — As part of the EC mine action ttegy, develop concepts how to
handle mine action in a region or country at the tine of conflict.

Recommendation 7 — Consider mine action within thbroader strategic framework of
regional security.
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In 2001 the Council of Ministers and the Europeari8ment adopted two Regulations on the
reinforcement of the EU response against Anti-RerebLandmines (APLjThese (referred to
collectively as “the Regulation”) laid the foundatiof the European integrated and focused

policy.

Article 13, paragraph 1 of the Regulation states.ffhe Commission shall regularly assess
operations financed by the Community in order tatdgsh whether the objectives of the
operations have been achieved and to provide guaiglefor improving the effectiveness of future
operations. The APL Regulation goes on to staterythree years after entry into force of this
Regulation, the Commission shall submit to the peiam Parliament an overall assessment of alll
Community mine actions (Article 14)

The Commission’s Mine Action Strategy and Multi-aahindicative Programme, 2005-2007
further specifies that more specific, geographieleations of EU-funded mine actions,
analysing the results and their impact will be utedeen to complement the overall assessment.

To implement these provisions, the Commission:

o Commissioned a global assessment of EU mine pahdyactions over the period 2002-
2004;

o Entered into an agreement with The Geneva IntemaliCentre for Humanitarian
Demining (GICHD) tojnter alia, manage the programme of regional evaluations to
identify lessons learned within EU-funded mine @etprojects in the following regioris:

- Africa

- Caucasus-Central Asia
- Latin America

- Asia-Pacific

- Europe

- Middle East

The Report from the Global Assessment was issusthiith 2005, and the agreement with the
GICHD was concluded in December of the same year.

The objective of the Global Assessment was to deter to what extent the objectives and means
set in the APL Regulation had been complied witth ased in terms of strategy, programming,
commitments and implementation. The regional evalna will complement the Global
Assessment by focusing on (i) relevant conclusamtsrecommendations from the Global
Assessment and (ii) European Commission mine astiabegy and programming issues at the

® Regulation 1724/2001 of the European Parliamedtadithe Council of 23 July 2001 concerning acgégainst anti-
personnel landmines in developing countries (O34, 2.9.2001, p.1) and Regulation 1725/2001 oBhepean
Parliament and of the Council of 23 July 2001 conicgy action against anti-personnel landmines iidtbountries
other than developing countries (OJ L 234, 1.9.2@03). The provisions are similar and we quotenfi®egulation
1724/2001.

” This is the second strategy and multi-year indiegorogramme since the adoption of the Regulatiomfirst
covered the period 2002-04.

8 Additional objectives of the European CommissidGBD Agreement are to: provide a repository serfiareeports
from evaluations and similar studies; train pedpen mine affected countries in evaluation; supjplogt participation
of key players from mine-affected countries in @l meetings relating to the Mine Ban ConventidRBC).

® Gasser, Russell and Robert Keeley, Global Assessnfi&C Mine Policy and Actions: 2002-2004.
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country and regional levels. Thus, the evaluatidhnet assess the efficiency, effectiveness, and
impact of individual projects, except to illustrateanges since the Global Assessment or critical
programming issues.

OVERALL OBJECTIVE OF THE EVALUATION:

To provide systematic and objective assessmerE€diinded mine actions in Southern
Caucasus to generate credible and useful lessodgdtsion-makers, allowing them to improve
the planning and management of existing and futire action projects, programmes, and
policies.

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES:

1. To assess the relevance of EC-funded mine Besviis-a-vis:
the geographic and thematic priorities definechim $trategies for 2002-2004 and 2005-
2007,
national and regional needs, strategies, and pesri
European Commission Country Strategy Papers andridéindicative Programmes in
Southern Caucasus;
European Commission strategy documents for Soutbautasus;

2. To analyse the allocation of funds among mirieedéd states in Southern Caucasus, and
across the various components of mine action (guclearance, MRE, etc.);

3. To assess the effectiveness of EU-funded mitierasupport in:
addressing the landmine & UXO problems in mine-@#d partner countries
fostering national ownership and the developmembadl capacities;
supporting the overall development and rehabititapriorities/ programmes of the
beneficiary countries;

4. To assess the coordination among the EU and affemncies supporting mine action in a
country (national; UN; donors; international NG@%;.);

5. To assess the impact of deconcentration onl#mning and delivery of EU support to mine
action in Southern Caucasus;

6. To assess the potential impact of the end ofpleeific budget line for anti-personnel
landmines on future mine action support from thet& Southern Caucasus;

7. To make recommendations to improve the ideatiir, the definition, the implementation
and the impact of EU-funded mine projects;

8. To generate recommendations to enhance thetopi@s for cross-fertilisation among mine
action programmes in Southern Caucasus and globally

The full Terms of Reference are attached as Annex 1

The evaluation entailed:
0] preliminary planning and data collection;
(i) selection of ‘focus countries’ to which missionsulebe undertaken;
(iii) desk research, including the review of strategimudwents for Southern Caucasus;
(iv) visit to Brussels to conduct interviews with deslcers;
(V) missions to the focus countries (Armenia and Azgbg
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(vi) e-mail and telephone interviews with persons whdaaot be met during the
missions® and
(vii)  analysis and reporting.
During the initial phase, two rounds of questionesiwere submitted to the EC-Brussels mine
action team and to EU delegations in Southern Gausceountries which had received EC
funding for mine action. The responses alloweddkaetification of the key evaluation issues and
the selection of focus countries.

The Evaluation Team comprised Vera Bohle, GICHDI&#ton Officer, and Nara Weigel,
GICHD Programme Officer Development. The countrgsiins were organised as follows:

Country Timing Team Members
Armenia 28 April — 02 May 2008 | Vera Bohle & Nara Weigel
Azerbaijan 03 — 10 May 2008 Vera Bohle & Nara Weigel

A country mission to Georgia was planned, but luelolet dropped due to non-availability of
relevant actors due to national holidays. For tbéson, the country focus of this evaluation
report will be on Armenia and Azerbaijan.

1 This includes meetings in Geneva with Geneva &wadlthe current and former UNDP Armenia mine actifficers.
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The basic programming framework for EU support toeraction in any country is made-up
most directly by:

0] the European Commission Country Strategy Paper Y, CSP
(ii) the National Mine Action Strategy and Programmel an
(iii) until recently, the EC Mine Action Strategy.

CSPs and National Mine Action Strategies are imitegl by a number of other policies and
strategies issued by European and national audsritor the Southern Caucasus, there is, for
example, an EC Regional Strategy Paper.

On the European side, the aid delivery systemherSouthern Caucasus includes the Directorate
General External Relations (DG RELEX), responsibteaid policy, and a separate Directorate
for the implementation of the Commission’s asse$aetfet for aid (EuropeAid Cooperation
Office or AIDCO).

Until 2006, there were hundreds of specific regafet that foresaw EC assistance for specific
aid purposes, including the two Regulations for &#ction. These regulations established both
policy guidance and the special budget line forl&Rimines. External Relations then formulated
the two EC Mine Action Strategies, covering 2002a04d 2005-07 respectively. These
documents outlined how the Commission would implen@ommunity mine action and

provided an overall strategic focus for Commisgoogramming for mine action.

Textbox 1 — The Objectives of the Mine Action Regul  ation and Strategy

The twin Regulations were adopted in 2001 as “a direct response to the Convention on the
Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on Their
Destruction (Ottawa Convention).” Thus, the Regulations were explicitly aimed at Treaty
implementation, as well as humanitarian and development objectives.

Similarly, the EC Mine Action strategies specify commitment to the Mine Ban Treaty as a criterion
for assistance, along with humanitarian and development needs, strategic importance to the EU,
effectiveness of the national mine action programme, and coherence with the wider assistance
programme.

It is clear therefore, that both the Regulations and the Strategies specified disarmament (i.e.
Treaty implementation), humanitarian, and developmental objectives.

The 2005 Global Assessment of the EC Mine Poliay Actions found thaEC staff have
consistently sought to achieve high standanddthe EC manages its mine action programme at
least as well as other similar international dondps v), and provided a number of
recommendations for further enhancing the poliay imimplementation. However, broader
reforms of the EU aid policies and institutions mghe recommendations for mine action could
not, for the most part, be implemented. Most funelatally, the broader reforms led to the
replacement of the hundreds of aid policy regufetie including those specific to mine action —
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with a handful of broader regulatiohisAs a result, the specific budget line for antigmemel
landmines disappeared, and the small units in Bleisharged with implementing the budget
line and the EC Mine Action Strategy were reducesize.

The elimination of the specific budget line forigmrsonnel landmines together with the absence
of a new mine action strategy may also have arctedie the place of mine action within the
structure of the European Union. Mine action wasditionally considered an area of action of the
European Commission. The disappearance of the Aldgdd line and specific thematic funding
opportunities at the Commission’s disposal havepened institutional discussions on the
potential role of the Council of the European Unftrus the member states) in mine action.
Therefore, the effect of differences (structureislen-making procedures etc.) between EU
institutions on the type of mine action funded #melexternal perception of such action should

be considered.

Textbox 2 — Mine Action within the structure of the European Union

The 1993 Treaty of Maastricht which established the European Union, divided EU policies into
three main areas, called pillars. The first or 'Community’ (EC) pillar concerns economic, social
and environmental policies. The second or ‘Common Foreign and Security Policy' (CFSP) pillar
concerns foreign policy and military matters. The third or 'Police and Judicial Co-operation in
Criminal Matters' (PJCC) pillar concerns co-operation in the fight against crime. This pillar was
originally named 'Justice and Home Affairs'.

Mine action does not easily fit completely within one pillar: aid and development are first pillar
responsibilities, and security is the second pillar. Generally, mine action has been considered as
within the first pillar, and the APL horizontal budget lines provided a mechanism to fund some of
the aspects of mine action not associated with geographic budget lines. First pillar decisions are
made by Qualified Majority Voting which favours supra-national policies. For issues in the second
pillar the relevant bodies are (usually) the Council of the European Union Secretariat proposing
projects which are implemented by joint action at an inter-governmental level by Member State
ministries (possibly by a sub-group of member states).

This may appear an arcane distinction, but currently, since the reforms of 2006 which removed
the thematic budget lines it has the potential for an impact on mine action. First, it further
increases already serious fragmentation by potentially moving part of mine action from the first
into the second pillar with its different procedures, including implementation by different Member
State ministries and not the European Commission. Since non-geographic funding is no longer
foreseen in the four new Instruments there could be pressure to fund some (admittedly minor)
parts of mine action from the second pillar. Secondly it could move the focus of mine action
towards being regarded as a security issue instead of a development issue. Pressure for his
move also comes from the increased mainstreaming of some parts of mine action within
development work, leaving other parts such as stockpile destruction perceived as security related
and not development issues.

There is debate about the placement of that part of “mine action” which occupies an area
between the first and second pillars, which may in the end be resolved by the European Court of
Justice. At present International Peace and Security are part of the second pillar so this may be
the correct place for some of the non-geographic actions, such as advocacy for universal
adherence to the APMBC, previously considered under the thematic APL budget line. However,
second pillar actions are generally shorter term than development actions, and placement here
could lead to a blurred distinction between the security aspects of mine action and anti-terrorist
actions.

1 General information on the reforms at http://ecmeareu/external_relations/reform/intro/index.htm
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Between 1991 and 2007 the main EC instrument wseslipport in the Southern Caucasus
region was the so-called Technical Assistanceadtbmmonwealth of Independent States
(TACIS). In 2007 this instrument was replaced by Buropean Neighbourhood and Partnership
Instrument (ENPI). In addition, a number of stré#sgand budgets for specific aid purposes
including mine action existed until 2007. As thelARrategy and thematic budget line covered
the mine action projects in Southern Caucasus, BAdid not deal with mine action in the
region.

This situation changed dramatically with the eliatian of the thematic budget line for mine
action and the introduction of the ENPI in 2007e oncept of Regional Strategy Papers (RSPs)
was introduced for countries in the ENPI regione REPs are intended to complement the ENPI
Country Strategy Papers (ENPI CSP) which are tineipal strategy documents for EC
engagement. Regarding the countries of the Soutbaucasus evaluated in this report, the ENPI
Eastern Region RSP for 2007-13 is intended to cemght the country-specific programmes
outlined in the CSPs for Armenia, Azerbaijan an@i@g. It is important to note that there are

no regional action plans as the objectives of t8€ Rre implemented through bilateral Action
Plans (AP).

TheEastern Regional Programn&irategy Paper 2007-20%3ecognises the need for the use of
the ENPI to fund future mine actio8ince 2001, actions against anti-personnel landmireeve
been covered by the APL regulatiSand since then there have been two EU Mine Action
Strategies and Indicative Programmes, 2002-2004,2005-2007 These strategies carried
their own indicative funding under the APL regubati With the simplification of external
assistance regulations, it is necessary for ENHIrtance future assistance in this area. This
assistance will follow on from the European Uniom&Action Strategies, but may, if necessary,
also include activities for the elimination of exgive remnants of war and of the illegal spread
and availability of small weapons and ammunitiormeetl as of non-proliferation of WMDs and
their means of delivery(p. 18/19)

The problem of mines and ERW in the regional condéthe Southern Caucasus was clearly
recognisedAs a result of past and present conflicts, almdstfehe countries of the region

have, to varying degrees, difficulties with theststice of anti-personnel landmines and explosive
remnants of war. In some parts of the region, tepgesents a serious threat to civilians as well
as to the environment. Action in this area requireseased cooperation and coordination
between the countries of the region, and would fiegreatly from progress in frozen conflicts

(p. 8)

Due to the “frozen conflicts” in the ENPI regibhadditional future support for efforts to resolve
such conflicts may also be provided under the 8tglistrument (RSP, p. 20/21). This could
include support for mine action.

12 The RSP covers Ukraine, Belarus, Moldova, Armeizerbaijan, Georgia and Russia and can be found at
http://ec.europa.eu/world/enp/pdf/country/enpi_esstrsp_en.pdf

13EC 1724/2001 & 1725/2001 of 23 July 2001

14 For the EU Mine Action Strategies and Indicativeq®ammes for 2002-4 and 2005-7 see
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/external_relations/mitistrategy.htm

15 Georgia and Russia have a difficult relationslsiaesult of the separatist regions of Abkhazéh@outh Ossetia,
while Armenia and Azerbaijan are locked in confbeer Nagorno Karabakh. The outbreak of armed @infi South
Ossetia between the Russian Federation and Georgizgust 2008 showed how quickly these conflica tdefrost”.
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Textbox 3 — The Stability Instrument and Supportfo  r Mine Action

The Stability Instrument* empowers Community short-term (up to 18 months) technical and
financial assistance in response to a situation of crisis or emerging crisis, including assistance for
mine action, specified as follows: support for measures to address, within the framework of
Community cooperation policies and their objectives, the socio-economic impact on the civilian
population of antipersonnel landmines, unexploded ordnance or explosive remnants of war;
activities financed under this Regulation shall cover risk education, victim assistance, mine
detection and clearance and, in conjunction therewith, stockpile destruction; (Article 3, par. h)

In addition, the Instrument makes provision for assistance to support for the rehabilitation and
reintegration of the victims of armed conflict, including measures to address the specific needs of
women and children; (Article 3, par. k). This would include landmine survivors.

In comparison, the former Mine Action Regulations and Strategies had a broader range of
objectives — disarmament (Treaty implementation), humanitarian, and development. However,
the Stability Instrument can provide only relatively short-term support for mine action for
(principally) humanitarian purposes in a crisis. Thus, there is no specialised instrument to support
mine action for either long-term development or disarmament in mind.

* REGULATION (EC) No 1717/2006 establishing the Instrument for Stability, 15 Nov. 2006. This also makes
for provision for assistance to various aspects of Security System Reform, including demobilisation and
reintegration of armed forces, and elements of small arms, light weapons (SALW) programming.

Other EU programmes for Southern Caucasus couinidkgle theBlack Sea Cooperation
Programme other thematic and nuclear programmes. A vanétther European Community
cooperation policies, such as fiemmon Foreign and Security Poli@@FSP), trade and justice
must also be considered when dealing with partoenties of the region. This is essential as the
internal policies and relationships among the fastins of the EU have an influence on the
external dimension of the policies. The right “pglimix” is called for in programming, meaning
that in the light of the external relations objeesi of EU, policy coherence needs to be ensured
between all available instruments in dealing wittoantry.

In line with the principles of aid effectivenedsetCSPs are not only influenced by the overall
EU strategies, but also by the recipient countoyis development priorities, normally outlined
in national development plans (e.g. Poverty Redac8trategy Papers - PRSP), which in turn
should be based on sector strategies and the laiitylaf financial resources. For EU support to
mine action, programming decisions should alsmBee with the national mine action
strategies (where these exist).

To repeat, while between 2002 and 2006, mine aftioding for the Southern Caucasus was
secured through the APL thematic budget line follmpits strategic priorities, from 2007,
landmine and ERW contamination and mine action roagpecifically mentioned in the CSPs to
be considered a funding priority. Mine action cobegeawith all other priorities such as health,
infrastructure, or education for funding.
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Table 3 — Mine Action in EC Country Strategy Papers for 200  2-6 and 2007-13
2002-6 2007-13

Yes — support humanitarian and
demining initiatives under the headline
Cooperation for the settlement of the
conflict over Nagorno Karabakh

Armenia No

Yes — mine action to contribute to Yes — same as Armenia demining in

Azerbaijan the settlement of the conflict and for | Nagorno Karabakh, but also as
post-conflict reconstruction® disarmament as political goal*’
Georgia No Yes — undeig5 the heading Stability
Instrument

While landmine and ERW contamination are not alweydicitly mentioned in the CSP,
provisions have been made to support mine actiomeder, in the case of Armenia and
Azerbaijan, these provisions are closely linketh®msolution of the Nagorno Karabakh conflict.
It is interesting that, unlike the Armenian and @gan CSP, the Azerbaijani CSP mentions
disarmament as a political goal, even though thigeiss relevant for all three countries.

18 “Ey accords very high priority to measures which bath (a) underpin a peaceful settlement and (eppre

Azerbaijan to derive maximum benefit from the egdifithe Nagorno Karabakh conflict and the reopgrom
communications. In this context priority shoulddieen to demining actions in war damaged areas ealjato the
cease fire line and in the event of peace settlememhat are currently occupied territoriesCSP Azerbaijan 2002-6
17 csP Azerbaijan 2007-201®hder the headings EC Response Strategy and Rolialogue and Reform: In
terms of enhanced cooperation on foreign and secpdlicy, particular attention will be paid to isss relating to
WMD non-proliferation and disarmament, includinghgentional disarmament and landmines, and to azinfli
prevention and crisis management with a particdtaous on Azerbaijan’s role in settling the protrdtconflict with
Armenia over Nagorno-Karabakl'p. 20)

18 “Equally important for Georgia may be measureatinress the effects on the civilian populationrif-gersonnel
mines, unexploded ordnance ammunition, surpluariing or other explosive devices. Such measureswiheye
appropriate, be addressed under the Stability bnsient and under the national and regional envelageke ENPI”.
CSP Georgia 2007-2013, p. 27.
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Figure 2 — Map Southern Caucasus

The total EC funding to mine action in Southern €muws is only 2.3% of the total EC finding to
mine action worldwide. For Southern Caucasus, the®a decrease in total funding between
2002-4 (period covered by the first EC Mine Actidinategy) and 2005-7 (period covered by the
second Strategy) of more than 50%. The worldwidgeatese of total EU funding to mine action
due to the change in strategy was about 25 %. Henvewme must consider that although the
Armenian Landmine Impact Survey (LIS) was a mudtasy project covering the period 2004-
2007, EU funding was only counted for the 2004 qukri
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Table 4 — EC Mine Action Funding in Southern Caucas

us relative to total EC Mine Action

Funding
Total EC funding to mine EC funding to mine action % to Southern
action Southern Caucasus Caucasus
2002-04 €145.2 million €4.05 million 2.8%
2005-07 €107.8 million €1.75 million 1.6%
Total €253.0 million €5.80 million 2.3%

Sources: Total EC funding — Landmine Monitor; Funding for Southern Caucasus — our figures

All funds for mine action in the Southern Caucasaisie from the dedicated APL budget line.
The following individual projects have been funded:

Table 5 — EC-funded Projects in the Southern Caucas us
Year Country Implementing Term Funds Project description
Partner allocated
i Landmine Impact Survey (LIS),
2004 | Armenia UNDP 12/08/2004 1,400,000 | MRE, victim assistance and
12/08/2007 o
demining
- 27/03/2002- Azerbaidjan Landmine Impact
2002 | Azerbaijan UNDP 28/06/2003 1,337,153 Survey and Clearance Operations
Capacity building support to
2003 | Azerbaijan UNDP 12/12/2003 1,314,101 | Azerbaijan National Agency for
Mine Action (ANAMA)
Marking and fencing, de-mining,
victim assistance coordination and
2005 | Azerbaijan UNDP gﬁggggg 1,000,000 | mine victim data collection
(Integrated mine action
programme)
Complete the ongoing mine action
. 14/10/2006- for G ia/Abkhazi
2006 Georgia HALO Trust 2/12/2007 500,000 | programme for Georgl azia,
comprehensive mine clearance
Engaging non-state actors in
2006 | Georgia | Genevacall | OC¢t2006- 250,000 | Abkhazia, South Ossetia and
Oct 2008 Nagorno-Kharabagh

All three Southern Caucasus countries have receaivpgort, as follows:

Table 6 — EU Mine Action support in Southern Caucas

us by Country

2002-04 2005-07 Total %

€ million € million € million
Azerbaijan 2.65 1.00 3.65 63%
Armenia 1.40 0.00 1.40 24%
Georgia* 0.00 0.75 0.75 13%
Total 4.05 1.75 5.80 100%

* Note: The 250,000 Euro Geneva Call project ielisunder Georgia, but it also includes action agdrno
Karabakh, the disputed territory between Armenid Arerbaijan.
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Funds committed in 2005-2007 are in line with timarficial targets set in the second EC mine
action strategy for Armenia and Azerbaijan. Georgizeived 250,000 Euro less than planned.

The financial targets for mine action in the South@aucasus for the entire period from 2002
have not been met: a total of € 9.9 million hadnbelanned for all countries in the regitin.

Table 7 — EC Targeted and Allocated Funds for Mine  Action in Southern Caucasus by
Country as per EC Strategies for 2002-04 and 2005-0 7 (in € million)

Target 02-04 Allocated Target 05-07 Allocated

Armenia 14 1.40 0 0
Armenia / 1.8 131 Not listed as

Azerbaijan* such

Azerbaijan 15 1.38 1.0 1.00
Georgia 1.8 0 1.0 0.75
Georgia / 1.4 0 Not listed as

Abkhazia such

* The 2002-2004 strategy lists the title like tHiscefers to Nagorno Karabakh. The funds were jolexy to Azerbaijan.

While it is not known why Georgia did not receive tplanned funds in 2002-2004, it has been
clear in the beginning of 2008 that the mine probie Abkhazia was mostly solvé8Due to the
ongoing conflict in South Ossetia, clearance the®not been possible yet.

The bulk of EC funding for the Southern Caucasussb®en channelled through UNDP (€ 5.05
million). UNDP in turn implemented the projectsdbgh international partners (for example the
Survey Action Center for the Landmine Impact Surirepzerbaijan), and through national
bodies like the National Mine Action Centres in Asmia and Azerbaijan.

Projects of the two international NGOs — HALO Tr(&%600 000) and Geneva Call (€ 250 000)
—were directly funded.

Table 8 — Number of EC-funded projects per partner  and country

Number of Projects Number of countries
Geneva Call 1 1 (Georgia)*
Halo Trust 1 1 (Georgia)
UNDP 4 3 (Armenia, A;erbaljan,
Georgia)

* Note: The 250,000 Euro Geneva Call project ielisunder Georgia, but it also includes action agdrno
Karabakh, the disputed territory between Armenié Arerbaijan.

Apart from capacity building, the bulk of funds weémto clearance and area reduction. Mine risk
education and victim assistance were considerddhbse components naturally require less
funds than clearance. Generally, the Commissiorstported all mine action components and
there were no proposals from the affected countoiehange the ratio between the components.

19 plus another € 2 million or more in case of jointhe APMBC. As of May 2008 none of the three caesthave
joined the APMBC.
20 Even though the events of August 2008 indicatentiesl for a stand-by EOD capacity.
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Note that, depending on the mine action projechay be difficult to distinguish between the
mine action components. The UNDP projects alwaysgaso capacity building components, but

it may be hard to distinguish for example if a laride impact survey serves as capacity building
tool or as a basis for clearance planning, or @hbFor others, the distinction between
components is clearer, for example clearance icdlse of HALO Trust and advocacy in the case
of Geneva Call.

The figures for total mine action funding in South€aucasus have been taken from the
Landmine Monitor Reports 1999-2007 for Armenia &w®brgia (including Abkhazia), and from
the ANAMAZ?! 2008 report for Azerbaijan. Due to the use ofetiéht currencies and the fact that
some sums were difficult to allocate or seemedidatwe, the figures may not be totally
accurate.

Armenia has received about $10.6 million in totahi external donors for mine action since
2001. The main donor has been the U.S., with aB®@® million. The EU is the second biggest
donor, and smaller contributions were received ffofhand UNDP. The Armenian Government
contributed about $60,000 in total, of which € 30,@vent to the UNDP/EC project.

Azerbaijan has received a total of about $16.lionilbetween 1999 and 2006. The main donor
was the US with about $9.3 million. The GovernnamAzerbaijan has contributed about $3.7
million to mine action in the same period. For 200Gth the US and the Azerbaijani
Governments have contributed about $2.2 milliorthinlast two years (2006 and 2007), the total
mine action budget for Azerbaijan has nearly dodibheostly due to a considerable increase of
Government contributions in 2006 and 2007.

Georgia, apart from Abkhazia, has received vetlglftinding, mainly because landmines are
reported not to be a major problem. The total mual$1 million since 1998, provided by the
U.S., Netherlands, Germany, U.K. and via ITF. FbklAazia, about $10.9 million has been
contributed by the U.S. and, apart from the EUepttonors such as UK, Germany, Netherlands,
Japan, Canada, Finland. The main donor is thewdt8.about $9.3 million.

At this stage there are no follow-up projects pkthim any of the countries, as illustrated in the
table below, which also lists the mentioning of &ifport in the respective CSPs.

Table 9 — Mine Action in EC CSP for 2007-13 relative to Pro  jects Planned after 2007

Country EC support for mine action EC MA Projects Remarks
mentioned in CSP for planned after
2007-2013 2007
Armenia Yes — support humanitarian and No Conflict over Nagorno
demining initiatives under the Karabakh not settled
headline Cooperation for the
settlement of the conflict over
Nagorno Karabakh

2L ANAMA is the Azerbaijan National Agency for Minection.
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Country EC support for mine action EC MA Projects Remarks
mentioned in CSP for planned after
2007-2013 2007
Azerbaijan | Yes — same as Armenia demining No Conflict over Nagorno
in Nagorno Karabakh, but also as Karabakh not settled
disarmament as political goal
Georgia Yes — under the headline Stability No Abkhazia is considered
Instrument mine impact free.
However, the Geneva Call
project could be
considered longer-term.

In the cases of Armenia and Azerbaijan, it canrigaeed that further funding was not provided
because the Nagorno Karabakh conflict is not yitese However, the earlier projects did not
depend on resolution of the Nagorno Karabakh ibggause mine action is mentioned as a
measure to encourage cooperation for the settleofiehe conflict. Overall it does not seem that
a strategic decision was taken to end mine actimould also be argued that the CSPs are too
limited in these two countries, as a clear exdtsigy for mine action funding would have been
better than just terminating the funds. In additibvere may be other projects worth funding
while the Nagorno Karabakh conflict remains froZen.

In Georgia, the Abkhazia project came to a natamal positive end as the remaining mine impact
was marginal. This remains to be the case for lamelsrafter the latest conflict, but Abkhazia is
facing an EOD problem, which is currently addredsgtHALO Trust. However, projects related
to committing non-state actors to respect the akibgs of the APMBC will certainly need
longer-term engagement.

There is no concept to promote peace through ragioitiatives, such as the workshops
organised by ITF (see below, Regional Mine Action).

The political situation in the South Caucasus idram stable and may be deteriorating. The
European Security Strategy (ESS) states thatiitthe European interest that countries on the
EU’s borders are well-governduecauseneighbours who are engaged in violent conflict, kvea
states where organised crime flourishgmd] dysfunctional societies...all pose problems for
Europe The South Caucasus was also explicitly mentiongde European Security Strategy as
an area where the EU should takestidnger and more active intere'st

>

Despite some engagement, the EU chose not to plagyamportant role in conflict resolution
issues in Georgia. The EU decided to focus on G&srgeform and transformation instead,
which is seen as a precondition for conflict setéat. In 2004-2005 the EU deployed a one year
long “rule of law” mission to Georgia (EUJUST THE®), and in 2005 a team of experts was
deployed to support the border reform process.rébently finalised EU-Georgia Action Plan of
the Neighbourhood Policy is consistent with su¢tbaorgia first” approach. Rather than conflict
resolution, the priorities of the Action Plan’s aode of law and improving the investment
climate.

22For example, continued mine action capacity buidiriearance in non-disputed areas, victim assistaor
monitoring of the sustainability of achievementnfrthe previous projects.

EVALUATION OF EC-FUNDED MINE ACTION PROGRAMMES INT HE CAUCASUS AND CENTRAL ASIA
FINAL 16.07.09| 13



The latest developments in South Ossetia, wher&dhken conflict rapidly escalated into war in
August 2008, is an illustration of how fragile stdp in the region is.

The EU policy towards the Nagorno Karabakh confiidtich pits Azerbaijan and Armenia
against each other, has been even more modestirifésolved Nagorno Karabakh conflict
remains an obstacle to regional stability and coatjpmn. Unlike in other post-Soviet conflicts
such as Transnistria (Moldova), Abkhazia and S@sbketia, the EU is not everdamandeufor

a greater role in the conflict settlement procaesdagorno Karabakh. The official position of the
EU is that it would consider a contribution to pelkeeping forces in the region if and only if
there is agreement between the parties on the yleplat of such forces.

This is not to say that Europe’s voice in not haarthe Nagorno Karabakh case. France, along
with Russia and the US, co-chairs the OSCE Minssu@ithat mediates in the Nagorno
Karabakh conflict settlement process. It must leecthough that France does this in its own
capacity and not in the name of the EU.

One EU voice is that of the EU Special Represerddt USR) for the Southern Caucasus,
appointed through a Joint Action of the Counciti@ European Union in 2003 (see textbox).
EUSR are mandated to promote EU policies in spetifiubled regions and consequently
directly support the work of the EU High Represaugafor the CFSP. The role of the EUSR for
the Southern Caucasus has become increasingly tampoas the accession of Romania and
Bulgaria to the EU have pushed its border furtlaet.eThe situation in the Southern Caucasus is
now of direct concern for the EU. The mandate efEtUSR for the Southern Caucasus is to
prevent conflict in the region and contribute te treaceful settlement of conflicts by
encouraging the governments of Armenia, Azerbaijath Georgia to cooperate around regional
themes, and recommending actions targeting cicilesp and the rehabilitation of the territories.
However, it has been pointed out by several acioctjding the EC Delegation and the
International Crisis Grodpthat the EUSR could be more active regarding Nagétarabakh.

Textbox 4 — Common Foreign & Security Policy and EU Joint Actions

The Council of the European Union is the principal decision making institution in the EU. It is
composed of 27 national ministers (one per state). The exact membership depends upon the
topic being discussed; for example, when discussing the CFSP the 27 national foreign ministers
form the Council. The Foreign Ministers of the EU Member States meet regularly in this External
Relations Council to establish EU policy on key foreign-policy issues. The External Relations
Council is represented by the EU High Representative for the CFSP.

Three different instruments are used to implement these policy decisions: Joint Actions,
Common Positions and Common Strategies. In sum, these refer to coordinated action of all EU
Member States for which resources of all kinds are deployed to achieve objectives defined by
the Council of the European Union. Joint Actions commit the EU Member States to the positions
they adopt and, subsequently, in the conduct of their activity. A Joint Action is usually a time-
limited project but may be extended if appropriate.

Initially Joint Actions mainly mandated EU military or police missions in: Bosnia-Herzegovina,
Moldova, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, the African Great Lakes, the Southern
Caucasus, the Middle East peace process and Central Asia. Over time Joint Actions developed

2 |cG, “Nagorno-Karabakh : Risking War”, Europe Reif9?187, 14 Nov. 2007.
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into instruments that support activities connected to International Organizations and treaties
such as the Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons and now the APMBC.

Despite these initiatives the EU applies neithespure nor incentives to push the conflict
resolution process forward. The EU is careful &y steutral in the broader debates between
Armenia and Azerbaijan. The EU is opposed to thekiSh and Azerbaijani blockade of
Armenia, while also being careful to remain in cexgtive relations with Azerbaijan. While the
EU Action Plan with Azerbaijan supports the prineipf territorial integrity, the EU-Armenia
Action Plan supports the principle of self-deteration. In other words the EU has little if any
policy towards the Nagorno Karabakh conflict.

Textbox 5 — Background on the Nagorno Karabakh con  flict

While Armenian-Azerbaijani frictions over Nagorno Karabakh were contained during Soviet
rule, the struggle escalated with the crumbling of the Soviet Union in the late 1980s. In
February 1988 an appeal from Nagorno Karabakh deputies to the Supreme Soviet of the USSR
asking to transfer control of Nagorno Karabakh from Azerbaijan to Armenia was turned down.
In July of the same year the legislative body of Nagorno Karabakh, together with the Armenian
Supreme Soviet, decided to unify Nagorno Karabakh and Armenia. Attacks against the minority
populations of the respective countries multiplied as the inter-ethnic conflict intensified.**

In response, Moscow proposed enhanced autonomy for Nagorno Karabakh within Azerbaijan.
Neither Armenians nor Azerbaijanis were satisfied with this decision. Azerbaijan began an
economic blockade of fuel and supply lines to Armenia that passed Azerbaijani territory (at the
time 90% of Armenia’s imports from other Soviet republics went through Azerbaijan). In
December 1989 the legislative bodies of Armenia and Nagorno Karabakh voted for the
unification of Armenia and Nagorno Karabakh. Hence, the Armenian communist leadership and
the Karabakh anti-communist coalition for national sovereignty became allies.

Three declarations of independence followed the break-up of the USSR in 1991: Armenia in
August 1991, Azerbaijan in October 1991, and Nagorno-Karabak in December 1991. The
declaration of independence of Nagorno Karabakh was, of course, controversial. The
referendum held in December 1991 was boycotted by local Azerbaijanis. Nagorno Karabakh
appealed for recognition by the international community based on the right to self-
determination. The Government of Azerbaijan insisted the principles of national sovereignty
and the inviolability of existing borders must be respected. Although de facto self-governing, de
jure no country has recognized the independence of Nagorno Karabakh.

With the departure of the Soviet army from the region in early 1992, the conflict developed into
a full scale war. Supported by Armenia, the Karabakh army pushed the Azerbaijani army from
Nagorno Karabakh and occupied territory around the enclave to create a buffer zone. A
corridor was also established to connect Nagorno Karabakh with Armenia, going through the
Azerbaijani region of Lachin. Those ethnic Azerbaijanis who had not left already were expelled
from the Nagorno Karabakh region. By the end of 1994 around 724,000 people had left their
homes in Armenia, Nagorno Karabakh and surrounding districts, and had sought refuge in
Azerbaijan. Around 413,000 ethnic Armenian refuges and IDPs were registered in Armenia.

In May 1994 there was a cease-fire agreement, but since then no final settlement has been
reached. There is no international monitoring of the cease-fire and, according to the U.S.
Department of State, each year 30-40 people die due to cease-fire violations. The Organisation
for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) mediation efforts have been going on for more
than 15 years, but three peace plans were rejected in the first ten years. Since April 2004 new
negotiations (Prague process) have been facilitated by the OSCE Minsk Group.

In general terms, the Azerbaijanis want the occupied areas to be returned to Azerbaijan, but

24 |nternational Crisis Group: Conflict History: Nago-Karabakh (Azerbaijan), 22 September 2004.
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propose to give greater autonomy to Nagorno Karabakh. Armenia sees itself as a guarantor of
Nagorno Karabakh’s security and in particular of the security of ethnic Armenians living there.
Armenia shows little willingness to return the other occupied territories — it rejected an offer
from the President of Azerbaijan to route an oil pipeline through Armenia, entitling Armenia to
some transit revenues in exchange for Armenia’s withdrawal. Nagorno Karabakh wants
independence, but is willing to discuss the return of other occupied territories (with the
exception of the Lachin corridor) if its own security is guaranteed.

In Nagorno Karabakh, a new de facto president was elected in July 2007. Unrecognized by the
international community, the elections caused considerable controversy.?

The United Nations General Assembly recently reaffirmed its continued support for the
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Azerbaijan within internationally recognized borders, and
demanded the withdrawal of the Armenian forces.*®

The 2008 presidential elections in both Armenia and Azerbaijan led to further tensions. After a
twenty-day state of emergency was declared in Armenia to deal with post-election protests, the
most serious cease-fire violations in years were recorded.

The solution of the Nagorno Karabakh conflict is of geo-political importance for Russia, Iran,
Turkey and even the EU. Regarding energy supply for example, the Baku-Thilisi-Ceyhan oil
pipeline runs close to the cease-fire line and many actors have an interest in preventing
clashes. Despite this, observers such as the International Crisis Group criticize failure of the
EU, U.S. and Russia to effectively use economic and political pressure to bring about a
settlement.”’

The conflicts in the region hinder the hopes tadfarm the South Caucasus into a transportation
hub between East, West, North and South. It alstddze an energy hub: the three possible
alternative gas transit routes from the Caspiant@&ése EU (the Nabucco, Baku-Thilisi-Erzurum
and trans-Black Sea pipeline projects) dependalrilgy in the South Caucasus.

Since 1994, when the Nagorno Karabakh conflict geag to a situation of ‘no war, no peace’,
the different parties have faced mixed economispeots. While oil has fed the vaults of
government, economic security for the majorityle population remains cripplingly low. In
Armenia, the psychological boost of military susceser Azerbaijan is tarnished by lost
economic opportunities, as economic migration tefuand the West has reduced the
population significantly. Nagorno Karabakh itselffers from severe under-employment and is
increasingly dependent on external support, pdatiufrom Armenian diaspora groups in the
West and from ‘inter-state’ loans from Armenia.

The most contaminated area in Southern Caucasisrng the borders and confrontation lines
between Armenia and Azerbaijan, including the &mesnd around Nagorno Karabakh — possibly
apart from South Ossetia, where renewed outbrdat@ndlict do not allow a final assessment.
For details on the contamination, see the chaptmsv on the two countries.

Within the territory of Georgia, apart from Soutkd@tia, the area of Abkhasia has been affected
by mines and ERW.

25 |CRC Annual report 2007, p. 247.
26 United Nations General Assembly resolution A/RE%&83 of 25 April 2008.
27 |nternational Crisis Group: Nagorno-Karabakh: RigkWar, Europe Report No 187, 14 November 2007.
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As mentioned, the whole region is far from statlkich makes regional cooperation a challenge.
Regional initiatives mainly come through internatibactors such as the International Trust
Fund (ITF), Geneva Call or the International Cargpdb Ban Landmines (ICBL).

The Slovenia-based ITéonducted a regional workshop on “Mine Action amfitlence
Building Measure” in 2005 in Thilisi, Georgia andagher one on “Confidence Building
and Regional Cooperation through Mine Action” imfsity, Kazakhstan. ITF wants to
further promote regional confidence building andpration through joint trainings,
bilateral and/or multilateral assistance amongomaii mine action programmes, or even
through the establishment of a regional coordieatidchnical body in the field of mine
action in South Caucasus. ITF also puts an empbasdisterregional cooperation
between the South Caucasus and South East Europeidédge transfer could be
provided through lessons learned with the SoutheEagurope Mine Action
Coordination Council (SEEMACC). Finally, ITF alsasicountry specific activities in
Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia. ITF has not remgiany EC funding. The reason
given was that ITF is too closely related with 8levenian Government, and thus
funding would be support to a EU member state. dfoee, support to the ITF initiatives
came bilaterally (e.g. Slovenia and Canada) onigindOSCE.

The second regional mine action actor is the Gebagad NGQ Geneva Cal.

received € 250,000 from the EC for its project “Bgigng armed Non-State Actors in the
South Caucasus in the Anti-Personnel Mine Ban”. dliiective is to secure a firm
commitment from the self-proclaimed authoritiedkhazia, South Ossetia and
Nagorno Karabakh to ban anti-personnel landminesvities range from promoting
awareness of the region’s mine problem among sadiety and national authorities, to
capacity-building for local campaigns against ARk®viding confidence-building
measures through increased dialogue, and encogrtgrde facto authorities to sign
Geneva Call's Deed of Commitméht

Geneva Call has conducted a number of workshofteisouthern Caucasus and
contributed to the creation of a regional consontaf NGOs to facilitate civil society
cooperation on a regional level. While holding fregt meetings with the de facto
authorities, Geneva Call also met with the autfesibf Armenia, Azerbaijan and
Georgia to inform them about the missions to tlggores governed by the de facto
authorities. Due to political sensitivities and thezen conflict situation, a progressive
approach is necessary to achieve the goals of Gebal.

The difficult political situation affects the opéns of the ICBL, which acts at the
national level in all three countries: even fordégional cooperation is difficult. The
Armenia Campaign to Ban Landmines reported thattddlee difficult political situation
they no longer have good contacts to their couatéspn Georgia and Azerbaijan.

Although it cannot be considered a regional init@tthe humanitarian demining NGO
HALO Trustis active in various areas in the Southern Cawdase EC funded a
humanitarian mine clearance and explosive ordndisp®sal project in Abkhazia
(Georgia) between October 2006 and November 20BLHhad been working in

2 The Deed of Commitment is availableratw.genevacall.org/about/testi-mission/gc-04oct@edihtm The purpose
of this deed of commitment is twofold. It is a mantsm whereby the self-proclaimed governments daer to the
norms of the APMBC and thereby advance the causenifie-free world even though they are not recseghby the
international community. This in turn may encourége South Caucasus states to adhere to the APMBISo
facilitates the implementation of new mine actioagzammes in the region.

EVALUATION OF EC-FUNDED MINE ACTION PROGRAMMES INT HE CAUCASUS AND CENTRAL ASIA
FINAL 16.07.09| 17



Abkhazia since 1997 with most of the funding reedifrom the U.S. Department of
State until 2005. The EC decided to support HAL@rtable it to complete its ongoing
demining programme with the ultimate goal of dadgrAbkhazia mine impact free at
the end of 2007. As this goal was not achievedd®72HALO submitted another request
for funding to the EC and other donors so that Atz can be declared mine and UXO
free in 2008. HALO also conducted various mine@aae programmes in Nagorno
Karabakh which were not EC funded. An 18-monthgubgtarted in 2005 helped the de
facto authorities establish local mine clearangmciies, including a mine action centre.
Unfortunately no further information on this prdj@eas provided to us: HALO Trust did
not respond to questions from the evaluation tE4Rhis is rather unfortunate as
HALO's experience in these territories charactetisg conflict and high political
tensions would have certainly been relevant fa évialuation.

29 On several occasions the evaluation team requestes information from the HALO Trust on its projest
Nagorno Karabakh, its assessment of the contammmatithe region etc. Unfortunately this informatiwas not
provided. Although the project in Nagorno Karabakhot EC funded, it would have been interestinglie overall
conclusions of the regional evaluation to get niofermation from the only NGO which is undertakingne action in
both Nagorno Karabakh and Abkhazia.
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Armenia has enjoyed a double-digit growth ratenim last seven years. In 2007 GDP growth was
13.8%. GDP per capita in 2006 was $1,989. Steadyamic progress has earned Armenia
increasing support from international institutiomle International Monetary Fund (IMF), World
Bank, European Bank for Reconstruction and Develgr(EBRD), as well as other
international financial institutions and foreignuciries are extending considerable grants and
loans to the country. In December 2005, the USaviilium Challenge Corporation approved a
5-year $235 million Compact with the GovernmenAahenia, which focuses on rehabilitation

of irrigation networks and upgrading of rural trpog infrastructure.

Figure 3 — Map of Armenia

Despite these positive developments,
like other New Independent States of
the former Soviet Union, Armenia's
economy still suffers from the legacy

of a centrally planned economy and the
breakdown of former Soviet trading
networks. In addition, the unresolved
Nagorno Karabakh conflict and the
related closure of the Azerbaijani
border, as well as the closure of the
Turkish border, has prevented Armenia
from realising its economic potential.
Armenia is dependant on outside
supplies of energy and most raw
materials. Land routes through
Azerbaijan and Turkey are closed,
though air connections to Turkey exist;
land routes through Georgia and Iran
are inadequate or unreliable.

Poverty is still high, at 25%. Also,
there are substantial differences in poverty lebetsveen regions (marzes), as well as between
rural and urban areas. These differences are mustigitioned by the existing disparities of
economic development, as well as territorial, ptaisgeographical and infrastructure
development peculiarities. Poverty incidence isbign marzes affected by the devastating
earthquake in 1988;and remote, and border marzes (which have vemvonfable conditions
for agriculture, especially with small share ofgated agriculture land), as well as in marzes with
mostly urban population.

Landmines and explosive remnants of war in Armeméanly result from the Nagorno Karabakh

30 poverty and Social Snapshot of Armenia, Nationati§ical Service, 2008.
%1 The 1988 earthquake damaged 40% of Armenia’s iniduisapital, which lead to an economic collapse.
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conflict between 1988 and 19%4Both Armenia and Azerbaijan laid landmines un@i94. As
the mines were laid by untrained military staffpmimaps are inexistent or inadequate. For this
reason, the precise extent of the contaminatidiffisult to determine.

After the 1994 cease-fire following the conflidietArmenian army surveyed approximately
1,000 kilometres of borderline in Armenia. As auteghe Ministry of Defence of Armenia has
estimated 50,000 to 80,000 emplaced landmines.

The (EC-funded) Landmine Impact Survey complete®d5 identified 60 communities
impacted by a total of 102 dangerous areas, sumtoig1.68 square kilometres or 1.08% of the
territory of Armenia. The contaminated areas acated in five marzes, all bordering Azerbaijan.
The contamination is mainly in rural areas, blogkpasture and agriculture land. These figures
are low in comparison with highly affected courdriike Afghanistan (2,368 mine-impacted
communities — after 14 year of mine action) or Alagd,988 mine-impacted communities). But

it is important to note that these figures do metude the territory of Nagorno Karabakh, the
most affected part of the region, which remainsenrtde control of the Armenian forces.

The majority (68%) of the 321.68 contaminated kay within closed military zones, formally
inaccessible for civilians. Thirty-six communitiesth 50 SHAS are in the restricted areas.
However, according to ICBL the mines in the restdcareas still have a humanitarian impact:
there have been accidents since the residentefarmmic pressure to use these areas.

Figure 4 — Map: LIS results of impacted communities 3

32| andmine Monitor 2008. In contrast, ANAMA clairfsmail from Nazim Ismaylov, 11 December 2008) that
Armenian minefields serve the border protection aredthus not a result of the conflict, but partnilitary policy. For
this reason, ANAMA thinks all mine related data skicbe available at the Armenian MoD, and the comtated area
is much smaller than the LIS indicates.

33 From the Survey Action Centre websitétp:/www.sac-na.org/
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Mines and other ERW are recognized as a signifisarier on the way of economic recovery in
the country** The comparison between the results of the Landinipact Survey and the

National Human Development Survey (NHDS, condutigthe Government of Armenia and
UNDP in 2002 and 2083 showed that mine-affected communities are maratsd due to
perceived social exclusion, poor roads and lesssado markets than non-impacted communities
in similar socio-economic and geographic environtaieim affected communities, the percentage
of very poor communities and landless householdsnsiderably higher than in neighbouring
non-affected one¥.

It needs to be noted that the LIS does not coventiole picture — in addition to the recorded
dangerous areas, there are ammunition stockpittslgots from Soviet times in Armenia.

Figure 5 — Map recent victims 3

34From the Armenian Mine Action Strategy.

35 The NHDS was conducted in spring 2003. It cové&@00 households in 170 rural and 41 urban comiesnit
selected from all regions of the country. The infation collected was used to track human developrheman
poverty and progress in achieving the MillenniunvBlepment Goals. The main findings are summarinete fifth
issue of Armenia Social Trentiétp://www.gov.am/old/enversion/programms_9/ahnizamshtakan_gorc_9_2.htm
36 See Armenia LIS final report, pages 31-34.

37 From the Survey Action Center website.
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In recent years, there have not been many mindWY Fictims: 2005 - 0 mines, 5 ERW; 2006 -
1 mine, 1 ERW?® and 2007 — 1 min&.The Armenian Landmine Monitor 2005 reports a tofal
403 victims between 1990 and 2004, with a peak betwd 992 and 1999. These figures are
likely to include military personnel. For compatisdn Afghanistan, there were 2,245 recorded
victims between 2002 and 2004, 966 in 2005, 798®6 and at least 811 in 20%f7.

1& W+ # $&H#H &1& )

In 2006 with support from UNDP and participationadifmine action actors, Armenia produced a
national mine action strategy, which includes a é/ikction End Strategy and a Strategic Plan
for 2007-2010. It is available in Armenian and Esigllanguages.

The vision in the Strategy is a country free frdma impact of mines and ERW. The
responsibility lays with the Armenian authoritiexlghe goals for demining, MRE, victim
assistance, advocacy, information management gudatery matters are formulated
accordingly** Guidelines are provided for mine action prioritssl various other issues,
including the use of the LIS and support to natialeaelopment plans. The strategy foresees the
development of medium- and long-term plans, anahofual workplans.

The strategic goals of the Armenia Mine Action &tgec Plan for 2007-2011 are to:

1. Build capacities

2. Implement national humanitarian demining standats$ standard operating procedures
as a basis for a quality assurance system

3. Enable continuous and efficient humanitarian dengjraperations according to the needs

of the country, available material and human resesjrand recognized standards

Significantly reduce the level of mine risk to tpepulation by mine risk education

integrated with humanitarian demining operatiotegi@ance, technical survey, marking)

Establish sustainable capacities for MRE withinebecation system

Support the assimilation of mine victims into sogie

Cooperate with local and international researchdmalopment centres

Cooperate on the international and regional letetievelop mine action capacities

Maintain communication with relevant public orgatipns, improve advocacy and

domestic legal regulations.

»

©CoNo O

Chapter 1 of the 2007-2011 plan also includes ketabperational objectives to meet the
strategic goals. Chapter 2 provides detailed dgtpians, divided by mine action pillars. The
activity plans include timelines, expected resuétsd further guidance how to achieve these
results. Finally, the financial requirements aséekil by pillar and yedf.

%8 Source: Landmine Monitors 2006 and 2007.

%% Landmine Monitor 2008. Nine military personnel wailso reported injured by mines, but it was neaclfrom
reporting if these casualties occurred in ArmenianoNagorno-Karabakh. Casualties may well be umdpprted as
there is no systematic casuality data collection.

40 Al figures from Landmine Monitors 2006, 2007, 00

41 Armenia Mine Action Strategy, chapter 4.

42 The total funding requirement 2007-2011 is 14IBooi AMD (about USD 36 million), of which over 969 for
humanitarian demining operations.
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The Armenian Mine Action Strategy is a sound docoimé could serve well as a basis for
further planning for all mine action actors, indiugldonors.

N (#&#

The basic responsibility and authority for implertaion of the mine action strategy lies with the
Inter-Agency Governmental Commission on Mine Actiathich is responsible for developing

the National Mine Action Strategy plus long terndamnual mine action plans; demining
contaminated areas in support of economic develapftierough the Armenian Humanitarian
Demining Centre — AHDC, see below); and mobiliziegessary resources. The Commission
comprises representatives of relevant ministriesraarzpets (heads of regional administrations).
The priorities for mine clearance are based onmesendations of the Ministry of Defence and
marzpets.

The Commission does not have any cooperation meshamwith the NGOs working in this
field. The need for such cooperation is accentuisi¢de Landmine Monitor Report 2006 and by
the ACBL.

##,

The AHDC was established in March 2002, mainly witls. funds. Based in Echmiadzin near
Yerevan, it continues to be the implementing baatydemining. The AHDC is essentially part of
the Ministry of Defence, and thus purely military.

Figure 6 — National Demining Structure in Armenia ~ *®

43 From LIS (2005):http://www.undp.am/docs/publications/2005publicasiiseng. pdf
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The AHDC took the lead in training of 200 deminelsg handlers and other staff. Within the
framework of a US-funded initiative, the AHDC cortied a pilot survey in the region of
Tavoush in 2002. As well, mine clearance activitiese conducted between 2003 and 2006 in
the Syunik regiori?

The Ministry of Defence provides the only deminggpacity in Armenia -- manual, mechanical
and mine detection dogs (MDD). Its capacity to deeffectively is disputed. UNDP reported
that there was no comprehensive dog breeding progea which means that the dog capacity
(currently 16) would fade out within 2-3 years. thermore, there is only one machine in
Armenia, and there are more deminers than equipr@emversely, AHDC claims to have a
breeding programme for the dogs and assessesnisidg equipment as sufficiefitwith the
only need being in more machines.

Demining in Armenia has been slow, with low prodkitg. Only 1.04 knf of land was cleared in
the five years to 2006. In 2007, only 102,283 squmaetres were cleared according to AHDC:
reasons given included weather conditions, whiskrigts clearance from May to October, and
difficult terrain, which sometimes allows only tbhee of manual assets. Other countries with
similar problems have better clearance rates. dtthrent rate, the clearance of just the areas
outside the military restricted zone will requirema than 1,000 years. If the current capacity is
not increased, demining of the target area defingde Strategy for 2007-2011 will take almost
80 years.

Quality assurance of the demining activities iselby the AHDC, which means there is no real
external control.

# $&# 1+ 3)
Armenian authorities say that they support the ARMid Protocol Il of the CCW in principle,
but that adoption would put the country at a disedd&ge so long as Azerbaijan refuses to sign
them. However, Armenian authorities decided to stulfon a voluntary basis) to the UN
Secretary General, the annual report required uAdicles 11 and 13 contributing to global
mine action.

The only visible civil society actor in the field policy/advocacy in mine action is the Armenian
Campaign to Ban Landmines (ACBL). After its estsibinent in 1999 through financial support
of the ICBL, volunteers conducted projects suchhastranslation of the APMBC, as well as
development and publication of a annual Landmin&it®o Reports for Armenia.

# 8 ($/&#B C
The first MRE activities in Armenia took place imet framework of the EC-funded mine action
project in 2005 and were implemented through theekrian Red Cross (ARC). In 2006, a bigger
MRE project followed (not funded by the EC). Datarfi the LIS on affected communities was
the basis for this project, but it started in 2004, years after the conflict. The affected
communities were puzzled about the purpose of thipg as most accidents occurred during or
immediately after the war.

44 Since 2005, the preliminary results of the LISevesed for priority setting by the Governmental @Gsion on
Mine Action. The village Shurnukh in the Syunik imgof Armenia was identified by the LIS as onela# four high
impact communities.

45 AHDC spoke of 70 detectors and 26 demining kits.
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In 2007 the EC-funded MRE project was terminated, the Ministry of Education and Science
included MRE in the curriculum. The fact that MR&stsince been included in the course of
“Primary Military Preparedness” indicates the naitit dimension the issue still has in Armenia.
As all 1,400 schools in Armenia are covered, tharawess level among the younger generation
should be high. Nevertheless, according to UNIGEpeats of the courses will be required.

$& &/#$

Victim assistance is the third mine action sectadar civilian oversight (along with advocacy
and MRE), under the Department on Disabled andriiéeeople within the Ministry of Labour
and Social Security. The Landmine Monitor 2007 repit lacks resources, and that access to
medical service and rehabilitation are a probleonttfermore, military victims are better taken
care of than civilian victims. UNDP in Armenia reped a lack of psycho-social reintegration
services for victims.

The LIS reported that victim assistance neededresipa and capacity building, as well as a
legislative framework. This contradicts the asses¥rof the ICRC in 2006, which concluded
that the needs of victims were adequately met &R0 assistance thus not need®@n 30
March 2007, Armenia signed the UN Convention onRights of Persons with Disabilities and
its Optional Protocol.

H(# H## & H #I
On the surface, it looks like all preconditiongéach an impact-free Armenia are present: a mine
action capacity has been established; there ix@allent strategy; the Government claims that it
views mine action as a priority; there are hardiy sictims; and the contamination problem is
limited. The reality, however, is much more comaiéx.

The tensions concerning Nagorno Karabakh overshawliow action efforts. Mine action
is of interest to the Government to keep the boadeas populated and to develop these
for economic and political reasons. To this endGlogernment runs programmes in
these areas, and mine action is seen as partsa.the

We were unable to obtain figures for financial edltions to mine action from the
Defence budget. What is obvious, however, is tleatiding output is small, with no real
prospect to achieve the goals of the 2007-201GegfiaPlan, let alone those of the End
State Strategy. In addition, the achievement ofgbals of the National Mine Action
Strategy is hampered by the fact that the docunsendt well known among the main
mine action and development actors. The ACBL wasuten whether such a strategy
existed and many others did not have the finalioers

The reasons for this, apart from the continuingusgc concerns, are: (i) limited
resources, state funding seems modest, and theralierost no international funds
provided? (ii) apart from the U.S., most international huitaman mine action donors
do not like to fund ministries of defence; (iii)etfe is no external oversight over
demining, and no competitidfi;(iv) demining is largely regarded as a militargre¢
and (vi) donors do not use the strategy as a Easfanding

46 Herbi Almazi, Head of the Regional Preventive Mition Project, ICRC Azerbaijan.

7 The only funding provided and reported recentls ®a20,800 by Slovenia, according to Landmine Mor2007.
“8This means pressure could only come through the GdArough external donors and structures theyet
“There is not even a publicly available operatiguiah.
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The 2007-2010 Strategy foresees an annual incieademining capacity of 37%, but
this has not happened

The Strategy also mentions that the economic simaand the level of potential
economic development are such that the supporhefiriternational community and
specific donors will be necessary. There is novactffort to search for international
funds®™®

An open question remains how the restricted zonidsbe dealt with. No such plan
seemed to exist at the time of the evaluation wrssi

2 # #&1" #/ 1,1 G # WH& #/&! # 1#(
HE& H #H,

The Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) iobtie key government documents. The first
PRSP (PRSP-f},adopted in 2002, acknowledged the economic sizaifie of mined areas. In
paragraphs 270 and 271 it states thatA substantial part of agricultural lands is mined

Mine clearing is extremely important; should thesflfilled it is expected that cultivated lands
will increase by 25% and the panic will subduec#se mines are not cleared from the area, out-
migration will persist”.It did not, however, formulate a specific projentder PRSP for mine
clearance: rather it referedttreegovernment programmes, namely:

(i) The program of “Post-conflict Rehabilitation in Neelaorder Regions of
Armenia”, which exclusively targets internally diaped people;

(i) “Initial program of improving residential conitions for residents of near-
border regions damaged by bombing”;

(iii) “Comprehensive development program in neardsr regions” provided by
the Law of Armenia on Adoption of the Comprehendéxelopment
program in near-border regions.

The second PRSP (PRSP22)y its current draft form (May 2008), does notmeveention mined
areas as a specific problem: rather, it views hoadeas as one of geographic priorities. The
Program of the Government of Armenia, which waspéeldin May 2008, follows the same
approacht® Assistance to bordering regions is one of thesbrities of the Government.

Thus while there is a Mine Action Strategy in Arrigetf it is not explicitly linked to or reflected
in the main Government Programs.

The Mine Action Strategy specifies three critedadetting priorities — restricted or non-
restricted status; level of impact defined during LIS; and the poverty level of the community
impacted by SHAs. The reasons for these critegaarfollows, according to the document:

*CFor example, there are no appeals in UN portfalinse 2006. Furthermore, OSCE had mine action famd#able
in 2005, but did not receive a request from UNDP.

51 www.gov.am

52The draft of the document was provided to the tegrdNDP Armenia Country Office.

53 www.gov.am, currently available only in Armenian.

54The Strategy was provided to the team by UNDP Aim@ountry Office. It is not available on the goverent
portal. Furthermore, many NGOs and other actorslwed in the strategy elaboration process werempbssession
of the latest version.
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O SHAs in military restricted (border) areas canno¢ IBubject to humanitarian
demining, unless there is a peace agreement ancesmonding decision of the
Government of Armenia.

O The categorization of impacted communities accgrdio the landmine impact
survey scoring system provides a good and intesnatly acceptable assessment of
the level of landmine/UXO impact in terms of huniié® and social-economic
resources.

O It is assumed that by eliminating social-economitckages caused by
landmine/UXO contamination, demining operations roaptribute to the general
poverty reduction strategy of the Government of éis. The assessment of the
level of poverty in impacted communities is basedhe results of National Human
Development Survey.

Based on these criteria the following prioritiesgvdefined:

O 1stimportance category — Communities with higlell@f impact and with suspected
areas outside military restricted zone.

O 2nd importance category - Communities with mediwewvell impact and with
suspected areas outside military restricted zoret #re qualified as very poor
communities by the NHDS.

Table 10 — SHA size and blockages by categories of  high and medium impact communities

Category| Province |Community [Total size (m 2) ** Blockages eliminated
18 Syunik Yeghvard* 1,515,000 Pasture, Rain fed Cropland, Drinking Water, Road
Sub-total area of SHA 1,515,000
Gegharkunik [Kut* 4,756,000 Pasture, Rain fed Cropland
2 Syunik EZL%:D 800,000 Pasture, Rain fed Cropland, Forest, Road
Sub-total area of SHA 5,556,000

TOTAL AREA - 7,071,000

* After demining, communities will become impaceér.
** The total size indicates the total size of SHA®s be cleared in order to decrease the level of
landmine/UXO impact on communities, for examplejirhigh to medium.

The Mine Action Strategy stipulates that the dengrplan for 2007-2011 aims at reducing
mined areas by 7.07 KniThe planned level of activity will result in ondy2.19% reduction of
the current SHA and 6.81% of the SHA outside thigamy restricted zone by the end of 2011.

While the Mine Action Strategy clearly categoriies mines areas into (1) military restricted
areas and (2) the rest of the mined areas, theusagovernment programs are not explicitly tied
to any clearance timetable of the areas subjedetrance (lands in the second category).

The Strategy states thdthe local community and individual have a cenfpalsition in the
planning and conduct of mine action. Thereforegegnated plans of Mine Action for impacted
communities are of a key importance and will enalldtiplication of the effects of mine action

%5 Almost half the 60 affected communities were thieot also of surveys that the GoA and the UNDRdaoted in
2002-03, under the designation of the “National ldarbevelopment Survey (NHDS)". The NHDS comprised
community, family, and family member surveys fotireating national and regional poverty levels.
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through the interaction of different operationaihgponents.”In reality, the communities are not
proactive in achieving the goals of mine clearamyelaw, all communities in Armenia
develop Local Economic Development (LED) plans. Wimine clearance is often mentioned
as an acute need in the LEDs originating from naffeeted regions, these plans do not
necessarily become a basis for the clearance skeheuhich is set by the MoD. The lack of
budget resources for LED is cited by the experthaskey reason for thi§.Consequently, the
population in affected areas rely on the centrakgoment as the only potential body for
effective clearance and do not place their hopés tve community administratiois.

T#E " H( US&# S '#&

Surveys conducted by the ACBL since 2001 indida&t the proportion of population supporting
the decision of the Government of Armenia not io jbe Ottawa convention is growing, from
42% in 2002, to 38.8 % (2005), and 59.0% (2006)ckis, most likely, a result of the increased
military rhetoric by the Azerbaijan government e last few years. At the same time, 47.7% of
the respondents consider the decision as wrongodilre danger the mined areas pose for the
local residents and the adverse impact on livelilsodbout half the population officially
classified as poor lives in the bordering regi@ms] almost 80% of these do not have other
sources of income than laRtEspecially worrying is the fact that 70.4% of teepondents in
Syuniq marz mentioned that the territories underithmediate use by the population are
dangerous (the comparable rate is 47.8% in Tavust)d The fact that many bordering regions
were repopulated by the refugees from Azerbaijdrg did not have cultivation skills,
exacerbates the situation.

While there is no evidence that aid agencies avoplementing development projects in
contaminated areas, their presence is limitedst@ssgie is still largely concentrated in Yerevan
and only recently has started drifting more notitgéowards regions. These communities are
however in a need of a more targeted and increassdtance. More could be done in terms of
coordinating Government efforts in mine clearanue e post-clearance development projects
undertaken by aid agencies. For example, UNDP im@ies a Community Development
Program in Armenia, which is not explicitly linkéal demined communities. The need for that is
increasingly being recognizé&y.

$1&HM"E&* 1@ $&
As mentioned above, the EC is the second biggest agtion donor in Armenia after the U.S.
Between 2004 and the end of 2006, the EC provided #nillion to the Armenia Humanitarian
Demining Projecf! The project was implemented through UNDP, in coatyen with the
Armenian MoD, AHDC and the Ministry of Territoridldministration and Infrastructure
Coordination.

The objectives of the project were:

56 Source: interview with Nataly Lapauri, Communitigssociation of Armenia, May 10, 2008

57 Landmine Monitor Report 2006, Armenian Nationah@uittee of ICBL (ACBL).

%8 Source: interview with the Deputy Minister of Lalsand Social Welfare, Mr. Ara Petrossyan.

59| andmine Monitor Report 2006, Armenian Nationah@nittee of ICBL.

80 source: Interviews held by the team with UNDP AriaeMay 1, 2008.

51 The total cost for the project was € 1.45 milliarinor co-funding of the project was provided by DR for the
salaries of their own staff and the Government whénia for equipment.
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Conduct a full countrywide Landmine Impact Survey;

Public awareness and MRE in mine affected areas;

Targeted victim assistance in mine affected areas;

Conduct a full technical survey, marking and cleagain the southern region: Syunik
was selected as a pilot project; and

Support to the AHDC.

The three-year project was subdivided in threespéne LIS and MRE in the*year, technical
survey in the ' year, and victim assistance and mine action laisi in the % year.

The project achieved its objective of strengtherimrgnational capacity for coordination and
implementation of demining programs in Armeniaiténcourse, the Armenia LIS, a pilot
technical survey and clearance, a public awarersspaign and mine risk education in high and
medium impact communities were conducted.

The project ended on 31 December 2006 and haseotienewed. There has been no external
evaluation of the project by the EC, but UNDP wesponsible for continued monitoring and
reporting. According to Landmine Monitor 2007, 88€ conducted internal monitoring, but
reference files were not made available for théuateon team on request.

## # O 111&&! # &M H O#I
While it was not the task of the evaluation tearevaluate the project in detail, some
observations relevant to our ToR can be made. @yvdra project certainly contributed to mine
action in Armenia, but the following points seennaresting:

EC inflexibility/shortfall with regards to victimssistance

The EC-project started in 2005 with an 8 month glelize to difficulties in signing the
Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) with the MoD andllocating state funds to the project.
Once the MoU was signed, UNDP asked the EC for-easb extension, to be able to deal with
all project components. This extension was nottgdhnwhich shortened the project to 28
months. For this reason, it was not possible tdempnt the victim assistance component, which
was scheduled for the last phase of the projecDPKeturned 359,752 € to the EC.

Right balance?
The project was successful in some ways, partiguliaithe initial national capacity building, but

not in getting the mines out of the ground. ACBLessed that the LIS did not provide direct
benefit to the affected populations, neither diel BFiRE campaign (as it was too late), the film
about mine action in Armenia (mainly public relais)®? nor the victim assistance component,
which was never implemented. However, as demirsragrilitary issue and many of the affected
areas are restricted, it would have been imposgiigist clear the mines” without military
support. Furthermore, without signing the APMBGaaolution to the Nagorno Karabakh
conflict, the sustainability of the clearance igsgtionable. These aspects make the sustainability
of national capacity building a very important issaven though Armenia has s small landmine
problem and few recent victims, the problem requadong-term solution.

Questionable sustainability due to lack of exiatgy
The achievements of the project (national capdmiiiding & survey) require a strong national

52The film was produced in 2006 with EC funds andvaiéo the evaluation team at its visit to Armeriavas a
summary of mine action efforts in Armenia.
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commitment to be sustainable and useful, as wehasability to access international funds, as
additional actions are needed to really make @idiffce for the population. For the MoD and the
AHDC, it is difficult to access international fund&fithout UNDP, there is no longer external
oversight or a civilian point of contact. As wejlyen increased security concerns, mine action is
not naturally a Government priority, in spite of @eclarations. This means there is a risk that the
achievements will not be sustainable without carethEC commitment or follow-up projects,
including particularly the continued effort to aeté greater Government commitment.Trying to
achieve sufficient Government commitment in theegiyproject period (and in the given conflict
situation) proved to be unsuccessful. This situatias not been assessed or acknowledged by the
EC prior to finishing the project and it did noeteinto project modifications (for example
extension of duration) or new project planning.

Effect of the termination of the project

There are a number of adverse effects due to thertation of the project. AHDC has been well
staffed because a salary supplement was paid thiibkegproject. This supplement is no longer
paid, which means that trained staff looked foreo#mployment. At the end of the project, some
important structures (such as a system to accesgsational funds or an external quality
assurance system) were not yet in place. Bothegpgined for sustainability. As UNDP no longer
deals with mine action, there is nobody who couthmunicate with the EC directly.

Bearing in mind there are no other big donors es@nt, clearance output dropped significantly,
particularly as demining machinery is no longermteined.

No mine action focal point in EC delegation

Nobody feels responsible for follow-up of the patjwithin the EC Delegation in Armenia, or to
integrate mine action within other EC-funded prigdéor example, rural development). By now
all EC funds for Armenia have been allocated (2@il0, and changes will only be made if there
are significant events. In addition, lapse in tisivece the end of the project, there is no
institutional memory within the delegation.

No mine action focal point in UNDP

During the implementation period, there was a mtdjeam responsible for mine action at
UNDP. This is no longer the case. When the prajante to its end, the “institutional memory”
was transferred to UNDP DG Portfolio; howevehas no focal point for mine action. As a
result, nobody deals with mine action or appliesfimds, and nobody has a vision or the “big
picture” of mine action. As most positions are tedawithin projects, it would now be the task of
the office of the UNDP Resident Representativedimaate for mine action projects. This did
not seem to be the case.

No support for national policy issues

This was not one of the core goals of the projaat,it can be seen as a by-product. Considering
that the bulk of mined areas are in closed militavges, but still have a socio-economic impact,
who advocates for the clearance of these areas@dtis to be noted that we heard reports that
the local population sometimes does not want theesiio be cleared, because it feels protected
by them.)

National ownership/handover

UNDP stated that at the end of the project therge avhandover of all results, knowledge
products, equipment and property to the GoA in d@npe with UNDP rules. However, there
was no sustainability plan developed as part optiogect.
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Landmine Impact Survey (LIS)

The results of the LIS are being used by the AHB@ there is no systematic follow-up or

update. It provided good and important bases fmngitional strategies and plans, but as these are
not effectively implemented, the LIS becomes owdatnd thus less relevant each year.

+2/4#$ "&* # &M 1@ $&

The EU/UNDP project was relevant for Armenia givka impact that mined areas have on
livelihoods, poverty, and the development of theneenies of the bordering regions.

The LIS has revealed the main needs that the Ejggtnwas meant to address. Hence, we
assume that the project design should have resgdoa#l the needs identified. While this is
generally the case, one important aspect was alextb The Survey identified the need to
educate people living in the contaminated areastaheir social, economic and human rights,
and in particular their entitlements in terms ada@mic and health benefits. Many people are not
in a position to use the land allocated to thenariks to the efforts of the ACBL, farmers are
now exempted from paying land tax if their lands mrined, but this is not well-known among
residents. Mine victims are entitled to free healithe, and again, not all know this. Unfortunately
the project did not address these issues. Studigsmm a continued lack of knowledge of these
rights by the residents in contaminated aféas.

In addition, one of our findings is that differgmbject partners did not in fact coordinate closely
their activities, even if they were working in tb@me communities.

Compared to other countries, Armenia has a modasdniine and mine victim problem. Still,
mines, ERW and other munitions have significanicseconomic effect in the border areas.

For the most part, Armenia has a well establishe raction sector. However, the MoD
dominates the sector, which has some disadvantages:
- Limited opportunities for the AHDC to engage mocgi\gely with communities, civil
society organisations and international bodies;
A focus on demining rather than on the overall dowtion of all pillars of mine action;
Lack of involvement of affected communities intardeing priority-setting;
Constrained opportunities for international funsirag;
No external oversight.

The slow pace of mine clearance may have varicasores, but overall the evaluation team did
not get the impression that there is strong mdtiato reaching the end state as described in the
Mine Action End Strategy. Important steps for megtihe goals of the 2007-2010 Strategic Plan
are not visible, particularly regarding fundraisengd increasing demining capacity.

There is no explicit link between the Armenian Miketion Strategy and various Government
Programmes. Even though the Government represergatiated mine action is a priority, there
are no significant financial contributions reportdgresent.

53 Landmine Monitor Report 2006, Armenian National Quittee of ICBL, Also, interview with Mrs. Ruzanna
Hovhannissyan, Armenian National Committee of ICRIgy 2, 2008.
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The unresolved Nagorno Karabakh conflict overshadmine action.

The EC-funded project has been one of the key @attien projects in Armenia, and it has
contributed to meeting the needs of the countryiime action.

Capacity building efforts in Armenia have been twed and successful, with a steering
committee separate from the implementing body, mameent tools like the LIS, and a good
mine action strategy in place. However, a diffeiggroach with a greater focus on clearance
and victims would have been possible.

With the focus on capacity building, it should héde=n important to do a proper handover and
put sustainability measures in place, instead sif¢gnding the project.

At present, there is no clear responsibility fonenaction within the EC delegation or UNDP in
Armenia, which means there is a loss of institidlanemory and no continuity.

The decisions not to prolong the project and ngiiam an evaluation or a follow-up project were
not made for strategic reasons: they were justdnsequences of the termination of the mine
action thematic budget line. Continued capacitydig is not foreseen in the new CSP.

The National Mine Action Strategy, produced during course of the EC-funded project, was
not used as a basis for further analysis of fundémgirements.

The LIS served as a basis for the national strageglyfor priority-setting for the limited
clearance undertaken. However, it is not updatstesyatically and will soon be outdated.

The LIS proposals on victim assistance have nat meplemented, in part due to the refusal to
grant a no-cost extension to the EC-funded project.

Overall, the EC-funded project had some merit,ibbad to deal with three main problems: the

unresolved Nagorno Karabakh conflict, the lackaritmuity and the absence of an exit strategy.
The concept of national capacity building has bgead, but it needs long-term attention and

follow-up monitoring, to ensure Government commétrn Moreover given the modest scale of

the mine problem, clearance and victim assistana&ldave been addressed in a more effective
way.
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Figure 7 — Map of Azerbaijan **

GDP growth rate in real terms in 2007
was 23.4%. This is impressive, and
continuing for a number of recent
years, high economic growth is
attributable to large and growing oil
exports. Oil production declined
through 1997, but registered an
increase every year since. Production-
sharing arrangements with foreign
firms, which have committed $60
billion to long-term oilfield
development, should generate the
funds needed to spur future
development. A consortium of Western
oil companies began pumping one
million barrels a day from a large
offshore field in early 2006, through a
$4 billion pipeline it built from Baku to
Turkey's Mediterranean port of Ceyhan. By 2010 meres from this project could double the
country's current GDP.

Baku has begun making progress on economic refamohpld economic ties and structures are
being replaced. While oil resources brighten ecdngrospects, obstacles like the continuing
Nagorno Karabakh conflict impede Azerbaijan's pesgr Long-term prospects will depend not
only on world oil prices but also the location @woil and gas pipelines in the region, and the
conflict hampers Azerbaijan’s prospects for sudhastructure investments.

The scope of the problem described here refeitseta¢cessible territory of Azerbaij&tThe

mine and ERW problem in Azerbaijan stems from tlag®no Karabakh conflict between 1988
and 1994, and from the Soviet era. The British BACTEC conducted a survey in 1998, but it
only provided a general picture of a small parthef potential problem, because most areas,
including Nagorno Karabakh, were not accessible. ifformation provided by the BACTEC
survey indicated limited mined areas and a predantipy ERW problem.

Minefields were laid by the Azerbaijani and the A&mman armies. Many of them were not
recorded. The ERW problem was not only caused &ygdnflict, but also through the 1991
explosion of a munitions warehouse at the biggestes military base in Southern Caucasus.

54 From Relief Web:

http://www.un.org/Depts/Cartographic/map/profilegezaij. pdf

% Nagorno Karabakh, adjoining Jabrayil, Zangilanb&dly, Lachin, Kelbajar, and — partly — Fizuli, Terand
Aghdam districts are under the control of Armerfiances.
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The contamination in Aghstafa district stems frdmig £vent. Other suspected hazardous areas
were contaminated as a result of military trainimghe 1970s.

A LIS was conducted in Azerbaijan from Septembdy2t June 2003. The survey covered all
of Azerbaijan, apart from the areas occupied by érian forces and the Autonomous Republic
of Nakhchivan, the Azerbaijani exclave between €yr&nd Armenia. A total of 480
communities in 11 districts were found to be impddby mines or ERW, and 970 SHA totalling
736 knf were identified, mainly along the border with Amigeand the occupied territories, but
also further inland in places where the muniticosege facilities exploded or military training
took place. The impact of the contamination on48@ communities, was high in 11 (2%),
medium in 101 (21%) and low in 368 (77%) cases.-hwndred, thirty three communities are
affected by UXO only, 164 by mines and UXO, andi®3nines only. The main impact is
blockage of pasture and agriculture 1&8hd.

Figure 8 — Map surveyed districts and impacted comm unities (based on LIS) o7

The Fizuli district in the south and the Aghasw@ifdrict further north are most affected, but the
major problem in Aghastafa comes from the explodeaditions depot and has a low socio-
economic impact.

In late 2006, on request of the Azerbaijan Natidviede Action Authority (ANAMA), a 'Re-
survey' was undertaken by the local governmentaaitiths of the 11 mine/UXO affected
districts. Their reports have partly confirmed thsults of the LIS. However, the re-survey
reduced the contamination estimations from 7360®B1f. Some new areas were identified

% Figures do not include 163 communities that wéiected by the destroyed military depot in Aghstafa
57 From the Survey Action Center website.
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through ongoing mine action activities.

Approximately 287 krhof land are reportedly suspected as mine/UXO coim@ted as of end-
2007. In 2008, ANAMA expects to clear approximate®y/knt of mine/UXO contaminated land
and cancel about eight Kithrough re-surveying SHA. This is a significant amp particularly

in comparison with the achievements in Armenighimg¢ame time period.

Figure 9 — Mine/lUXO Contamination Map as of End 200 7%

ANAMA expects that the areas under Armenian cortesle an extensive mine/ERW
contamination with an estimated area of 350 tol88daffected with 50 to 100 thousand mines.

The total number of landmine/ERW victims in Azefhairemains unclear. The LIS recorded 52
victims in 33 communities in the two years precgdime survey (2000-2002), mainly in Fizuli,
Tovuz, Aghstafa and Gasakh. The EC-funded 2004 AMAMuntrywide Mine/UXO Victims
Needs Assessment survey identified 1,883 mine wony;j including military personnel. The
Landmine Monitor 2007 reports 59 victims in 20051 47 in 2006. In 2007, ANAMA registered
20 victims, of which 15 were military. AzCBL reped 32 new mine/ERW casualties in 2687.
Altogether, ANAMA keeps records on about 1,968iwmist™®

% From the ANAMA website:www.anama.baku.az

59| andmine Monitor 2008.

" The total number of persons with disabilities inefbaijan as of end 2007 is reported to be 1666 figure was
used by the Azerbaijani NGO Ojag when applyingE@r funds, with a general reference to statisticidrmation. The
number includes WW Il and other war veterans, Chlgyhvictims, general invalids, invalids from birgtc.
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Table 11 — Table: Mine/UXO victims in Azerbaijan by ~ year™
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ANAMA, established in July 1998 by a Presidentigicbee under the State Commission for
Reconstruction and Rehabilitation of War-Affecteetrltories, is responsible for planning,
coordinating, managing and monitoring of mine attountrywide. ANAMA is also the
executing agency for demining and other mine adittivities in cooperation with affected
communities and other partners.

ANAMA lists the main achievements of Azerbaijaninaiaction as follows:

Headquarters of ANAMA in Baku, two Regional OffidesHoradiz, Fizuli district and
Khanlar district established and fully operational

Landmine Impact Survey completed and data mappedtaned

MRE integrated into school curriculum and coverg$88 children in 920 schools of
war-affected districts

60 community MRE groups active in 3 affected distri

4 technical survey teams, 160-person manual cleareapacity, and 60-person UXO
clearance team, as well as 32 mine dog detecti@i{Meams trained and operational,
plus 5 mechanical demining machines supported 18+person team

National training and quality assurance team eistadd and fully operational

175 minefields and more than 447 battle areaseatdieghat directly benefit a total of
about 174,000 people) and handed over to locabaitits

63,728,879 rhof suspected land cleared, 138 anti-personnelah@4ank landmines
and 298,468 UXO destroyed

Countrywide mine victim needs assessment conddéted.

L From ANAMA monthly report, June 2009.
2 www.anama.baku.az, accessed 12 August 2008.
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Figure 10 — National Mine Action Structure in Azerb  aijan "

As of end-2007, the total number of people involirethine action in Azerbaijan is 517, along
with the MDD and machines.

The guiding documents are the Azerbaijan Natiot@t&gic Plan and the ANAMA Principles.
The first National Strategic Plan was producedd@® with a new version prepared in 2003 after
the LIS. The core aim is to clear all high impaetees by end 2008. A new National Mine Action
Strategic Plan for 2008-2013 has been prepared@dews, sub-chapter on strategy).

The ANAMA Principles, apart from effectiveness,etsf efficiency and socio-economic impact,
cover more detailed operations criteria, includimg pre-conditions that the territory needs to be
secure and free from fighting. Demining has to matational priorities, as well as specific
prioritization criteria (e.g. casualty reductiongc-economic need and IDP resettlement).

The Government of Azerbaijan (GoAz) sees mine adm®a priority and has contributed
significant funds. After the USA, the GoAz is thecend biggest contributor.

ANAMA is well linked in the mine action sector andoperates with international partners such
as Cranfield University, James Madison Univerditg International Program for Development
Evaluation Training (IPDET), the International Tr&sind (ITF), and the GICHD. The closest
cooperation is with the Croatian Mine Action CentreAzerbaijan, ANAMA also works with
international partners such as UNICEF, Red Cr&3%] &nd, in the past, with MAG. ANAMA
objects, however, to the mine action by HALO TiindNagorno Karabakh, stressing that HALO
has no permission to work in the area, and doepmesent reports on its work.

3 From the ANAMA website.
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There are two local NGOs operating in mine actioAzerbaijan — Relief Azerbaijan (RA) and
International Eurasia Press Fund (IEPF). Both condamining and MRE activities, IEPF is also
active in victim assistance. They have betweerR3Y) @nd 120 (IEPF) staff. Both NGOs receive
training, equipment and the vast majority of theirds from ANAMA, and are thus almost 100%
dependant on ANAMA.

A more independent civil society organisation is Azerbaijani branch of the Campaign to Ban
Landmines (AzCBL). After some difficulties to gefgistered, it started work in 1998. AzCBL
states it has good cooperation with countries @érégion. However, Armenia did not participate
in seminars organised in Baku in the previous y&drs2007, Norway implemented a cluster
munitions survey in Azerbaijan through AzCBL, whielaccording to AzCBL — ANAMA had

not appreciated. ANAMA had expressed concern tiastirvey would have been more efficient
if it had been involved, because it has better st all regions of Azerbaijan and a database of
previously surveyed areas. The issue has now lesefved’’

At present, no commercial companies are activeiineraction in Azerbaijan. ANAMA feels
they are not needed considered the current scalentdmination. However, plans exist to
conduct tenders in future with the local NGOs aoishpanies.

H(#,

The mine action programme in Azerbaijan has a bfoading base including GoAz
contributions. Funding is summarized in the talgkob:

Figure 11 — ANAMA funding overview (from ANAMA)

N |

[ ] ] O (] m !

The International Committee of the Red Cross (ICR@&3 the first organisation to carry out
MRE in Azerbaijan when it disseminated material aridrmation among IDPs in 1996. ICRC
support continued until 2000 when responsibilityhis area was handed over to ANAMA. In
2001 UNICEF, in close cooperation with ANAMA ancethlinistries of Health and Education,
launched a major MRE initiative with funding froimetU.S. The project involved the training of

7 E-mail from Hafiz Safikhanov, Director of AzCBLP3March 2009.
S E-mails from Emil Hasanov, ICBL researcher for Amgjan, 12 and 19 March 2009.
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508 health workers and 1,043 teachers. It alsosavethe mainstreaming of MRE into the health
education system and national school curriculum.

$& &/#$

A victim support needs assessment conducted in 80t that, while ICRC and government
prosthetic centres provide orthopaedic assistamoa@rie and UXO victims, psycho-social and
vocational rehabilitation was neglected. As a iie&liNICEF developed an integrated approach
to victim assistance, incorporating components siscpsychological rehabilitation, social
adaptation, and vocational training. ANAMA assisiredhe process through data collection and
management of victim related data, and intendsiicue coordination and information sharing.

#OS& W &I&)

The first national strategy was developed in 2@@8ed on 1998 survey information. It outlines
ANAMA'’s responsibilities, structure and capacityilding goals. The strategy does not explicitly
mention the need for an LIS, but did highlight tteeed for survey data and the IMSMA system.
It also includes a short paragraph on resource lisatidn, outlining responsibilities for UNDP

in the initial phase and the subsequent take-oyéind GoAz and ANAMA.

The LIS served as a basis for the 2004-2008 siratagich was developed with the support of
Cranfield University. The strategy foresees thmglation of all high and medium impacted
areas in Azerbaijan (about 36 Rnby end 2008, as well as continued MRE and vietiisistance.
Furthermore, the strategic objective 3 waB&wvelop processes to reduce risk posed by mines
and UXO in newly liberated areas of Azerbaijan b9@

In 2005, the World Bank conductedRaview of Demining Activiti€sin Azerbaijan. The
assessment was done at a stage when peace seémneedlzle for Nagorno Karabakh. It was
very positive about ANAMA and meeting the objectivid the 2004-08 strategy, but strongly
recommended the development of a strategy to exibendrogramme in the event of a peace
agreement with Armenia. Priorities for the strategyre also provided.

The 2009-2013 strategy is based mainly on the dvaede plan on socio-economic development
andis only available in the Azerbaijani languagee Btrategy foresees mine action as part of the
Government programme for socio-economic developrmedtas an important component of the
long-term strategy for Nagorno Karabakh.

# & 1+ 9$)
The Republic of Azerbaijan has not acceded to theeNBan Treaty or to Additional Protocol
of the CCW. While it still states that it cannotade until the Nagorno Karabakh conflict has
ended, Azerbaijan has shown signs of support freof landmines as well as greater
willingness to discuss the landmine issue. For glepfANAMA states that Azerbaijan complies
with the requirements of the Convention and wittexde once the war is over. In addition,
Azerbaijan has submitted a transparency repor®@82following Article 7 of the APMBC!

® The World Bank: Pilot Reconstruction Project (CRI8-0 AZ). Review of Demining Activities, 18 May @6.

7 Excerpt from the Geneva Progress Report (APLC/iM&R08/WP. 1, unofficial version of 8 December 2068jhe
9" Meeting of State PartiSince the 8MSP, three States not partiégerbaijan MoroccoandPoland submitted a
voluntary transparency report. Poland shared infatian on all pertinent matters mentioned in Artig¢leAzerbaijan
and Morocco did not provide transparency informatan stockpiled antipersonnel mines.
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Following the strategies, the GoAz is planningudHer increase its contributions to mine action.
However, ANAMA stressed that it is important for ANIA not to lose its international partners
and support.

ANAMA plans to transform the Khanlar Training Cen{KTC), which is part of its regional
base, into an international training centre; ppatly for the Caucasus, but also Central Asia, the
Middle East, East and South-East Asia, Afghanidtam, and Turkey. The KTC was established
in 2004 with financial support of the EC and ottienors, and from the GoAz.

HH# 1H # S&HH#9 QI

While it was not possible to assess ANAMA in detthie evaluation team had a clear impression
that ANAMA has a working structure and is very ®aetinot just in Azerbaijan but also in
regional or international mine action events. ANAMAs well qualified and bi- or multilingual
staff. This contributes to international recognitiof ANAMA and good cooperation with
international partners.

In addition, ANAMA is well financed. As it is notnadler the MoD, ANAMA has freedom to
access donors directly. The Government also carigh with the ultimate goal of clearing
Nagorno Karabakh. ANAMA is a capacity building sess story, and EC support significantly
contributed to this. However, the sound fundingetfas ANAMA does not mean that donors
should end support without a proper exit strategy.

At present, it appears that communities accessibFeNAMA are not facing major development
constraints because of mine contamination. The mpagblem remains Nagorno Karabakh.

Mine action is overshadowed by the unresolved Nag#tarabakh conflict. The main affected
areas, including Nagorno Karabakh, are inaccesgib®NAMA. The situation is worse than

three years ago when an agreement between thgdvelit countries seemed close and plans for
mine action in the inaccessible areas were beirdenidevertheless, the latest strategy considers
the possibility of working in the ‘liberated’ areisthe future. Re-gaining control over Nagorno
Karabakh and the re-settlement of IDPs and refuetbds territory is a political priority for

which mine action will be necessary. It is haréssess if the planned capacities will be
sufficient to deal with the problem, but it is goibéht the mine problem is acknowledged by the
GoAz, and it can be assumed that international atipyll be provided.

Supposedly, the two local NGOs, RA and IEPF, westal#ished to promote civil society, but
they remain dependant on the state. This is namm&kterbaijan, which has a weak civil society.
Dealing with civil society organisations is stikw and needs further time and development.

The centralised system is also reflected in theamesibilities of the regional mine action centres.
Although these are well staffed and equipped, @drational decisions are made by ANAMA
headquarters. The system was reported to be eiffidiat the need for further delegation of
responsibilities was also acknowledged by the threaf ANAMA.

By and large, ANAMA works in a planned fashion amwdhieves its goals. Its structure matches
the tasks. However, at present there is no reafeat quality assuran¢&This would change if
more tasks were contracted out, and ANAMA did thalily assurance on other operators.

"8 The ANAMA director pointed out (e-mail from Nazitsmaylov, 10.03.2009) that a team of five demirrers been
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ANAMA is a state agency and could be drawn intatarle conflict: what could protect ANAMA
from Government pressure? UNDP played a buffer, tmiéis no longer a strong partner. Donors
do not play a strong role in this regard.

In sum, ANAMA currently considers itself in a leamg phase. It is preparing itself to deal with
mine/UXO contamination in Nagorno Karabakh. Howegéiould there be rapid progress in
resolving the frozen conflict, it still needs to $&en that the mine action capacity can be
increased that quickly. A clear concept for this hat been presented; only rough figures of what
might be required. UNDP reported that the GoAz&&3reat Return’ project in case of a peace
agreement, and mine action is part of the plan. él@y UNDP doubts that ANAMA will be

able to handle the rapid extension at this stage.

> ?
In 2001, the Deputy Prime-minister of Azerbaijaguested financial support from the EC for the

Azerbaijan Mine Action Programme. In conjunctionttwANAMA and UNDP, the EC examined
the ANAMA work plan and decided to fund the LIS. @wther projects followed (see below).

$1&HM"&* 1@ B&
The EC funded three projects in Azerbaijan via UNDP

2002-2003 Azerbaijan LIS & Clearance (€ 1,337,153)
2003 Capacity building ANAMA (€ 1,314,101)
2005 Demining, Victim Data Collection & Assistan@1,000,000)

The LIS was coordinated by UNDP, managed by theeSuaction Center (SAC) and
implemented by the local NGO, IEPF. ANAMA only attas a supporting agency, as the LIS
aimed to be an independent assessment. Despit&N#8VIA co-funded parts of the LIS. LIS
data was entered into the IMSMA database, consélyussatving as the basis for priority setting.

Remaining funds from the LIS project were usedeiguipment procurement for ANAMA which
was used mainly for the clearance of the formei&awuunitions storage facility in the Aghstafa
region. Since January 2005, NATO/NAMSA have takerhe work on this site in cooperation
with ANAMA.

For the second EC-funded project, ANAMA agreedfttiewing priorities with the EC:

Establishment of the mechanical demining capacity
Establishment of the second regional base

Mine Risk Education

Mine Victims Support

National Capacity Support

arwhE

After international tendering, a Bozena 4 was predudor mechanical demining.

conducting external quality assurance since 20@8veiter, following standard quality management peact'external
quality assurance” generally refers to inspectmmsducted by an external or otherwise independeyatnisation. One
might say that ANAMA conducts external quality assice of its demining partners, but the controANAMA's

own operations would normally be considered asmafequality assurance.
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The ANAMA regional office in Khanlar was built witfinancial support from the EC and other
donors as well as the GoAz. The regional officéuides a Training Centre.

With support from UNICEF, the MRE achievements @92 were the production of MRE
material, training of volunteers and the establishbof committees in affected communities.
The project also started the process of integr&dlRdE in the school curricula.

Regarding victim assistance, an assessment wasicieadduring 5 months. The results served
for planning of assistance programmes.

The national capacity support component of the E@éd project supported ANAMA to
improve coordination, management and operations.

The third EC-funded project included the followipigorities proposed by ANAMA:

1. Further development of the capacity for area redocmarking and fencing
2. Mine Risk Education
3. Mine Victim Assistance

A new machine, a Bozena 5, was purchased in 2086Hhance the capacity for area reduction.

Based on results from the 2004 survey, pilot vi@ssistance projects were implemented in
2006. The focus was on medical care and physibaki#tation, reintegration, legal support, and
continued needs assessment to adjust the victistasse strategy. Affected communities were
also strengthened to deal with victims.

MRE took place in schools and communities. Furfitegress was made to continuously
integrate MRE in school curricula.

The mine action projects in Azerbaijan were cehtr@anaged from Brussels. Since 2002 the EC
was represented in Azerbaijan by the so-cdetbpa Housgereplaced in May 2008 by a fully-
fledged EC Delegation. However, deconcentratiohamly be finalised end 2008, when all
projects have been handed over to the EC DelegatiBaku.

The EC conducted a monitoring visit in 2060ked to a report on the project achievements. The
monitoring team was generally positive, but sawbpgms in the quality of the project design and
the efficiency of implementation. It proposed ais@n to the intervention logic, separating
overall objectives, specific objectives and respléned for the EC project from those of other
donors or the state budd8Regarding efficiency, the monitoring team mentibiteat activities

had been slow to start, and MRE activities wereé@amout on an ad hoc basis which, according
to them, explains why fewer results were achietad planned. Effectiveness, impact and
potential sustainability of the project were rassdgood. The assessment does not include points
on funding requirements beyond the term of thegmtajor other projections of requirements.
There is no documentation on changes to the pragatresult of the monitoring visit.

® Fuad Bagirov and Hennie Maters, 25.10.2006.
8 The evaluation team does not go along with thismemendation, because it would normally lead taigre
fragmentation, which increases transaction cosisreauces effectiveness.
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The EC-funded projects had clear results, and maltiovnership was promoted through the fact
that the GoAz contributed to the projects. Progeztisions were based on needs assessments and
relevant documentation. The sequencing of the pt®jevith area reduction, MRE and victim
assistance building on capacity building, datasmbibn and strategic and operational planning,
makes sense. Looking at the degree of contamindtierprojects were relevant for Azerbaijan.

An LIS is a good starting point for mine actionrmpiéng, but is not a panacea. An LIS does not
reflect national development plans and the data geayutdated rapidly, so follow-up work is
required such as re-survey and updates from dewvedopplans. These actions were taken in
Azerbaijan. At the same time, the LIS was not detlaénough for operational planning and
created large suspected hazardous areas that nedolededuced afterwards. One reason for this
is that the LIS was conducted in winter and mamaamwere inaccessible.

ANAMA has not received EC funding since 2007, desjis request for further financial

support. While the effects of do not appear ovedgative as ANAMA has a number of other
donors, the decision not to continue funding washased on a strategic analysis. The EC desk
officer confirmed that he was content with the pot$ and the cooperation with ANAMA, and
that he wished to continue funding, but he wasamare of options for doing so in the absence of
the APL thematic budget line. At the same time pnisrity was border management, which
meant mine action could not consume too much oivbik time.

There was insufficient effort by the EC to prepAMAMA for the ending of the thematic budget
line. Initially, ANAMA did not understand that miraetion had to be mentioned in the CSP in
order to continue receiving EC funds. Once ANAMAlrged this, the GoAz had already made
the decisions on the priorities included in the ®@ntioning mine action only in the context of
Nagorno Karabakh). ANAMA is now taking measuredudd up the necessary connections and
support systems to include mine action for develpnand resettlement (irrespective of a
solution of the Nagorno Karabakh conflict) in theefbaijani CSP in the future.

UNDP reported having advised the EC that the cufterding system does not work for
ANAMA. According to UNDP, ANAMA'’s chances of accasg funds through the government
system are slim as the process is very competitiveddition, ANAMA can no longer use EC
funds to attract government contributions, a pretkat worked well in the past. UNDP
emphasised the importance of sustainability. ThedEEiGot announce the ending of the budget
line and the implications this would have. Alsathiére is no exit strategy, sustainability is even
harder to achieve, particularly if all donors dedrthe same time. In the case of mine action in
Azerbaijan, the U.S. (the biggest donor) is alsmping to reduce funds significantly.

At this stage, the sustainability of the projech@t yet in danger due to the termination of EC
funding. In addition, it is not clear in the curteaituation of continued conflict that additionaCE
support was warranted. However, the EC should hewiewed the situation from a strategic
perspective prior to simply terminating funding agsess all options and arrive at an informed
decision. A vision and long-term strategy of wh&t Bine action could achieve would have been
valuable: otherwise, project decisions seem adendcreactive.
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The unresolved Nagorno Karabakh conflict is theranahing issue for Armenia and Azerbaijan
and influences all decisions. Without successfalcpenegotiations there is a threat of renewed
fighting, which would result in new contaminatid@®onsequently, mines and ERW are a cross-
border problem, but it is not clear how to gethledligerent countries and Nagorno Karabakh
together agree on a political solution. Engagemaéihbe needed on a regional level. There
should be strong efforts to link mine action widlgional peace building measures, including
SALW, border management, police training, and/cuséy policies. Should there be a solution
for the Nagorno Karabakh conflict, significant sapgdo enhance current mine action capacities
will be required.

The individual EC-funded projects have been goadltie EC did not assume a coordination
role in mine action in the Southern Caucasus. @uahe could have been valuable given the
involvement in mine action of EU member states.

The programming decisions for the Southern Caudadiasved the EC mine action strategies for
2002-04 and 2005-07. As neither Armenia nor Azgalnaare party to the Ottawa Convention or
the CCW and its Protocols, EC programming decisfonsine action in the Southern Caucasus
must have been based on humanitarian and develd@inesy as defined in the EC mine action
strategies, as well as political considerations.

On request of ANAMA, the EC also considered théamatl mine action strategy in Azerbaijan
for its programming. In Armenia, this does not sderhe the case — there was a strategy, but it
did not serve as a basis for decision making. A&7, none of the national mine action
strategies fed into the EC country strategies.

The CSPs mention mine action in the event thalNtgorno Karabakh conflict is resolved, but
not as a continued need. This raises two quest{frieow can it be assured that mine action is
considered in the relevant EC strategy papers?(@nelven if it is considered, how can it be
assured that the EC strategy is implemented?

ERW in Southern Caucasus present a regional, trasker problem, but the EC response has
been to implement projects mainly at the countygleThe EC mine action programme in
Southern Caucasus has no clearly defined endggtate There is no exit strategy or provision
for funding continuity. This endangers the sustailitt of the projects, particularly the capacity
building components.

As mine action is only mentioned in the short-teomponent of the Stability Instrument, it is
not a suitable mechanism to support longer termdavelopmentally oriented projects. This is
even more important for projects which include lenterm capacity building, such as the EC-
funded projects in the Southern Caucasus.

There was a lack of effective monitoring and eviiug the results of which could have fed into
programming decisions. There certainly are reagoasand contra further funding in Southern
Caucasus, but the various options have not asseAsed matter of fact, there is no capacity
within the EC to assess these aspects in a stratgginer. Furthermore, there are shortcomings
in institutional memory due to staff turnover amdimadequate filing system.
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The evaluation team could not find a clear mecharfie mine action strategy development for
Southern Caucasus within the EC. This lack becaantcplarly clear when observing that the
political aspects of mine action have not been mleeven though they were relevant in the
given situation.

The evaluation team is not in a position to ast#esgfficiency of the individual mine action
operations, but it can observe that EC funding gleesigh many layers: EC to UNDP, UNDP to
others (like for example SAC, who in turn workedtiwWVAF and Ronco). Each additional layer
adds to administrative costs.

It has also been beyond the terms of referendeeoévaluation team to assess the performance of
key implementing partners, such as UNDP. By expegethe quality of UNDP mine action

varies from country to country. The evaluation teamald not find a clear mechanism within the
EC to assess the quality of UNDP, or of other imetiate organisations. For this reason, EC
programming for Southern Caucasus could not befmefit information highlighting whether or

not UNDP has been the right partner.

The ENPI identifies Southern Caucasus as an imptypixtner for the EU, relevant for its safety
and security. From a global perspective, the SentBaucasus has a smaller mine and ERW
problem than some other regions, but it still g#icant and affects the population. For this
reason, the decision to fund mine action programim#ése region is relevant.

Even if there are other regional security threathsas weapons of mass destruction, terrorism,
or small arms and light weapons, mines and ERW havienpact on the local populations. As
well, a successful intervention in mine action copifovide a point of entry for more projects
aimed at these other regional security issues, Tibiwever, would require that the EC
considered mine action within the broader stratégimework of regional security.

In both Armenia and Azerbaijan, the EC projectaidigantly contributed to setting up a national
capacity and directly helped to reduce the contatian. Hence, EC support for mine action
projects in Southern Caucasus has been relevanieww, most of the projects (apart from the
Geneva Call project) did not include a regionalftciresolution aspect or any regional aspect at
all. The political dimension of mine action hasb&édely excluded. Even though there is a RSP
pointing out the importance of mine action, theyaelgional initiatives came from international
NGOs. Efforts to address the mine and ERW problemldvbenefit from a regional approach, as
well as from drawing attention to the managemerihefpolitical aspects of mine action in the
region So far, the EC has no clearly designatedaippto deal with this.

The EC projects have been a good entry point foeraction in the region, but national capacity
building projects require longer term commitmend &oilow-up capacities.

The contamination problems have been addressectieéfily to a degree, even though the focus
of some projects, particularly in Armenia, could/@deen more on clearance and victim
assistance. National ownership has been fosteveal{igh degree in Azerbaijan). Support to
civil society organisations could have been mommpunced. The link to development priorities
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has been made most of the time (for example, baise¢kle findings of the LIS or through the
national development plans), but not always traedlato action plans with budgets.

Of course EC-funded mine action can only be effedi areas where projects have been
implemented. Due to the ongoing conflict, Nagorrevdbakh has not received any EC support
for mine action, even though mine action is poss{bplALO is operating there). The question for
the EC is whether it would be politically feasilolebeneficial to fund such mine action.

There is an implementation problem within the H@& ENPI Regional Strategic Plan (RSP) is
implemented through bilateral Action Plans, whi@th ot lead to continued support to mine
action in the Caucasus even though mine actiomveagioned. At the same time, the RSP and
the Action Plan can, but do not automatically, etfthe CSP. In the Caucasus, the wording on
mine action in the RSP did not feed into the CSPs.

The effectiveness of EC support is limited if thexa lack of action behind the verbal
committment to mine action by governments. In Ariadar example, more funding cannot
replace the political will of the government.

EC-funded mine action has not (yet) achieved tdaggsults for the universalisation of arms
control and disarmament treaties in the region. @uee difficult political situation, this is a
long-term task. Continued advocacy work is a regagnt to achieve universalisation of the
APMBC, the CCW, and of future treaties, such asGbevention on Cluster Munitions.

Victim Assistance has been addressed in both Araremi Azerbaijan. However, even though
the health facilities and network are functionipgycho-social rehabilitation is rarely available in
the Southern Caucasus.

As it is incorporated into the national school @uia, MRE has been continued successfully, but
adults may not be reached.

The impact of deconcentration could be observerinenia, where mine action is not a priority
for the delegation, which also lacks specific magéon expertise. The case of Azerbaijan is
different because the projects were managed framsdets until these ended in 2006. However,
in neither case has there been expert knowledgkblafor mine action programming, and no
knowledge where to get advice or funds.

There is no designated EC focal point for minegacin Southern Caucasus, and the country
delegations often do not have specialised knowledge

As mine action in the region was exclusively funde@ugh the APL budget line, the impact of
the ending of this budget line is significant: #né simply no more EC-funding for any of the
mine action projects. This decision was not madsegically or in a well-planned manner, as
none of the projects had a clear exit strategy.

Not enough effort was made to ensure continued @itien in the Southern Caucasus by
including mine action for humanitarian and develepipurposes in the CSPs. No short-term
funding alternatives were conceived either.
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There was insufficient effort by the EC to preppagtner countries and organisations for the
ending of the thematic budget line.

EC representatives in the Southern Caucasus daramiote EC mine action policy. There is no
effort on behalf of the EC to encourage the coanstto sign the APMBC or to use mine action as
an entry point for efforts to address regional totsf and, more broadly, security issues.

While the APL budget line still existed, the EC-flead Geneva Call project included an advocacy
component for non-state actors in the region torodrto the norms of the APMBC by signing a
Deed of Commitment. From a universalisation persped would have made sense to support
other advocacy work targeting the states not gartile APMBC.

In June 2008, such an initiative was launched byQbuncil of the European Union in the form
of a Joint Action. The overall objectives of tha@nt Action are the promotion of the universality
of the Convention, as support for full implemerdgatof the Convention by States Parties and for
the preparations of its Second Review Conferen@9@9. In light of the end of the APL budget
line, efforts by EU institutions other than the Gurssion are valuable. However, the Southern
Caucasus will not benefit from this initiative &ssinot one of the target regions.

Therefore, the question remains whether long teamtinuous, targeted efforts rather than ad
hoc, short term and limited initiatives are morprapriate to achieve certain goals of mine
action. Discussions should continue on whethertemdthe EC can fund projects that require
long term funding, such as the Geneva Call project.

There is no overall responsibility for EC mine aatin the region and no expertise in the mine
action field. It is also unclear how the initiatbvef the different EU institutions are coordinated

in the region. While there is an EU Special Repredéve for the Southern Caucasus, he does not
consider mine action as part of his mandate. Nbglss, the adherence of Armenia, Azerbaijan
and Georgia to the APMBC could contribute to redgdiensions and, ultimately, improve

regional stability. Although this would imply andreased role for the Council of the EU relative
to that of the Commission in the “policy mix” ofa@legion, the benefits of including some
aspects of mine action in the CFSP warrant furshaaty.

Overall, after the revocation of the APL budgetlia number of important questions remain
regarding the “policy mix” and EU engagement in enaction in the Southern Caucasus.
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Recommendation 1 — Integrate the need for continuechine action support for Southern
Caucasus into the current EC mine action strategy.

- ERW may seem as a minor problem when looking ontiz@country level, and when
ignoring Nagorno Karabakh, but on a regional stiaéee clearly is a problem that
requires action. The recent outbreak of armed mimfl South Ossetia shows the
acuteness of the problems.

Southern Caucasus is of strategic importance ®EtH, and mine action can support
security and stability in the region.

Recommendation 2 — Consider mine action in Souther@aucasus as a regional, cross-

border issue.

The EC mine action engagement in Southern Cauchsusd be guided from the
regional level, but with implications on both reg# and national levels.

Recommendation 3 — Identify an EC regional focal pat for mine action to deal with:

EC programming

(o]

(o]

(0]

Integration of mine action into EC Regional and Gioy Strategies and their
respective Regional and National Indicative Progrees. Advise national
partners how to bring mine action in the CSP, s ithis at least mentioned even
if not as a separate priority.

Ensure not only conflict resolution is considerdathwegard to regional mine
action, but also the sustainability of the EC-fushdg@ne action achievements and
goals such as zero victims, resolution of sociaeatic impacts of ERW, plus
diplomatic efforts to promote the universalisataithe APMBC, the CCW and
the future Convention on Cluster Munitions (CCM).

Ensure development projects in mine/ERW-contamihateas have
(community-based) mine action components, to ernfiatemine affected
communities are not left out of development plans.

Ensure more support to regional initiatives.

Consider opportunities for using mine action asridence building measure,
as done in Sudan for example.

Ensure that mine action forms part of any potep&gcekeeping mission.

Programme and project implementation

(o]

Ensure that the points from the ENPI RSP (and itt@A Plan based on the
RSP) are included in the CSP of all countries, thatithe regional aspects
mentioned are truly considered and implemented.

Provide guidance to the country delegations on ragt®n issues.

Review options for mine action programmes at tiggoreal level. As mine and
ERW problems are strongly linked to the politid&liation in the region,
consider projects fostering regional cooperatioth strengthening civil society,
including regional civil society linkages.

Consider working with fewer implementing partneienmediaries. Every
additional layer costs money, sometimes for matdinaefit.

Commission timely regional and country-specificiesus of EC-funded mine
action in Southern Caucasus. It is not enoughdiudée evaluation obligations
into the project documents, but EC personnel halxetavailable to ensure (i)
the proper design and conduct of the evaluatians (i) that the conclusions and
recommendations find their way in the new planringe.
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Ensure that there are sustainability mechanismcamanitments in project
funding documents.

Enhance institutional memory through better filing.

Insure exit strategies exist for EC-funded minéoacprojects, incorporating end-
state goals, to avoid situations where the cegsafitunding means the collapse
of capacities and other achievements. This wousd e done in consultation
with other donors. Strategic goals could include,gxample, the universalisation
of arms control and disarmament treaties. End-gi@d¢s could include that (i)
national organs and civil society organisationsdmaling effectively and in a
sustainable manner with mine action, (ii) the zédim target has been
achieved, (iii) an AP mine impact-free Southern €mus has been achieved, (iv)
a clear and pre-defined development goal has hesahed.

Ensure contingency plans are in place for varieesarios requiring mine action
assistance, such as a resumption of conflict inr@amr a peaceful resolution of
the Nagorno Karabakh conflict.

Consider support to victim assistance projects watus on psycho-social
rehabilitation. Upon completion, responsibility ustaining these services
should be transferred to the Governments.

Coordination on programming aspects with other dangarticularly from EU
member countries.

Advocacy

(o]

Explicit integration of mine action into wider cdiof resolution efforts and
regional peace and security processes. Mine actioli be considered in the
work of the EUSR as a stabilisation or peace bogdneasure.

Explicit integration of mine action into regionaidanational poverty alleviation
and development plans.

Reportingto the mine action focal point in Brussels on atpeelevant for regional mine

action.

Recommendation 4 — Identify and, perhaps, pre-qudly mine action experts who can advise
a regional focal point for Southern Caucasus and geific Delegations on programming

issues.

Recommendation 5 — As part of the EC mine action igitegy, develop concepts how to
handle a region that includes a number of countriesvith a modest mine/ERW problem.

This pattern is likely to occur in other regionserthe main post-conflict ERW priorities
have been addressed.

The focus in such regions could be, for examplesustainability of the achievements
and capacities, development in communities affebjedontamination, and treaty
implementation or universalisation.

Recommendation 6 — As part of the EC mine action ategy, develop concepts how to handle
mine action in a region or country at the time of onflict.

At the time of conflict, mine action has a politicBmension that cannot be ignored. This
is why different approaches are needed, for example

0o
(0]

[0}
[0}

the inclusion of mine action in community developprojects;

consideration whether the problem can be addrebsedgh regional and cross-
border cooperation initiatives;

funding of policy-oriented projects;

support of civil society organisations as well aggrnment institutions.
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Recommendation 7 — Consider mine action within thbroader strategic framework of

regional security. A successful intervention in mine action couldyide a point of entry for
projects to address other regional security issueb as weapons of mass destruction, terrorism
or small arms and light weapons.
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In 2001 the Council of Ministers and the Europearii@nent adopted two Regulations on the
reinforcement of the EU response against Antipersbbandmines (APLS! These (referred to
collectively as “the Regulation”) laid the foundatiof the European integrated and focused

policy.

Article 13, paragraph 1 of the EC Regulation st#étes. The Commission shall regularly assess
operations financed by the Community in order tatdsh whether the objectives of the
operations have been achieved and to provide gaekefor improving the effectiveness of future
operations.

The APL Regulation goes on to stefrery three years after entry into force of thig&ation,
the Commission shall submit to the European Pasiahan overall assessment of all Community
mine actions..(Article 14)

The EC Mine Action Strategy and Multi-annual Indiea Programme, 2005-208#urther
specifies thatmore specific, geographic, evaluations of EC-fudaeine actions, analysing the
results and their impactWill be undertaken to complement the overall assest.

To implement these provisions, the EC:

1. Commissioned a global assessment of EC mine palidyactions over the period 2002-
2004;

2. Entered into an agreement with The Geneva IntematiCentre for Humanitarian Demining
(GICHD) to,inter alia, manage the programme of regional evaluationsentify lessons
learned within EC-funded mine action projects ia tbllowing regions?

Africa - Caucasus-Central Asia - Latin America

Asia-Pacific - Europe - Middle East

The Report from the Global Assessment was issusthiith 2005} while the agreement with
the GICHD was concluded in December that year.

The general objective of the Global Assessmenttwagtermine to what extent the objectives
and means set in the APL Regulation had been cethplith and used in terms of strategy,

81 Regulation (EC) 1724/2001 of the European Parliaraad of the Council of 23 July 2001 concerningacagainst
anti-personnel landmines in developing countried (@34, 1.9.2001, p.1) and Regulation (EC) 1725126f the
European Parliament and of the Council of 23 JOly12concerning action against anti-personnel landmin third
countries other than developing countries (OJ L, 233.2001, p.6). The provisions are similar andjwete from
Regulation (EC) 1724/2001.

82 This is the second strategy and multi-year indiegtrogramme since the adoption of the EC Reguiathe first
covered the period 2002-04.

8 Additional objectives of the EC-GICHD Agreement &meprovide a repository and dissemination serfaceeports
from mine action evaluations and similar studiesintpeople from mine affected countries in evabmtsupport the
participation of key players from mine-affected owiies in official meetings relating to the MineBareaty (MBT).
84 Gasser, Russell and Robert Keeley, Global Assegsofi&C Mine Policy and Actions: 2002-2004.
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programming, commitments and implementation. Tigéoreal evaluations will complement the
Global Assessment by focusing on (i) relevant aasiohs and recommendations from the
Global Assessment, and (ii) EC mine action strategy programming issues at the country
level. Thus, the evaluation will not assess thieiefficy, effectiveness, and impact of individual
projects, except to illustrate changes since tleb&IlAssessment or critical programming issues.

Overall objective:

To provide systematic and objective assessmerE€diinded mine actions in the Caucasus and
Central Asia to generate credible and useful lessmndecision-makers within the EC, allowing
them to improve the planning and management ofiegisind future mine action projects,
programmes, and policies.

Specific objectives:

- To assess the relevance of EC-funded mine aciwiiea-vis:

0 the geographic and thematic priorities definechim $trategies for 2002-2004 and
2005-2007;

0 national and regional needs, strategies, and pesri

0 EC Country Strategy Papers and National Indic&inggrammes for mine-affected
countries in the Caucasus and Central Asia for Z0b;

0 EC strategy documents for the Caucasus and Cdysial

- To analyse the allocation of EC funds among mirieeééd states in the Caucasus and
Centggl Asia, and across the various componemntsé action (survey, clearance, MRE,
etc.);

- To assess the effectiveness of EC-funded minerastipport in:

0 addressing the landmine & UXO problems in mine-@#d partner countries

o fostering national ownership and the developmerdadl capacities;

0 supporting the overall development and rehabittapriorities/ programmes of the
beneficiary countries;

0 supporting local mine action organisations;

- To assess the coordination among the EC and ofleecees supporting mine action in a
country (regional; national; UN; donors; internagbNGOS; etc.);

- To assess the impact of deconcentration on thenjpigrand delivery of EC support to mine
action in the Caucasus and Central Asia, incluttiegcapacity of EC delegations to assess
proposals for mine action projects and to monit@iigate the implementation of these
projects;

- To asses the adequacy of the EC national stratagieplans, and the effectiveness of
implementation;

- To assess the existence of an ‘exit strategy’Hercountry to graduate from donor assistance
(including plans for sustainability);

- To assess the linkages between mine action andisiues, such as humanitarian
assistance, development, and armed violence reducti

- To assess the impact of the end of the specifigétiche for anti-personnel landmines and
the introduction of the new “stability instrumemti future mine action support from the EC
to the Caucasus and Central Asia;

8 This question addresses, among other issues,dhéhé “Commitment to the Mine Ban Treaty” is afethe
criteria listed in the EC Mine Action Strategy 262807 for determining geographic allocations.
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- To make recommendations to improve the identificgtdesign, and implementation of EC-
funded mine projects;

- To generate recommendations to enhance the opg@suior cross-fertilisation among
mine action programmes in the Caucasus and Cékgialand globally.

Expected results

The evaluation report shall give an overview of laiDe action support to the Caucasus and
Central Asia, and to particular mine-affected caestin the Caucasus and Central Asia, since
2002. It shall incorporate more detailed assessmdHEC mine action support in a limited
number of ‘focus country’ cases to illustrate aodport its findings, conclusions, and
recommendations. Recommendations will aim in paldicto guide EC personnel in designing
and implementing programmes of support to mineadtiat complement the actions of other
actors, including national authorities, other denand UN agencies for the next years.

The evaluation shall entail the following main campnts of work:
- Preliminary Planning & Data Collection (now undeypva
- Desk Research

- Country Missions (two of the following — to be confed)
0 Afghanistan
0 Azerbaijan
o Georgia
0 Tajikistan

- Analysis and Reporting

Country Missions

As the evaluation will not focus on the performan€andividual projects, Evaluation Team
members will spend most or all of their time initallg and major centres to meet with and
collect documents and data from:

EC delegations

national authorities and officials from nationaln@iaction centres
UN agencies supporting mine action

representatives from other major donors to mineadh that country
representatives from mine action operators (logdliaternational)
other key government officials

representatives from key regional organisation (elpeesent).

Additional data collection
Additional information will be obtained from:

- Review of project documents (project proposals @nrdracts; mid-term and final reports, as
well as final evaluations, monitoring reports, daudports, etc., where available;
- Interviews with relevant Commission officials (imBsels);
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- Questionnaire surveys and some follow-up teleplioteeviews with project
managers/implementers/recipients of EC funds aopeqis (Officials in other EC
Delegations, managers of operator organisatiorb,ih@mrganisations’ headquarters and on
the field, and beneficiary countries’ officials¢gt

- EC Country Strategy Papers and National Indica®regrammes.

- National Development Plans, Poverty Reduction &gPapers, and National Mine Action
Strategies from the focus countries

- Relevant reports from the UN (including inter-ageassessment mission reports for mine
action) and the World Bank

- Recent mine action evaluations commissioned by @bencies

- Other sources, as appropriate.

An evaluation work plan will be prepared and disited following the preliminary planning and
data collection stage (February 2008).

A debriefing of preliminary findings and conclusgwill be provided to EC officials and other
stakeholders at the end of each country mission.

Within one month of the end of the country missjandraft report will be prepared and
distributed to the GICHD and EC delegations for omnts, and subsequently distributed to
other stakeholders. For both comments the deaidlitveo weeks.

A final report will be submitted to the GICHD an€Brussels.

All reports will be in English.

All reports will clearly indicate on the cover patlat the evaluation was financed by the

European Union and managed by the Geneva Intenghi@entre for Humanitarian Demining
(GICHD). The reports should display the logos athbiie EU and the GICHE.

8 http://europa.eu.int/‘comm/europeaid/visibility/end en.htm. The GICHD logo shall be provided by GHEHD.
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Annex 1
Among the key conclusions of the Global Assessmené:

The need for a transparent process for determinhigh countries and projects will
receive EC funding for mine action;
In light of ‘deconcentration’, the need to clarifyho does what” in mine action within
the EC;
Request for proposal and selection processesdingju
The need for more high quality proposals,
The need to reduce the number of proposals rejectéechnicalities, and
The need for more rigorous assessments — includetmical criteria — of proposals
and projects.
Contracting issues, including:
The need for greater contractual rigour in specgyperformance requirements;
The need for greater clarity in defining the chahsesponsibility and authority;
The limitations inherent in the use of non-renewatuntracts issued for short
durations.
All interventions should incorporate exit strategie
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Date Organization Persons met

Sunday 27 UNDP Alla Bakunts, Democratic Governance Portfélimalyst
April Armen Grigoryan

Late Monday April 28 Vera Bohle and Nara Weigel ariive in Yerevan

Tuesday 29 UNICEF Alvard Poghosyan, UNICEF Education Officer
April ICBL Armenia Jemma Hasratyan, Armenian National @utiee of the
ICBL
OSCE Margarita Lazyan, Senior Assistant in PolitMditary
Office
ICRC David Shakhverdyan, ICRC Responsible for Coaipen
Armenian Red Cro: Hayk Hovhannisyan, Responsible for Disaster Manage
Projects
Armenian Red Cro: Hayk Hayrapetyan, Responsible Population Movemer
Projects
Wednesday 3' | Armenian Humanitaria | Vostanik Adoyan, Major General, Head of Engineel
April Demining Centre Corps, RA Ministry of Defence
(AHDC)
Ministry of Territorial Vache Terteryan, Deputy Minister of Territorial
Administration of the RA| Administration of the RA and former National Direcof the
Project
Ministry of Labor and Arayik Petrosyan, First Deputy Minister of LaboundaSocial
Social Issues (MLSI) Issues (MLSI)
EC Del David Avakian
Thursday 1 UNDP Consuelo Vidal, UNDP Resident Representative
May

Friday May 2 and Saturday May 3 Vera Bohle and NaraWeigel travel to Baku, Azerbaijan
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http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/country profiB&&8938.stm
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bin/texis/vtx/refworld/rwmain?page=country&amp;dde#82457¢7c&amp;skip=&amp;coi=AZE&amp;
rid=4562d8cf2
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EVALUATION OF EC-FUNDED MINE ACTION PROGRAMMES IN T HE CAUCASUS AND CENTRAL ASIA
FINAL 16.07.09 | ix



%

&0+

199¢

Armenian NGOs established the Armenian Comir of the Internationa
Campaign to Ban Landmines.

2000

U.S. military personnel conducts humanitadamining training of Georgian,
Armenian and Azerbajani soldiers (Beecroft Initig)iin an aim to uild
confidence in the southern Caucasus.

2001

RONCO starts training National Mine Action @erstaff on how to implement
national mine action programs. RONCO also trains ¢ampanies in
humanitarian mine action.

200z

Armenian National Mine Action Centre is opened ghBiadzin

Monitoring mission of the Armenian-Azerbaijani berds conducted by the
Office of Humanitarian Mine Action Programs of td& Deparment of State.

2003

Armenia signs an agreement for a four yeaeragtion programme with the
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP). Thaggut includes a
Landmine Impact Survey (LIS).

The Armenian Centre of the International Associatié Puppeteers, supported
the ICRC conducts mine risk education in bordeasire

Py

2005

The LIS is completed.

Authorities decide to submit the annual sparency reports required by 1
Ottowa Convention and Protocol Il to the CCW.

An Intergagency Governmental Commission on Minddc{IAGCMA) is
created by prime ministerial decree.

First Armenian demining team is sent to Iraq.

2006

UNICEF starts conducting trainings in min& Bslucation (MRE) and developin
a mine risk education strategy. MRE is implemertgdthe Armenian Red Cross
Society and UNICEF.

«Q

The IAGCMA discusses the national mine action sgggtfor 2007-11 and the
inclusion of mine action into Armenia's PRSP.

The US Marshall Legacy Institute establishes a rditection dog partnersh
programme in Armenia.

The NGO Geneva Call launches a program in the Soatltasus. Proje
components include strengthening civil society addocacy to get non-state
actors to sign a deed of committment not to useemin
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199

The Ministry of Labor and Social Defence of Azefjaaiand the Internation

Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) sign an agreemenictim assistancel

1995

HALO Trust begins a 15 month mine clearanogept. In this context it
trains former members of the Nagorno Karabakh amiwumanitarian mine
clearance.

1997

The national agency for rehabilitation and recargton of areas (ARRA

1996

The ICRC, Unite Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and Halcsf]
start carrying out mine awareness programs.

1998

BACTEC International undertook a Level 1 Mfrvey in the Fizuli and
Agdam region.

Azerbaijan National Agency for Mine Action (ANAMA} established by
presidential decree.

199¢

UNDP starts providing technical support to ANAI

200(

Mines Advisory Group (MAG) starts training demirgewhich are
subsequently employed by Relief Azerbaijan (RA)

U.S. military personnel conducts humanitarian dengj training of
Georgian, Armenian and Azerbaijani soldiers (Beftdritiative) in an aim
to build confidence in the southern Caucasus.

Relief Azerbaijan (RA) and the International EuaaRress Fund (IEPF), twi
national "NGOs" were trained in mine survey andudace.

O

UNICEF starts a country wide mine risk educatioogpamme

2001

ANAMA produced a national mine action strateghich was updated in
2003 to cover the period 2004-8.

20023

A landmine impact survey (LIS) is carried out untler leaderslp of the
Survey Action Centre (SAC)

2005

The Ministry of Economic Development drafglan for socio-economic
development for 2006-8.

2007

A second phase of the "Partnership for Peace" NA®&htenance an

supply agency (NAMSA) UXO clearance project starts
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87 From ANAMA Yearly Report 2009.
8 According to the figures known to ANAMA on USA coiiitions to Azerbaijan Mine Action Programme (witlesk made through RONCO, now through ARMORGROUP, and USAID a

well).

8 This is the cost of the training conducted in 2098 costs presented here of other trainings, eceiprand continuing technical assistance providetd®yDepartment of Defense through

USEUCOM

% The EC contribution in 2002 includes the cost ahtimine Impact Survey Project conducted by SAC.
%1 1n 2004 Japanese Government has funded the a$talelint of IEPF 5-men Technical Survey Team arakiisity during a year.
921n 2007 Austrian Development Agency, South Koreay&hia and Azerbaijan contributed through the ITBupport the IOM-ITF-ANAMA joint project for Communit$ased Small
Business Trainings and Micro-credit Revolving FéadAzerbaijan Mine Survivors.
93 Donors contributed to the Saloglu Project througfT® PfP Trust Fund: Azerbaijan, Turkey, UNDP, Norway, Lmkeurg, Finland, Switzerland, USA, Australia, Sloeerulgaria,

Lithuania, Latvia.
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