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NEEDS FINDING AND CASE STUDIES DEVELOPMENT 

Facilitation Guide 
ITG MEETING · IN-PERSON · 8–9 SEPTEMBER 2026 · SERBIA 

WORKING GROUPS: REFINING THE PROBLEM STATEMENTS · DAY 1, AFTERNOON 

This guide is for the six people facilitating the working groups in the afternoon of Day 1. It sets 

out what your group hands in, how the time is used, what to do when the discussion goes 

sideways, and — importantly — who edits the problem statement and when. Please read it in full 

before you arrive. 

1. What your group hands in 

By the end of the session your group hands in one thing that matters: a problem statement 

that a researcher who has never worked in mine action could read and know exactly what 

question is being asked of them. Everything else in this guide exists to produce that. 

Concretely, the pack you hand over contains: 

• a rewritten problem statement for each case (MS Word or paper form) 

• the name of the person presenting each case on Day 2. 

2. Your role 

You do not have to teach what a good problem statement is. That was done in plenary before 

lunch. 

You own the process. You do not own the content. The case owner is the national authority; 

your job is to make sure their expertise ends up on the wall and in the rewritten statement, 

rather than in a good conversation that nobody recorded. 

Three jobs, in this order of priority: 

• Keep the clock. Every step depends on the one before it. The rewrite at the end is the 

output, and it cannot be the step that gets squeezed. 

• Make people write before anyone speaks. Silent writing is what stops the loudest or 

most senior voice setting the frame for everyone else. 

• Keep the group off solutions. 

You never hold the pen on the problem statement itself. That is always the case owner, and 

only the submitting authority can authorise a change to their own text. 
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3. Your group 

Two national cases per group and seven to ten people, except Group 3, which has a single 

case. Each submitting authority is in the group for its own case, because a problem statement 

has an author who has to stand behind it. 

• The case owners — the delegations of the submitting national authorities. 

• You, as facilitator.  

• Four to seven ITG members, representing academia, private companies, research 

organizations, MAOs. 

4. Groups 

• Group 1 (Angola, Azerbaijan) 

Facilitator: Pedro Basto 

• Group 2 (Lebanon, The Kurdistan Region of Iraq) 

Facilitator: Miodrag Milenkovic 

• Group 3 (Colombia) — single case 

Facilitator: Weicong Zhang 

• Group 4 (Sudan, Zimbabwe) 

Facilitator: Matthew Abercrombie 

• Group 5 (Armenia, Cambodia) 

Facilitator: Tonya Müller 

• Group 6 (Ukraine, Bosnia and Herzegovina) 

Facilitator: TBD 

 

5. Run sheet 

The session runs 15:00–17:00 with no break. Most groups take two national cases, one after 

the other, using the same five moves for each. Keep the two cases on separate sheets and do 

not let the first one borrow time from the second. 

Time Move How to run it Watch for 

15:00 

5 min 

Set up Names and organisations, one 

sentence each. Nominate a note-taker 

from the group. 

Say how the afternoon splits: two 

cases, roughly 55 minutes each, same 

five moves for both. 

Cut long introductions even if 

unfinished. Time lost here 

comes out of the second 

case, not out of this one. 
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Time Move How to run it Watch for 

FIRST CASE — 15:05–16:00 

15:05 

10 min 

Questions and 

answers 
The case owner has five minutes to 

describe the problem. No slides, and 

not read aloud from the template — 

everyone has already read it. 

Then five minutes of clarifying 

questions. Questions of fact only, not 

opinion and not advice. 

Someone will start proposing 

what the authority should do. 

Interrupt and keep the 

conversation on track. 

15:15 

20 min 

1. Map the 

problem 
Break the problem into its component 

parts. One component per note, short 

phrases, block capitals. 

For each component ask "what is 

stopping us?" — one to three reasons a 

solution is blocked. 

Place the notes along the horizontal 

axis by how hard the component is to 

change, and by whom. Left: a research 

team or a company could work on this. 

Right: only a ministry, a donor or a 

standards body can move it. 

For each component ask "why does 

this need to be solved?" — one to three 

reasons or insights. 

Now place the notes up the vertical 

axis by the impact that solving it would 

have on people. 

The case owner selects one 

component, or one tight cluster, from 

the low-complexity, high-impact corner 

and circles it. Everything else moves to 

the CONSTRAINTS sheet. Nothing is 

thrown away. 

Finally, agree who the relevant 

stakeholders are for the selected 

component: who holds the knowledge, 

who controls access to it, and who 

carries the risk. 

Components, not causes and 

not solutions. "Detectors 

cannot show X" is a 

component; "buy better 

detectors" is not. 

Nothing in the low-

complexity, high-impact 

corner. Say so plainly rather 

than forcing it: take the least 

entangled component you 

have, and record in the back-

brief that this case has no 

easy entry point. That is a 

finding. 

Where the case owner is a 

NMAA, read the horizontal 

axis as influence rather than 

difficulty: what can this 

authority actually change, 

and how long would it take? 

15:35 

10 min 

2. What is at 

stake 
Take the selected component only. 

Ask: if this stays exactly as it is for 

three more years, what does it cost? 

Push for numbers — hours, square 

metres, money, people, delay. 

Figures that describe the 

whole national programme 

rather than this component. 

Programme totals are 

context; the cost of the 



  

 4 

Time Move How to run it Watch for 

If the numbers are not in the room, do 

not invent them and do not let the 

group invent them. Put the questions 

on the UNKNOWNS sheet instead: 

what would we need to measure, who 

holds that data, and how long would it 

take to get it? 

A page of well-posed questions is a 

legitimate output and far more useful 

than an impressive-sounding guess. 

selected component is the 

thing a researcher can act on. 

If the discussion dries up 

because the component is 

too narrow, go back to the full 

map and the original 

statement and check you 

selected at the right level. 

15:45 

5 min 

3. What a 

solution would 

have to do 

Ask: if something arrived tomorrow 

that fixed the selected component, 

how would you know it was good 

enough to actually use? Write three to 

six criteria on a fresh sheet. 

A criterion says what a solution must 

do, never what it must be. It is written 

at the level of an outcome, and it 

survives being read by someone who 

has never seen the technology anyone 

in the room has in mind. 

Split them into must-do and would-

help. Keep must-do short — three is 

often right. 

Say out loud why: the tighter the 

specification, the narrower the search, 

and the more the answers will look like 

what already exists. 

A named technology 

reappearing. Do not argue 

about whether it is the right 

one — it may well be. Say: "let 

us park the technology and 

write what it would have to 

do." That turns a named 

solution into a performance 

requirement, and it costs 

nobody any face. 

15:50 

10 min 

4. The rewrite Ask the group two questions: "How 

has our understanding of the problem 

changed over the course of the 

discussion?" and "What would we add 

to, or remove from, the original 

statement?" 

The group discusses. The case owner 

edits the problem statement. The 

group listens and challenges. 

You never hold the pen. Only 

the submitting authority can 

change its own text. 

Leave the wall up. The mess 

is evidence that notes moved, 

and other groups will read it 

tomorrow. 

SECOND CASE — 16:00–16:55 

16:00 

55 min 

Repeat moves 

1–4 
The same five moves, in the same 

order, on the second case. The second 

Fatigue. The second case 

gets a tired room and 

deserves the same 55 

minutes. Save the time on 
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Time Move How to run it Watch for 

case owner takes the chair; the first 

now becomes one of the questioners. 

16:00 questions and answers (10 

min) · 16:10 map the problem 

(20) · 16:30 what is at stake 

(10) · 16:40 what a solution would 

have to do (5) · 16:45 the rewrite (10). 

Use a fresh set of sheets. Do not take 

the first case down. 

discussion about the 

process, not on the mapping. 

16:55 

5 min 

Validate and 

hand in 
Each case owner confirms they are 

comfortable with every change to their 

own statement. 

Photograph the wall for both cases. 

Agree who presents each case on Day 

2. 

Do not let this be the step 

that gets squeezed. An 

unvalidated statement 

cannot be handed in. 

If your group has only one case 

Group 3 has a single national case. Run the same five moves, but give each of them more 

room rather than finishing early — a thinner map produces a thinner statement. The timings 

below are a starting point; adjust them as the discussion needs, provided you reach the rewrite 

with at least twenty minutes in hand. 

Time Move 

15:00  5 min Set up 

15:05  15 min Questions and answers 

15:20  35 min 1. Map the problem 

15:55  20 min 2. What is at stake 

16:15  20 min 3. What a solution would have to do 

16:35  20 min 4. The rewrite 

16:55  5 min Validate and hand in 
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6. Know your case before you start 

The submitted statements vary a great deal in shape and in maturity. Read both of yours in 

advance and check it against the patterns below — several are common enough that you 

should assume at least one applies to you. 

Pattern What to do about it 

A specific technology is already 

named — in the title, the success 

criteria, or an annex 

Do not correct the authority; they may well be right, and they 

may already have tested it. Park the technology and describe 

what it would have to do.  

The statement is thin on figures — 

no area, no counts, no timeframe 
Do not invent content and do not let the group invent it. Spend 

the spare time on the outstanding-questions list: what do we 

know, what do we not know, and how would we find out. Hand 

that in as part of the output. 

The problem is institutional rather 

than technical — records, 

standards, accreditation, 

recognition of test results, 

coordination 

Expect governance components rather than technical ones.  

The statement covers the whole 

national programme 
Narrowing is the entire job for your group. Ask repeatedly which 

single part, if fixed and nothing else changed, would change the 

most. Be explicit that the wider problem stays in the record. 

Someone in the room has already 

solved it 
Not unlikely, with operators working across many countries 

present. Record it as an existing solution and treat it as a good 

outcome — it is exactly what a search for existing solutions is 

meant to find, and it has just saved someone a research 

project. 
 

7. When things go sideways 

Situation What to do 

The group jumps to 

solutions 
“Good — parking sheet, we will come back to it.” Do not debate 

whether the solution is any good. Debating it teaches the group that 

solutions get airtime. 

One person dominates Switch to silent writing immediately, even mid-step, then go round in 

order, one contribution each. 

The group defers to the 

most senior person in it 
Same remedy, plus ask the outsiders by name. Seniority is a bigger 

risk to this exercise than disagreement is. 



  

 7 

Situation What to do 

The authority resists 

narrowing the statement 
Explain that the original stays in the record and the narrowed version 

sits alongside it. Most resistance here is fear of losing the wider 

problem, not disagreement about the component. 

The group cannot agree 

where a note goes 
Put it on the boundary, write both positions on it, move on. You are not 

there to settle it, and the disagreement is itself information. 

The group goes quiet Ask the case owner to describe one specific day when the problem 

occurred. Concrete detail restarts a group far better than an abstract 

question. 

The group finishes a step 

early 
Ask: “what has already been tried on this, and why did it not stick?” 

This always produces something a researcher can use. 

The first case overruns Stop it at the clock anyway. The second case owner has travelled just 

as far, and a half-finished second statement is a worse outcome than 

a slightly rough first one. Put whatever is unresolved on the 

UNKNOWNS sheet. 

English is a barrier Accept single words and drawings. Read the wall aloud before 

clustering. Never correct anyone’s English, and never re-word 

someone’s note without asking them first. 
 

 

8. Before participants arrive (logistics arranged by the organizing team) 

• Draw the mapping grid on one flipchart sheet, axes unlabelled for now: horizontal for 

how hard a component is to change, vertical for impact. Put up three more sheets, 

headed CONSTRAINTS — the parts we cannot move, UNKNOWNS — questions we 

cannot answer today, and SOLUTIONS — park here. You need one set per case. 

• Check that your group has: sticky notes in colours, spare flipchart sheets, markers, 

pens, printed copies of both problem statements. 

• Read both of your group’s statements, and check each against section 6. 

9. What happens on Day 2 

So that you can tell your group where their work is going. 

• Back-briefs. Each case owner presents the narrowed statement and the design criteria 

in five minutes, followed by discussion. Not the whole case — what changed, and why. 

Most groups give two back-briefs, one per case. 


