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8 – 9 September 2026 

09:00 to 17:00 Central Europe Time 

Palace of Serbia (Palata Srbija), Belgrade 

Meeting Minutes: 6th Meeting of the Mine Action 

Innovation Technical Group (ITG) 

The meeting was convened by the GICHD and the Republic of Serbia Mine Action Center 

(SMAC), as ITG Co-Chairs, and hosted by SMAC in Belgrade, with the following objectives: 

• Discussing good practices in innovation management for national mine action authorities 

• Building a common method to define operational needs as clear, solution-neutral problem 

statements 

• Working on and jointly reviewing concrete problem statements from national contexts that 

require innovative tools, methods or approaches 

• Discussing the ITG workplan for 2026 and plans for 2027 

• Visiting the SMAC Training Centre at Velika Moštanica. 

The meeting was held in person over two days, with 48 participants, representing National Mine 

Action Authorities (NMAAs)/National Mine Action Centres (NMACs) and other government 

institutions, mine action organisations, academia and research organisations, technology 

providers and equipment manufacturers, humanitarian research and innovation organisations, 

international organisations and NGOs/non-profits, and an independent expert. The list of 

participants is provided in the Annex. 

The agenda and a pre-meeting information note were shared with participants in advance. The 

agenda is published together with the minutes. 

Responding to ITG members’ request to give concrete problem statements more weight, 

including a suggestion at the October 2025 meeting in Luxembourg to hold a problem statement 

clinic, the meeting introduced a new, workshop-based format. A panel first set the context: a 

national authority, operators, and humanitarian and research organisations from outside mine 

action discussed the challenges and opportunities of managing innovation, and the importance 

of defining needs. A practical session then taught a method for defining needs, which working 

groups applied to real problems presented by national authorities and in-country experts. On the 

second day, participants jointly reviewed the resulting statements, discussing whether each 

communicated its problem clearly. The facilitation guidelines and exercise materials are 

published separately. 
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1. Opening and framing of the meeting objectives 

The Director of SMAC welcomed participants to Belgrade and framed the objectives: building on 

the ITG’s need-finding work for the Land Release Research Agenda, the meeting would refine 

context-driven problems requiring innovative approaches into a curated library of case studies to 

help address real-world challenges in mine action. 

The Director underlined that innovation is key to making mine action safer, faster and more 

efficient, in Serbia as elsewhere, and welcomed the openness of the many national authorities 

who brought their own challenges to define and refine together, so that innovation starts from 

clearly identified needs. 

2. Innovation management for national mine action authorities – moderated 

panel 

Moderated by Miodrag Milenković (SMAC, ITG Co-Chair), the opening panel set out the premise 

for the rest of the meeting: innovation in mine action is mostly not about technology, but about 

process, organisation, coordination, funding, procurement and partnership. A first block looked at 

how the wider humanitarian system manages innovation, and a second at how this plays out in 

mine action, from the perspective of a national authority and two operators (panellists are listed 

in the Annex). 

• Elrha, on innovation as a managed process: 

– The “fuzzy start”. The early phase of innovation, when time is needed to understand 

the problem well, how it can be measured and what a solution could be, often looks 

like no progress. This creates the wrong incentive to jump into a more tangible phase 

that feels like progress but may not lead in the right direction, or to start from a 

solution and make the problem fit. Innovation managers are responsible for protecting 

this time to think about which problem is being solved, so that the problem statement, 

measurement criteria and possible solutions are properly understood before moving 

into pilots or implementation. 

– The “missing middle”. Many innovations stall after a successful pilot, often not for 

lack of funding but because no thought was given to scaling; the business model 

should be considered before the pilot. 

• The Response Innovation Lab (RIL), on how innovation takes root in national systems: 

– Demand-driven rather than simply need-driven, one key lesson from RIL's first 

decade, illustrated with water provision in refugee programming in Jordan. A need 

identifies a problem worth addressing; demand signals both the willingness and a 

pathway to act on it, and can be summarised as need plus willingness plus resources. 

It requires a problem owner willing to engage with, adopt and potentially adapt a 

solution, and resources and enabling conditions in the wider ecosystem to support 

adoption, implementation and, where relevant, scaling. With national authorities and 

other public-sector actors, this means looking beyond stated priorities to what is 

realistically adoptable: which innovations decision-makers will or will not consider, 

and which policies, regulations, procurement requirements, institutional processes or 
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operational constraints could block a solution even when it meets a clearly identified 

need. Demand-driven innovation therefore starts not only with "What problem needs 

solving?" but also with "Who needs this solved, are they willing and able to act on it, 

and what would enable them to adopt a solution?" 

– Governments as early, enabling actors. Governments can help by stating clearly 

the challenges they cannot solve alone. In RIL's experience outside mine action, 

engaging them as early as possible builds ownership and early adoption, while 

engaging them late tends to turn them into bottlenecks. In Somalia's health sector, 

involving the government from the start, including in problem discussions with the 

health cluster, helped integrate a medical record and immunisation tracking platform 

developed by a Somali e-health start-up into the national system. In Uganda, the 

government used its regulatory role to enable rather than block, fast-tracking the 

certification of a new nutrition product so that it could be scaled. 

– A process, not a project. Innovation is not a bilateral relationship between a 

problem owner and a solution developer. Knowledge brokers play a critical role: they 

connect national authorities, practitioners, policymakers, funders and researchers, 

and bring in the wider ecosystem, from affected communities to those who control 

resources and regulations. This allows the right actors to own and sustain a solution. 

• TNO, drawing on its experience of bringing a new magnetometry system from research to 

market: 

– Sustained funding and time to think carry R&D through setbacks and delays. In 

defence, such funding often comes from a large organisation that owns a specific 

problem, such as a navy facing the submarine threat, and backs a trusted research 

partner for years until it is solved. TNO raised the question of whether mine action 

has problem owners of this kind, able and willing to fund a solution over many years, 

suggesting that the sector would benefit from them. 

– Supporters for each phase. No single actor carries an innovation all the way; at 

each stage, developers need a supporter whose own interests match that stage. In 

TNO's case, academia drove the fundamental research because it wanted 

publications, the Dutch Navy drove the applied research because it needed a 

solution, and TNO steered the route to market because it wanted its research to lead 

to spin-off companies. Several ministries of defence and APOPO then showed 

interest in field tests, with investors taking over in the final phase. 

• The Secretariat of the National Mine Action Authority of Ukraine, on innovation 

governance in a context where technology evolves faster than standards: 

– Modernisation or new technology? Where is the line beyond which a modernised 

technology or methodology needs new accreditation? Re-testing everything is too 

slow, while transferring past results automatically is unsafe. Ukraine proposed a 

three-level model: minor changes that do not affect confirmed characteristics are 

documented; significant changes to a specific function undergo targeted re-

evaluation; fundamental changes to core functions, safety or principles require 

comprehensive re-evaluation. 
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– A certificate or evidence? Ukraine questioned whether the purpose of T&E 

protocols is to obtain a certificate or to build evidence and capacity. It argued that the 

certificate should not be an end in itself: what matters is evidence of confirmed 

capability in defined conditions against specific threats, rather than a general claim 

that "the technology is effective". Evidence of this kind would also speed up adoption 

and reduce duplicated testing between countries, provided it is clear how long it stays 

valid. An AI-based system, for instance, changes each time its algorithm is retrained 

on new data, which raises the question of whether earlier test results still apply. 

– A shared methodological framework for evaluating innovative technologies 

(taxonomy of evaluation objects, standardised evidence structure, harmonised 

operational scenarios, methods for assessing changes and transferring evidence), 

with Ukraine's operational experience as a starting point, as a common foundation 

rather than a single global permitting authority. 

• The HALO Trust, on the path from problem to accredited use: 

– Problems should be chosen for their scale and impact, as with tripwire clearance 

in Ukraine in 2018, for which HALO introduced remote-controlled vegetation cutters; 

solutions must be maintainable in the field rather than sent back to the factory, and 

existing ones borrowed where possible. 

– Testing is often held back by logistics (moving equipment across borders, 

customs duties, universities’ reluctance to send prototypes to the field), and adoption 

by the lack of a clear NMAA system for accrediting new technologies and 

methodologies.  

– Every stage should be proportionate: a minor change should not face the same 

process as a major new technology, and accreditation should be flexible, simple for 

simple innovations and more demanding for complex ones. Innovations often tend to 

be abandoned when there is uncertainty about them. HALO added that anything 

NMAAs can do to reduce barriers to innovation would be greatly appreciated. 

• APOPO, on moving from innovation to operational adoption: 

– The valley of death: APOPO's term for the same gap that Elrha called the "missing 

middle", between pilot and operational capability. APOPO describes it as a transition 

problem: crossing it requires testing, evidence, funding, ownership, standards and 

accreditation. 

– What makes innovation adoptable: a real problem, evidence, a clear advantage, 

integration into operations and an owner; without all five, an innovation quietly stops 

being used. The technology is only part of it: training, SOPs, quality assurance, 

accreditation and standards also decide adoption. 

– APOPO’s Mine Action Testing Centre connects developers with operators and 

national authorities to test, compare, build evidence and learn, as a source of 

evidence and learning rather than approval. APOPO has secured funding to trial 

technologies at Technology Readiness Level (TRL) 6–7 and is eager to partner on 

T&E. 
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Follow-up questions brought out three further points: 

• What hinders innovation: the absence of evidence (on costs, logistics, operational and 

contextual factors), the lack of funding, and the lack of ownership, including when an 

innovation proven in one context is rejected in another because it was not developed 

there. RIL suggested bringing innovators from other sectors together with public-sector 

decision-makers, the private sector and civil society, noting that funding can also be in-

kind. 

• Reducing bureaucracy: on how NMAAs could be encouraged to simplify procedures, a 

point raised by HALO, participants suggested replicating the approach of countries that 

have made adoption easier, which requires effort and resources from NMAAs, with 

international standards as a good start. As an example from Serbia, the moderator 

mentioned that SMAC tries to support companies as much as possible, even when the 

legal framework does not make this easy. 

• Bottom-up specifications: Ukraine argued that technical specifications should come 

from operators, and that technologies should be assessed against this demand rather 

than against standards alone. 

In closing, the moderator brought the discussion of the missing middle together: innovation does 

not end once a solution exists, and whether it crosses from pilot to operational use depends on 

buy-in, trust, logistics, and coordination and cooperation between institutions. 

For both the national authorities and the operators on the panel, testing, evaluation and 

accreditation were a central barrier to adoption. Faster, evidence-based approaches could be a 

way ahead: in many cases, documented testing in field conditions should suffice for deployment, 

without every change going through centralised accreditation. 

3. Problem Statement Clinic – from a problem to a researchable question 

Led by Pedro Basto (GICHD), the clinic taught the method once, to everyone at the same time, 

before anyone applied it to their own country’s case. Participants sat from the start in the six 

working groups they would keep all day, each with its facilitator. The session had three parts: 

• Plenary input (15 minutes) to build a shared understanding of what makes a good 

problem statement: one that makes clear to potential partners what needs to be solved, 

without prescribing the solution. It covered the key elements: symptoms versus root 

causes; what is known and what is not; the actors around the problem (who holds 

knowledge, who is affected, who has resources or an interest in solving it, who can 

change the outcome); the risks and ethical challenges of tackling it; and success criteria 

describing what a solution must achieve. 

• Table exercise (30 minutes) on a fictional case in which a national authority asked the 

ITG for an innovative digital solution that could use available data to improve technical 

survey. The case was written the way such requests usually arrive: incomplete, contested 

and with a solution already in mind. In their discussions, groups separated symptoms 
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from the underlying problem, questioned the solution the request already assumed, and 

mapped actors and unknowns. 

• Plenary harvest (25 minutes), in which each table reported back on its discussion, with 

feedback led by the GICHD and Elrha. 

The central message was that a solution can only be as good as the problem definition behind it: 

define the problem too narrowly and the answers will be better versions of what already exists; 

too broadly and partners have nothing to work with. National authorities found that writing a 

problem statement down clarified it, was harder than it first seemed and revealed how much 

important information they had missed at the outset. Several participants described the exercise 

as thought-provoking and very useful for thinking about innovation differently. 

4. Problem statements from national contexts 

National authorities and in-country experts from Angola, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, Cambodia, Colombia, Lebanon, Serbia, Sudan and Ukraine each presented, in a 

maximum of ten minutes, their operational context and the challenge they brought to the 

meeting, focusing on the problem rather than on organisational background. 

In the afternoon, the six working groups applied the method to these cases, focusing on the 

problem rather than on solutions. Facilitators guided them through who cannot achieve what, 

and because of which barrier; why it matters; the operational setting; what a solution would have 

to achieve; who holds information or can change the outcome; and what is still unknown. 

Statements followed a common template, with success criteria set against baselines and targets, 

and are published separately with these minutes. On the second day, the groups reported back 

in plenary on what had changed and how they had worked through their problems, so that each 

could learn from the others. 

The main themes that emerged were: 

• Detection and metal clutter discrimination (Angola, Azerbaijan): prominent and 

closely interconnected, consistent with their place as the first priority of the Land Release 

Research Agenda.  

– Angola: in the south-eastern provinces, which hold over half of the country's 

remaining contamination, operators struggle to detect low-metal anti-personnel and 

anti-tank mines in sandy soils, where current detectors lack sensitivity, and accidents 

among demining teams have increased over the past five years. The group kept its 

statement and discussed how to quantify the cost of the problem, proposing a 

baseline cost of demining against which the cost-efficiency of innovative solutions 

could be measured. 

– Azerbaijan: across 11,667 km² of contaminated land, about 13% of the country, heavy 

metal fragmentation means that neither detectors nor mine detection dogs can tell 

scrap metal from explosive ordnance, so deminers must excavate every signal, 

spending millions of working hours on false alarms. Only about 23% of the 

contaminated area has been cleared so far; the aim is to halve unnecessary 

excavations. 

https://www.gichd.org/fileadmin/uploads/gichd/Media/GICHD-resources/Innovation_Hub/Land_Release_Agenda_v10_WEB.pdf
https://www.gichd.org/fileadmin/uploads/gichd/Media/GICHD-resources/Innovation_Hub/Land_Release_Agenda_v10_WEB.pdf
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• Low-reliability data and uncertainty in non-technical survey (Cambodia, Colombia, 

Serbia, Sudan, also seen in Angola): without complete or reliable records, defining 

hazardous areas and deciding where and how to survey become difficult, calling for 

stronger data analysis and better use of technical survey.  

– Cambodia: the group extended its statement to tackle polygons drawn too large, 

which spend technical survey resources on land without mines. Survey data should 

be checked for reliability before a polygon is marked, and after clearance each 

polygon compared with the actual hazardous area to show how reliable the original 

data were, with the aim of halving excess area within six years. 

– Colombia: weighing the parts of the problem by impact and complexity, the group 

reframed the case, treating restricted access due to a non-state armed actor as a 

fixed condition and focusing on the near-total absence of investigation into new 

explosive ordnance incidents in an area previously declared free from suspected 

contamination: there is no procedure or training for such investigations, no device 

components to examine, and the little information available from communities is 

neither assessed nor shared. 

– Serbia: in Bujanovac, nuisance minefields laid by a paramilitary group in 1999–2001 

left no records, and few reliable eyewitnesses remain, making suspected and 

confirmed hazardous areas hard to define. Deciding between targeted and systematic 

technical survey is difficult because non-technical survey data are rarely used in a 

structured way, and information is hard to obtain in a closed community. 

– Sudan: the same problem, made harder by an ongoing conflict. With contamination 

now also in built-up areas, field verification limited by security and access constraints, 

and displaced people increasingly returning home, it is hard to decide where survey 

should begin to support safe returns. The group saw the lack of reliable data behind 

this as a governance and information management problem rather than an innovation 

problem. 

– Angola: alongside its main detection problem, many of the minefields left to address 

are nuisance minefields with low quality evidence points that create large polygons 

and inefficient allocation of resources.  

• Marking, recording and communication of SHAs/CHAs (Armenia): the group moved 

the focus from the gap between detecting and marking to keeping civilians out of known 

hazardous areas, alongside reducing the workload of technical specialists. Markings are 

sometimes improvised for lack of time and resources, are rarely monitored or maintained, 

and can be removed, misused or misunderstood, which can lead to casualties; 

communication need not rely on markers alone and could also use village maps or risk 

education. The group considered it better to quantify the cost of marking, the resources 

spent on replacing and maintaining markers, and the accuracy of marker placement, 

before inviting external partners. 

• Deeply buried “bunker buster” bombs (Lebanon): a concrete detection problem. 

Many munitions that failed to explode in the recent conflict lie deep underground, some 

10 metres or more, and may have shifted from where they struck; teams cannot reliably 

determine their location, depth or orientation, and finding them may even require 
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demolishing a building. The group noted that good non-technical survey can narrow down 

the hazard area, but standard technical survey cannot locate items at such depths. A 

solution would have to detect and identify items at depth, cope with high and low 

temperatures and dusty, wet or snowy conditions, and be affordable; how many items are 

really that deep, and the cost and scale of the problem, are still to be established. 

• Innovation governance (Ukraine): the group distinguished three pillars of assessment. 

Serially produced technologies, such as established mechanical demining machines, 

follow a procedure accepted by donors, operators and state institutions; other 

technologies can be assessed against existing protocols and standards; but where no 

standard exists, assessment would have to rest on operational scenarios, which 

operators accept while acceptance by donors and state institutions is uncertain. On how 

to fill this third pillar, the group looked at when to re-certify a modified technology, how to 

classify technologies and their components, testing regulations, safety, duplication of 

effort, commercial interests and credible evidence, rating harmonisation with others, 

bureaucracy in standardisation and cost highest in impact.  

• Difficult terrain (Bosnia and Herzegovina): inaccessible mountain areas, reachable 

only by hiking trails, with no roads, no mobile network coverage and no conditions for 

marking, survey, clearance or medical evacuation. Weighing these by impact and 

complexity, the group singled out the lack of mobile network coverage as the high-impact 

part with the lowest complexity, while weather, high altitude, strong wind and winter snow 

were the most complex. The case requires further study. 

• The Iraqi Kurdistan Mine Action Agency (IKMAA) also submitted a problem statement but 

was unable to attend the meeting, so it was not discussed. It concerns technical survey 

and clearance in the steep mountain minefields of Halabja Governorate, where 

intermingled low- and high-metal mines, devices moved by flash floods and the absence 

of historical records force teams to keep readjusting detectors and plans. It has 

nonetheless been included and is published with the other statements. 

Across the groups: 

• several statements shifted from symptoms to root causes; 

• some drafts bundled several problems into one; 

• some problems did not require innovation, as existing frameworks could address them if 

properly adopted; and 

• innovation governance was a recurring thread, notably the fear of taking on liability and 

the need to manage it in a way that still lets innovation flourish. 

In the discussion, the Serbia Academy of Applied Technical Studies representative noted that 

innovation starts with a change of mindset and called for a platform for decision-making; 

Azerbaijan encouraged more local events on local innovation. ITG members asked for next steps 

towards solutions; asked by the GICHD how to prioritise, participants proposed identifying 

common themes and forming smaller sub-groups to take them forward. 
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1. ITG workplan 2026 and plans for 2027 

The ITG Co-Chairs reported on progress: 

• the 5th ITG meeting, held online on 28 May 2026 on the detection of explosive 

substances, whose minutes and presentations are available on the Innovation Hub 

webpage 

• publication of the Innovation Hub's Strategic Approach 2027–2030 and the Land Release 

Research Agenda which set out the Hub's vision for needs-based innovation 

• approval by the IMAS Review Board of the ITG proposal for T&E protocols for UAV-

based sensors. 

Beyond the T&E challenges raised in the panel, the Co-Chairs highlighted two takeaways from 

the first day: 

• NMAAs need more innovation management capacity, to define problem statements, 

provide the data behind them and be involved earlier in the process. 

• A knowledge hub or handbook is needed on what has and has not worked in the past, 

which would also make T&E results available. The Mine Action Navigator, a GICHD AI 

assisted knowledge-based project is expected to contribute to it. 

The Co-Chairs suggested reducing the meetings planned for the last quarter of 2026 from two to 

one, but a large majority of participants asked to keep both. It was agreed to hold two further ITG 

meetings in 2026:  

• 7th ITG meeting (late Oct): information management, data analytics and decision making,  

• 8th ITG testing (late Nov): evaluation and accreditation of innovative tools and methods, 

building on the points raised by Ukraine.  

Priorities for 2027 will be explored in the coming meetings, and an in-person meeting every six 

months was suggested. 

The collegial election of the ITG Co-Chairs is due in December 2026/January 2027. SMAC and 

the GICHD encouraged NMAA representatives to take up the role, SMAC explaining how it had 

benefited from being more active in the ITG. 

2. Sharing of information – ITG member activities 

Participants shared updates on activities planned for late 2026 and 2027: 

• GICHD: innovation sessions in Syria and Azerbaijan, the Innovation Award 2027, the 

Innovation Conference 2027 and a growing focus on T&E. 

• The HALO Trust: MRead trials on RDX-based explosives in Angola (TNT trials in 2027), 

with Zimbabwe and Angola as roll-out priorities if results justify it; APEX trials for UXO 

https://www.gichd.org/fileadmin/uploads/gichd/Media/GICHD-resources/Innovation_Hub/Strategic_Approach_v20_WEB.pdf
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clearance in Cambodia with Minesight’s support, to be rolled out in 2027 where battle 

area clearance needs are significant; and semi-automated small excavators, used this 

year in Ukraine and Zimbabwe, with Angola to follow. 

• NPA: also involved in the APEX trials, it will focus on land release methodology: agreed 

principles are not implemented coherently, raising the question of whether they are right, 

and without institutional guidance or legal protection, decision-makers fear making the 

wrong decision. It also runs projects on multispectral and LiDAR UAV-based sensors. 

• Minesight Tech: the micro-excavation challenge with Demine Ukraine concludes by the 

end of 2026, with test-field trials in Ukraine in November–December; Minesight is also 

examining the life-cycle costs of technology adoption, including for quality control and 

sustainability. 

• Copenhagen Hazard Mapping (CHM): a data analytics pilot with the Iraqi Kurdistan 

Mine Action Agency (IKMAA), including a technical report on the re-sizing of SHAs, to be 

shared with the group. 

• APOPO: a call for partners to trial technologies at its test sites, now ready, with travel, 

accommodation and visa costs covered for candidates from Serbia, Cambodia and other 

countries; results will be shared in 2027. 

• Ukraine: a bilingual (English/Ukrainian) conference with practical exercises in November 

or December 2026 on difficult environments (marshland, fortified zones, urban areas); 

and, from 2027, full-cycle testing and training at the UTTC, including urban demining 

training, test lanes for vehicles and mini-excavation platforms, and a UAV test ground. 

• York University: a systematic literature review of 172 items on AI and drones in 

demining, to be shared with the ITG; a demining optimisation tool; a course on AI for 

UAV-based RGB sensing; and free student research on challenges proposed by ITG 

members. 

• Academy of Applied Technical Studies (UAV Team Serbia): with SMAC, a course on 

UAV-based sensors for survey, using RGB at basic level, with LiDAR to follow at 

advanced level in the next edition; a dataset of explosive ordnance imagery; and a 

collection of mines. 

• SubSphere Corporation: the need for a database of available drones, with an offer to 

share the information it holds; information on UAV tethering to support mechanical assets 

will also be shared. 

3. Visit to the SMAC Training Centre at Velika Moštanica 

On the afternoon of the second day, participants visited the SMAC Training Centre at Velika 

Moštanica, where SMAC presented its Innovation and Education Centre and Ebinger, a German 

manufacturer of metal detectors and magnetometers for mine action, demonstrated UAV-based 

magnetometry. 
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4. Way ahead 

The meeting was marked by a strong dynamic and interaction over the two days and by the 

active engagement of national authorities throughout. Participants particularly valued the 

perspectives brought from outside the sector by Elrha and the Response Innovation Lab. 

Four threads ran through the two days: testing, evaluation and accreditation; protecting the early 

stages of innovation; involving national authorities earlier; and clearer root-cause analysis before 

framing a problem as an innovation need. 

The presentations and materials from the meeting are available on the event webpage of the 

Mine Action Innovation Hub.  

For any questions, please contact the ITG secretary, Boris Ohanyan, at b.ohanyan@gichd.org. 

The next ITG meeting will be held online, with the date to be confirmed. 

Action items/decisions: 

1. The problem statements, facilitation guidelines and exercise materials will be published 

on the Mine Action Innovation Hub webpage together with these minutes. 

2. Common themes across the problem statements will be analysed, with a view to forming 

smaller sub-groups to take them forward. 

3. Two further online ITG meetings will be held before the end of 2026: the 7th on 

information management, data analytics and AI, and the 8th on testing, evaluation and 

accreditation. 

4. The ITG Co-Chairs will be elected in December 2026/January 2027. 

5. Materials offered by participants (York University’s literature review, CHM’s technical 

report, information on drones and UAV tethering, and details of Ukraine’s conference) will 

be circulated to the ITG. 

 

Annex: 

- Participants list 
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Annex 

PARTICIPANTS LIST 

National Mine Action Authorities/Centers (NMAA/NMAC)/Government institutions 

Bilal Alkhatib Lebanon Mine Action Center (LMAC) 

Biljana Ristić Bosnia and Herzegovina Mine Action Centre (BHMAC) 

Blagoja Konjikovac Ministry of Defence of the Republic of Serbia 

Bojan Glamočlija Republic of Serbia Mine Action Center (SMAC) 

Chansideth Chim Chem 
Cambodian Mine Action and Victim Assistance Authority 
(CMAA) 

Elnur Gasimov Mine Action Agency of the Republic of Azerbaijan (ANAMA) 

Emma Melkonyan 
Centre for Humanitarian Demining and Expertise (CHDE), 
Armenia 

Enis Horozović Bosnia and Herzegovina Mine Action Centre (BHMAC) 

Goran Ždrale Bosnia and Herzegovina Mine Action Centre (BHMAC) 

Ivana Stanišić Republic of Serbia Mine Action Center (SMAC) 

Jelena Krstić Republic of Serbia Mine Action Center (SMAC) 

Kateryna Drozd Demine Ukraine 

Milica Stojadinović Republic of Serbia Mine Action Center (SMAC) 

Milovan Joksimović Ministry of Interior of Montenegro 

Miodrag Milenković Republic of Serbia Mine Action Center (SMAC) 

Mohamedali 
Suliman Adam Ahmed National Mine Action Center of Sudan (NMAC) 

Narciso Tiacafe Angola National Mine Action Agency (ANAM) 

Nenad Kanjevac Ministry of Defence of the Republic of Serbia 

Olha Drobot Ministry of Defence of Ukraine 

Olivier Bauduin 
U.S. Department of State, Office of Weapons Removal and 
Abatement (PM/WRA) 

Tijana Cvetković Republic of Serbia Mine Action Center (SMAC) 

Vanja Marjanović Republic of Serbia Mine Action Center (SMAC) 

Mine Action Organizations 

Håvard Bach Norwegian People’s Aid (NPA) 

Matthew Abercrombie The HALO Trust 

Sander Verdiesen APOPO 

Academia and Research and Technology Organizations 

Ali Asgary York University / CIFAL York (UNITAR) 

Dejan Blagojevic Academy of Applied Technical Studies Niš 

Dmitro Martynowych Minesight Tech 

Emanuela Elisa Cepolina Snail Aid – Technology for Development 
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Michael Zimmer Minesight Tech 

Salomon Arend 
Netherlands Organisation for Applied Scientific Research 
(TNO) 

Tonya Müller ETH Zurich, Robotic Systems Lab 

Technology Providers and Equipment Manufacturers 

Larry Breen Lagertha 

Michael Riedlin Safeguarding Sensors Ltd 

Shahab Moeini SubSphere Corporation 

Thomas Weldon Lagertha 

Valer Repko Đuro Đaković Special Vehicles Plc. 

Yana Korzhupova AvioTrax GmbH 

Humanitarian Research and Innovation Organizations 

Ruth Salmon Elrha (joined online) 

Weicong Zhang Response Innovation Lab (RIL) 

Maxime Vieille Response Innovation Lab (RIL) (joined online) 

International Organizations, NGOs/Non-Profits 

Andy Duncan International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) 

Luca Bösert Copenhagen Hazard Mapping (CHM) 

Mads 
Winthereig 
Bonne Copenhagen Hazard Mapping (CHM) 

Independent Expert 

Carlos Santiago Cortes-Ladino Independent expert (Colombia) 

GICHD 

Boris Ohanyan GICHD 

Pedro Basto GICHD 

Yevhen Avramenko GICHD 
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