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FOREWORD  

Each year, the MACCA, in coordination with our Government partners the Department of Mine 

Clearance, publishes an Integrated Operational Framework (IOF). We believe this is a vital 

document for all our stakeholders. Firstly, it sets out the strategic goals of the Government of 

Afghanistan in terms of mine action and secondly, it provides an analysis of the current mine 

contamination impacting on the everyday lives and livelihoods of hundreds of thousands of 

Afghans. 

It is our hope that whether you read this from the point of view of another humanitarian agency, 

a mine action implementing partner, a donor or the Government of Afghanistan itself that you 

will find it a useful snapshot on how the situation and the progress towards an end state are 

progressing.  

Mine action is not a stand alone activity which can be analysed or carried out independently of 

other developments in the country.  Changes in the socio-economic context, population 

movements and so on must be taken into account on a continual basis; the need for ongoing 

analysis and application to programming is essential. We hope that the findings summarised in 

this document will be well-understood and applied by all stakeholders and will have a significant 

impact on the programme to bring us more quickly towards the ultimate goal of an Afghanistan 

free from the impact of landmines. 

We welcome feedback and discussion on all our publications, perhaps particularly this one, so 

please do not hesitate to get in touch if you would like to discuss the issues discussed within 

this document further. 

 

Dr. Mohammad Haider Reza       Dr. Dayem Kakaar 

                 Director              Director  

Mine Action Coordination Centre                 Afghanistan’s Natural Disaster                                           
of Afghanistan                                                       Management Authority 
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 ABOUT THIS DOCUMENT  

This document sets out the general policies and approach to project development followed by 

the MACCA and Implementing Partners of the Mine Action Programme of Afghanistan. 

It is not proscriptive and is not binding on any stakeholder, it is however written to offer a 

framework of guidance.    The document is split into four sections: Framing Strategic Goals and 

Coordination; Data Analysis and Influence on Planning; Data Analysis from New Data Sources, 

and Mine Risk Education and Community Classifications. 

The purpose of the data analysis is a quick reference start point.   Data analysis is the first act is 

building and testing a plan of action.   The idea is for this analysis to be used and understood by 

all stakeholders.    The MACCA has applied a weighting to certain types of hazard that can be 

used to describe the impact and suggest where the hazard should sit in a list of competing 

priorities.     

Some implementers of mine action also have their own methods of assessing priorities in the 

areas where they conduct operations.   The MACCA recognizes these different methods and 

does not seek to impose a specific way of data analysis and planning.  We do however expect 

that entities registered to work in Afghanistan compare and contrast their measures of impact 

and priorities against those of the MACCA.    The purpose is to stimulate enquiry and debate.   

It is important to note that impacts and priorities change.  The impact of one site might be 

negligible on the static community nearest to it but of critical impact to nomadic pastoralists.  On 

the other hand, when a plan emerges for a school to be built within 500m of a contaminated 

site, the mined area takes on a different significance.   

Priorities therefore change and projects will change to reflect this.   It is equally important 

however not to drift into chasing priorities.  A community request for an area to be cleared does 

not necessarily mean that the site should be immediately prioritized above another.   All 

stakeholders should examine and understand the competing factors for the use of scarce 

resources.    Planning priorities and criteria should be tested and not assumed.  The MACCA 

seeks to test criteria by seeking that implementers conduct post demining impact assessments 

whilst at the programme level MACCA works with partners to conduct Landmine and Livelihood 

surveys.   (The first of these was conducted in 2010 and the results will be discussed and 

published in February 2011)  
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Annexed to this IOF document (but not published with it) are the aspirational plans developed 

by implementers tested against the analysis in this document. The development of these 

aspirational plans is described in more detail in Annex One of this document.  
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SECTION 1  

FRAMING STRATEGIC GOALS & COORDINATION 

1.1. Government of Afghanistan’s Strategic Mine Action Goals 

The most recent government endorsed strategy document for mine action was issued in May 

2006. It was based on the Government of Afghanistan’s vision of 

“a country free from landmines and explosive remnants of war (ERW), where 

people and communities live in a safe environment conducive to national 

development, and where landmine and ERW survivors are fully integrated in the 

society and thus have their rights and needs recognized and fulfilled.”2 

In order to realize the End-State Vision, the following end goals must be achieved: 

Goal 1 Demining 

The End Goal for demining3 will be achieved when all known mine/ERW contaminated areas 

are cleared.  Once this goal has been reached, there will continue to be an effective mine/ERW 

demining capability to respond to unknown residual risk and continued raising of public 

awareness on how to recognize and report suspicious items for disposal by qualified authorities. 

Mapping of cleared areas will be complete and accurate and this data will be made available as 

needed to the public and designated institutions.  All post-clearance documentation will be 

complete and all cleared land will have been handed over in accordance with national 

standards. 

Goal 2 Mine/ERW Risk Education (MRE)  

The End Goal for MRE will be achieved when a comprehensive and sustainable system is in 

place to educate and raise awareness throughout people and communities nationwide 

regarding the residual mine/ERW threats. This includes sufficient information to recognize and 

report these items to the appropriate authorities.  

                                                            
2 Mine Action in Afghanistan: The Way Ahead, Islamic Republic of Afghanistan, Saur 1385 (May 2006). 
3 Demining is defined as comprising:  technical survey; mapping; clearance; marking; post-clearance documentation; 

Community Mine Action Liaison and handover of cleared land 

 



10 | P a g e  
 

Goal 3 Stockpile Destruction  

The End Goal for mine stockpile destruction will be achieved when all known illegal, abandoned 

or otherwise unwanted munitions have been destroyed or otherwise disposed of.  

Goal 4 Mine/ERW Survivor Assistance  

The End Goal for Mine/ERW survivor assistance will be achieved when mine/ERW survivors are 

reintegrated into Afghan society, with support provided through a national system that 

incorporates the rights and needs of people with disabilities.   

Goal 5  Advocacy and Coordination 

The End Goal for advocacy and coordination will be achieved when relevant institutions and civil 

society cooperate and support the fulfillment of Afghan commitments to the eradication of 

mines/ERW, and the importance of mine-action for communities and national development. 

 

1.2. Obligations under the Mine Ban Treaty4  

Afghanistan acceded to the Mine Ban Treaty on 11 September 2002 and became a State Party 

on 1 March 2003.  Thus Afghanistan has made a commitment to establish a complete ban on 

anti-personnel mines through the implementation of an overarching framework for mine action. 

This framework requires the clearance of all emplaced anti-personnel mines within ten years, 

destruction of all stockpiled anti-personnel mines within five years, provision of MRE, assistance 

to landmine survivors and a requirement to meet international reporting obligations.   

1.3. The Afghan Compact5 

The Afghan Government articulated its overarching goals for the well-being of its people in the 

Afghanistan Millennium Development Goals Country Report 2005 – Vision 20206.  

 

 

                                                            
4 Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on 
Their Destruction 
5 In 2006, the Afghan Government and 80 international delegates met in London to agree the strategies for 
development for the next 5 years. The conference concluded with a commitment to the ‘Afghan Compact’ and donors 
promised $10.5bn to achieve the targets set. 
6 http://www.ands.gov.af/src/src/MDGs_Reps/MDGR 



11 | P a g e  
 

Consistent with those goals, the Compact identified three critical and interdependent areas or 

pillars of activity for the five years from the adoption of the Compact:    

1.  Security;   

2.  Governance, Rule of Law and Human Rights; and  

3. Economic and Social Development.  

A further vital and cross-cutting area of work is eliminating the narcotics industry, which remains 

a formidable threat to the people and state of Afghanistan, the region and beyond.   

Within this framework7 are a number of targets specifically related to mine action. The 

obligations of the international donor community and the Government of Afghanistan in terms of 

the Ottawa Treaty and the Afghan Compact stipulate that 

 By March 2011 the land area contaminated by mines and Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) 

will be reduced by 70% 

 All stockpiled anti-personnel mines will be located and destroyed by the end of 2007 

(achieved) 

 By the end of 2010, all unsafe, unserviceable and surplus ammunition will be destroyed 

 By March 2013 all known mined areas will be cleared 

 

1.4. UN Interagency Vision and Strategic Goal 

The vision of the United Nations is a world free of the threat of landmines and ERW, where 

individuals and communities live in a safe environment conducive to development and where 

the needs of mine and ERW victims are met and they are fully integrated into their societies.  

The United Nations Interagency strategy for Mine Action can be accessed at 

www.mineaction.org 

The UN Strategic Goal is defined as: “The UN will work with national authorities and in 

partnership with NGOs, the private sector, international and regional organizations and others to 

reduce the humanitarian and socio-economic threats posed by landmines and explosive 

remnants of war, at which point UN mine action assistance will no longer be necessary.” 

 

                                                            
7 Under Security – but now (2009) understood to be more cross cutting 
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1.5. MACCA / DMC Coordination and Consultation  

In 2002, the Government entrusted interim responsibility for MAPA coordination to the United 

Nations and UNMAS. As of January 2008, the Government through the modality of the Inter-

Ministerial Board for Mine Action (IMB) designated the DMC under the Afghanistan National 

Disaster Management Authority (ANDMA) to work jointly with MACCA.  MACCA and DMC co-

located in 2008. Throughout this document when MACCA is written the implication is that it is 

MACCA / DMC as DMC representatives attend all MA related meetings internally and 

externally.   

 

MACCA has responsibility for: maintaining the national database of hazards, coordinating 

delivery of mine action services, recording and reporting implementation progress, and 

advocating for donor support.  

 

UNMAS have developed a plan to transition the direct management of coordination to DMC 

(This plan will be published before the start of 1390).  In 1390 regional AMAC offices supported 

by the UN will be restructured and the intent is to move elements of these AMACs into ANDMA 

or other Government compounds.    As this happens the lead for regional coordination will pass 

to DMC or ANDMA with AMAC staff (still paid for by the VTF) to work as technical advisors to 

the process.   Quality Management processes currently carried out directly by AMACs will be 

contracted out.   

MACCA has a close advisory role to UNMAS when UNMAS is seeking to design proposals for 

donors to the Voluntary Trust Fund (VTF). For the purposes of VTF funding, MACCA assists 

UNMAS design either large over-arching proposals to support MAPA or proposals that are 

focused on one or two discrete projects.  

The MACCA can assist bilateral donors develop project ideas and review project proposals if 

asked to do so.  Likewise the MACCA can report the progress their bilateral IP project is making 

as it is implemented.   

On behalf of all implementing partners and donors, MACCA prepares and publishes an annual 

report that encompasses all mine action activities, whether funded through the UN, bilaterally or 

commercially. The report covers both humanitarian and development-related mine clearance.  
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1.6. MACCA project programming cycle  

The MACCA policy for projects both VTF and bilateral is that projects are designed to be time-

bound with clearly defined outputs and project deliverables.  All VTF funds are now apportioned 

to specific projects and bilateral donors are asked to request from their Implementing Partners 

projects that can be monitored and evaluated.   An output reported only in terms of square 

metres cleared is not - in the view of the MACCA - acceptable.     

The MACCA wants projects to demonstrate that the actions of the intervention were the cause 

of the effect.   Thus we would like to see how a mine action project fits within the Government 

sector goals for protection and agricultural development.  

The processes undertaken within MACCA support the above and are in line with standard 

project cycle management principles.  The diagram below outlines the steps MACCA takes to 

progress donor interest in supporting mine action in Afghanistan to the delivery of a well 

planned and executed mine action project. Each step is then explained in more detail below. 

Project 
technical and 
financial 
evaluation

Project 
Acceptance 
Board (PAB)

Project & IP 
Selection 

(PIPS) Panel

BILATERAL 
Evaluation 

& 
contracting

Monitoring 

Competitive 
process

Pre‐select 
process either 
VTF or bilateral

UNOPS &MACCA 
Evaluation

UNOPS 
Contracting

Step 1: 
Project & IP Selection

Step 2: 
Project Technical & 
Financial Evaluation

Step 3: 
Contracting

Step 4: 
Monitoring
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Step 1: Project and Implementing Partner Selection (PIPS)  

One of MACCA’s roles is to provide advice to donors on the best use of funds earmarked for 

mine action in Afghanistan.  Since UNMAS became the UN agency responsible for mine action 

in Afghanistan, MACCA has diligently executed this responsibility in terms of allocation of 

Voluntary Trust Fund for Mine Action (VTF) contributions for Afghanistan.  MACCA believes the 

process by which MACCA advises UNMAS could provide significant value-add to bilateral donor 

decision making and welcomes and strongly encourages bilateral donor participation in the 

PIPS process. 

The PIPS panel, comprised of DMC, senior MACCA managers and donor representation (in the 

case of UNMAS), considers un-funded projects which Implementing Partners aspire to deliver8 

against donor preferences and MACCA policies.  The PIPS panel also makes decisions 

concerning funding through a competitive process for projects which do not appear in 

aspirational plans but which MACCA believes are important.  In certain cases an implementing 

partner can be selected based on their advantages for a given area.   MACCA supports 

increased competition to encourage cost efficiency and innovation. 

The outcome of the PIPS process is either a request for a detailed project proposal from an 

identified Implementing Partner or the issue of a Request for Proposals within a competitive 

process. 

Step 2: Proposal Review Process 

The Proposal Review Team, comprising DMC and representatives from MACCA Operations, 

Plans, and Programme departments, reviews proposals on behalf of MAPA donors.  The team 

ensures each project has clearly defined outputs, verifies information concerning the hazards 

Implementing Partners intend to clear, ensures the project is in line with MACCA and 

Government priorities for clearance and AMAS, and represents good value for money.  Once 

MACCA is satisfied with the project design and proposal, either a recommendation to a bilateral 

donor to fund a particular project is provided or, in the case of the VTF, a recommendation is 

made to UNMAS to contract the project through UNOPS.   A number of bilateral donors 

consistently request MACCA’s endorsement prior to confirming fund allocations, however there 

are some who are not using the services of MACCA’s proposal review process; MACCA 

strongly encourages bilateral donor involvement so that all projects being undertaken in the 
                                                            
8 As part of 1389 planning process IPs have submitted “aspirational plans” - projects they would like to deliver should 
funds be made available 
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humanitarian sector have defined outputs and are in line with the overall goals of the Afghan 

Government. RFP competitive evaluations are carried out by the Proposal Review Team in line 

with the appropriate UNOPS competitive rules and regulations. 

Step 3: Contracting 

For VTF-funded projects, contracting is undertaken through UNOPS North America Office, 

supported by MACOA (Mine Action Contracts Office of Afghanistan), a sub-office currently co-

located in the MACCA compound.   Bilaterally funded projects are contracted directly between 

the donor and the Implementing Partner. 

Step 4: Monitoring 

As well as delivering a Quality Assurance function at field level which looks specifically at 

operational quality, MACCA monitors and evaluates Implementing Partners and their projects 

across a broader set of indicators through the use of two monitoring and evaluation tools.   The 

first, based on the principles of a balanced scorecard,9 measures the quality of work delivered 

by Implementing Partners and the second measures progress of projects against stated 

objectives. 

Balanced Scorecard (BSC) 

As part of the goal to continually improve the efficiency and effectiveness of MACCA’s 

coordination function, at the end of 1387 MACCA developed a Balanced Scorecard (BSC) that 

centralized the results of monitoring and evaluation of Implementing Partner (IP) activities that 

were successfully being conducted concurrently in different departments of MACCA.   IP 

planning and operations were monitored by MACCA Operations department, Quality Assurance 

was managed by the QA Section, and budget analysis was undertaken by the Programme 

Department.  The aim of the BSC is not to replace these activities, which are still ongoing, but to 

draw together the results of these monitoring activities. 

The BSC was introduced at the beginning of 1388 and measures each IP against a specific set 

of criteria.  The tool enables MACCA to monitor the output, quality and effectiveness of each IP 

against the same set of indicators on a quarterly basis.  Not only does the tool allow for 

                                                            
9 A strategic planning and management system that is used extensively in business and industry, government, and 
nonprofit organizations worldwide to align business activities to the vision and strategy of the organization 
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comparison between implementers, information which could be useful for donors in funding 

decisions, but it also provides IPs with a baseline for their own improvement and development. 

The total possible score (100%) is divided between four indicator sets; operations, quality 

management, demining accidents, and reporting.  Recognizing that delivering mine action is the 

primary function of IPs, the operations indicator set has the highest weighting and accounts for 

40% of the total score.  The other indicators are divided almost equally and account for 20%, 

25%, and 15% of the total score respectively.   Each indicator set is further divided into a 

number of subsets - or questions - which enable MACCA to measure and evaluate the planning 

ability of an IP, productivity of assets, the quality of work delivered, and reporting efficiency.   

Full details are available in MACCA’s BSC Briefing Document available on www.macca.org.af 

The graphs below shows the results for Mine Clearance IPs (ATC, DAFA, DDG, HALO Trust, 

MCPA, MDC, OMAR) measured over six quarters.   Note that all the implementers are either in 

the Green or Amber zones (explained below).   
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GREEN: BSC results between 85% and 100% are considered highly satisfactory by MACCA.  A 

score within this range indicates an IP is executing its plan, delivering high quality services, has 

a low accident rate and reports accurately and on time to MACCA.  The green colour code 

indicates activities should be continued. 

AMBER: BSC results in the range of 65% - 85% are deemed acceptable by MACCA, though 

follow up of the issues that are lowering the IP score should be highlighted and followed up by 

the IP.  The amber colour code indicates caution. 

RED: MACCA views a BSC result of below 65% as poor.  IPs should take immediate corrective 

action and MACCA would anticipate that an extended period in the red or “stop” zone would 

result in suspension of operations.  Accreditation may be removed from the IP and in the case 

of VTF funding a re-allocation of funds to IPs demonstrating better BSC scores may result.  

MACCA believes the BSC links the quality of the work of the deminer in the field or the site 

officer completing reports to senior managers responsible for decision making.  All staff of an IP 

can impact on the score, and the score can impact IP accreditation or funding.  The BSC 

completes the circle of responsibility and accountability within the IP.   

Project Monitoring Tool 

MACCA has developed a tool able to monitor each project against its stated objectives known 

as the ‘Project Monitoring Tool’. Currently, it is data provided by the Project Monitoring Tool 

feeds into the “operations” section of the BSC, increasing the efficiency of MACCA’s monitoring 

and evaluation processes, and avoiding duplication of work.  

MACCA undertakes project monitoring activities on behalf of all donors, whether the project is 

funded through the VTF or bilaterally.  If MACCA observes a project falling behind its targets 

MACCA will advise the Implementing Partner and the relevant donor. 

Central to the concept of project monitoring is the objective-setting process prior to project 

commencement.  Without a target against which to measure progress, it is impossible to 

determine a project’s success or failure.   Some Implementing Partners are still not taking a 

projectised approach to all their work and continue to deploy a capacity rather than to allocate 

specific resources to remove specific hazards.  In these cases MACCA is unable to use the 

Project Monitoring Tool, but continues to encourage IPs and their donors to consider the 

benefits of delivering projects with clearly defined outcomes.    
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End of project evaluation 

The final process of monitoring and evaluation comes at the end of the project, which in many 

cases coincides with the end of the Afghan year.  Each project is evaluated against every 

indicator set in the BSC and the project is given an overall score out of 100. 

Lessons learned during the project and findings of each evaluation feed into project funding 

decisions for the following year, or project cycle. The following diagram summarizes the Project 

cycle: 
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1.7. MAPA Communications Strategy 

On behalf of and in consultation with IPs, the MACCA designs and implements a 

communications strategy, with the following objectives: 

 

- To maintain high-profile in national and international media as well as the international 

community in Afghanistan of the humanitarian necessity of mine action in Afghanistan 

- To ensure donors to mine action are assured of recognition for their support of the MAPA 

- To increase the funds raised for mine action in Afghanistan from traditional and non-traditional 

donors 

 

To this end, the MACCA communications department produces monthly newsletters highlighting 

case studies, achievements and progress towards benchmarks set by the Afghan Compact and 

Ottawa. These are circulated widely to donors, media and Government stakeholders. The 

MACCA website (www.macca.org.af) also provides a one-stop shop of information for those 

interested in the programme. For example, quarterly 'Fast Facts' sheets on the MAPA's 

progress, monthly and annual reports and work plans as well as many other related documents.  

 

The MACCA Communications Department runs a proactive media and donor outreach 

programme, ensuring the profile of mine action is kept high through press trips, media trainings 

and donor networking events, events and consultative meetings. Engagement in the wider 

humanitarian community also plays a crucial role in maintaining the profile of mine action as well 

as investigating opportunities for joint working and projects with other agencies. 
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SECTION TWO: DATA ANALYSIS AND INFLUENCE ON PLANNING 

2.1. CURRENT STATE OF AFFAIRS  
 
The number of casualties in 138810 showed a 17.6% drop from the previous year, however, the 

figures are still too high.   In total, 417 people were injured and 145 killed due to mines and 

ERW in 138811.  A quarter of these accidents resulted in death and 54% involved children. 

Graph 1 below shows the casualties according to device type.  It is important to note the large 

number of accidents caused by ERW, which often result from poverty-driven, high-risk 

behaviors such as scrap metal collection. 

 

Graph 1: Percentage breakdown of casualties against device for past 12 months 
 

In the first half of 1389, an average of 46 Afghans were killed or injured every month due to 

mines or ERW.  Though still unacceptable, this figure demonstrates the significant achievement 

of the MAPA when it is compared to the accident rate in the late 1990s.    Graph 2 below 

represents a ten year overview of the victims of mines and ERW in Afghanistan and clearly 

shows a dramatic fall in the number of victims which has decreased by more than half in the last 

decade.  

 

                                                            
10 Data as of 29th September 2010 
11 Please note this does not include IEDs in active conflict areas – these are collected by UNAMA. 
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Graph 2:  Mine /ERW casualties in Afghanistan since 1378  
 

The Afghan Compact Challenge: Baseline Adjustments 

When the Compact was signed in 2006 there was 719 sq km of hazard recorded in the national 

database, but by the end of December 2007, that figure had risen to 852 sq km.  The Compact 

goal is to reduce known hazard by 70%.  Graph 3 shows the December 2007 benchmark in the 

first left column.   The second left column shows the accumulated total change over the last five 

years to a high point of 1,267 sq km.   

The MACCA believes that it is pointless to claim success against a low benchmark that does not 

consider previously unknown hazard. Therefore the MACCA has adjusted the benchmark up 

and consequently the amount of land that must be cleared to achieve a reduction of 70% of 

hazard has also gone up.  The remaining columns show the quarterly totals; from 2008-10 there 

is an overall gradual decline.   It is important to understand that clearance operations have 

taken place throughout the period whilst new areas of hazard been discovered and also, 

through the surveying process, other hazard areas have been redefined either downwards or 

upwards in size.   
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Graph 3 Estimated Area to be cleared/treated (sq km) 
 

The last column on the right shows the known level of hazard as at the end of the third quarter 

of 2010 – 650 sq km. The MACCA anticipates that some further hazard areas will be found.  

Note, however, that new discovery is not the discovery of newly laid minefields but the discovery 

of historical hazardous areas. These minefields (MF) are being discovered as returnees are 

returning to use areas abandoned for a long time and some represent gaps in knowledge about 

frontline minefields laid either by the Northern Alliance or the Taliban before 2001.  

 
 

Graph 4 Change in number of known hazards since 31st Jan 2006 
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Graph 4 shows this issue from the perspective of hazards; the number of recorded hazards in 

2007 is shown in the first left column12.  The second left column shows the accumulated high 

point of 12,528 sites.   The process of changing suspected areas into MF and newly found 

hazards in effect raised the number of sites by 6,555 to the high point of 12,528. 

The other columns show the change per quarter while clearance operations have taken place.    

The final column shows the number of sites known and remaining to be cleared as of mid-1389, 

a total of 6,776. There is however some artificiality in the 6,776 total as many defined MF are 

contiguous to each other.  

If the contiguous sites are filtered and grouped, 3,191 are actually contiguous and can be 

grouped into 696 clusters. This would produce a total of 4,281 hazards associated with 2,122 

communities. In 1389, 834 hazards will be cleared from 253 of the clusters. In fact, 133 of the 

696 clusters will be removed from the database completely as a result of this clearance in the 

next year.  

Finally, among the 6,776 remaining MF sites are some Suspected Hazardous Areas that were 

not physically redefined by the Polygon Survey due to their location in highly insecure areas of 

the country.   For the sake of achieving clarity of description these SHA were electronically 

mapped as MF. This means that when survey can be carried out, these SHA, could be 

cancelled or defined into a smaller or bigger MF locality.  

                                                            
12 This hazard total included SHA and MF  
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Map 1: The 3,128 contiguous/ ‘side by side’ minefields forming 696 “clusters” 
 

The table below shows how much has been cleared up to 30 September 2010 and indicates 

progress towards achievement of the targets set under the Ottawa Treaty and the Afghan 

Compact. It is important to note that the dataset is live; readers of this document must 

understand that numbers stated here can go up or down.   If new unknown minefields are 

discovered then the compact challenge goes up. Currently, the programme has the capacity to 

remove approximately 90 sq km of hazard from the database per annum therefore; quite clearly, 

the Compact target will not be achieved. 
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Indicator  Adjusted 

Baseline  

Sept 10  

Remaining 

Contamination 

at 30 Sept 10 

Clearance 

Processed 

at 30 Sept 10 

Compact 

Target of 70% 

of hazards 

Progress 

toward 

Compact 

Treaty Target 

of 100% of 

Hazards 

Progress 

towards 

Treaty 

Number of 

Hazards 
12,528  6,776  5,752  8,770  66%  12,528  46% 

Hazardous 

Area (sq km)  
1,262  650  612  883  69%  1,262  48% 

Table 1: Progress towards Compact & Treaty Targets 
 

 

Graph 5 below shows how the discovery of previously unknown hazard alongside ongoing 

clearance can affect the progress towards the targets in the course of a demining season. This 

graph refers to the first half of 1389 and shows that although 37 sq km of contaminated land 

was ‘processed’ or cleared, 37 square kilometres of newly discovered hazard were added to the 

database. MACCA is concerned about this trend and plans to make concerted efforts to analyse 

and effectively address this issue with implementers in 1390. 

 

 

Graph 5: Contamination changes in relation to Compact Target from 1st April-30th September 2010. 
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Graph 6 below shows the way in which this issue has affected the programme’s progress towards the 

Compact and Treaty goals over the last three years.  

 

 

Graph 4: Contamination Changes over the course of three years 
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2.2. IMPACT INDICATORS AND INFLUENCE ON PRIORITSIATION AND PLANNING 

This section of the document presents the way in which the impact of different minefields is 

measured by the MACCA, based on identifying specific ‘impact indicators’. These indicators 

relate to factors such as minefields blocking access to schools, agricultural land or water 

sources. With the minefields ranked according to impact, it is possible to begin to make a plan 

by identifying priorities from among the high impact minefields. Therefore, a ‘killing field’ should 

be prioritized for further on-site investigation and analysis and incorporation into a proposal for 

clearance. However, it is important to note that it is too simplistic to suggest that addressing only 

high impact sites makes up a clearance plan. Broader issues need to be considered, for 

example it may be a good plan and signify a sensible use of resources to include the clearance 

of a small, low impact minefield within a project focused on the clearance of high impact 

minefields if the low impact minefield is very close and both quickly and easily cleared as part of 

the project. Therefore, it is important not to make direct conclusions from the indications of 

impact, nonetheless they should form an extremely useful guide for implementers and donors to 

assess how well a plan addresses humanitarian and developmental needs.  

Explanation of Impact Indicators 

The first two criteria will immediately classify a hazard as high impact: 

 Hazards with victims 

 Resettlement and development areas  

 

Local authority/community requests for clearance are grouped and require further investigation 

to determine how urgent they are compared to other humanitarian priorities.  

 

Additional ways to rank hazards and classify them as high, medium or low impact were 

investigated. The blockage information on livelihoods available for hazards such as agriculture, 

water and infrastructure were considered next, with a cap on the maximum score to ensure that 

scores for blockages are not “outweighing” the scores allocated for victims.  

 

In addition, taking into consideration the Victim Prediction Model (VPM) developed by Survey 

Action Centre, two additional factors was considered: 

 Size of the community 

 Size of the hazard 
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The rationale for considering these additional factors are discussed in detail in the VPM 

document, available via the Survey Action Centre’s website: www.sac-na.org, however, 

summary explanations are included in the new scoring matrix below. 

Ser  Impact Indicator  Weight factor Remark

1  Known victims linked to hazard   High with victims

2  Local authority/villagers requests  Requests 

Further assessment required unless 

already prioritized according to other 

criteria 

3  Resettlement/Development areas  High 

For example hazards in close proximity 

to IDP camps 

4  Agriculture blocked  2 All blockages are grouped into 5 main 

categories: (1) Agriculture fields (2) 

Non‐agriculture fields (3) Water access 

(4) Other Infrastructure (5) Critical 

Infrastructure –this related to 

infrastructure such as schools, health 

clinics and mosques. As some sites 

have various infrastructure blockages, 

a a cap of 7 was established to prevent 

them outweighing the weight given to 

victims. 

5  Non‐Agriculture blocked   1

6  Water blocked  3

7  Infrastructure blocked   1

8  Critical infrastructure blocked13  3 

9 

No. of affected families ‐ 200 family factor 

‐ from VPM (communities > 200 families 

gets 1)  

1 

Communities with over 200 families: 

such communities had 77% more 

recent victims compared to 

communities with less than or equal 

to 200 families.  

10 

Area size ‐ up to 200 000 sq m relatively 

more victims ‐ from VPM (Hazards < 200 

000 sq m gets 1)  

1 

Cumulative Area of hazards Impacting 

the Community: For each 10,000 

square metres increase in total hazard 

area, up to 200,000 square metres, 

the recent victim total increased 7%. 

At and after 200,000 square metres, it 

leveled out. 

                                                            
13 These were calculated using a 200m buffer around the various types of blockages except in the case of schools. A 
500 m buffer was used for schools. 
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11  Small Hazards   2 

Small hazards could potentially be 

cleared quickly and therefore could be 

prioritized to rapidly change the 

‘map’. 

12  Community centres   2 

Minefields close to community centres 

cause high levels of psychological 

stress to women (more detail in 

section 4) 

13 
Anti‐personnel minefields on Flat land 

affecting high number of people  
2 

The majority of the affected 

population relate to AP only 

minefields (51%) and those on flat 

land are quicker to clear so these 

should be weighted to alleviate the 

pressure on this large section of the 

population. 

14  Device type: Mine/ERW  2 

As highlighted at the beginning of 

section two, ERW cause the majority 

of casualties and so these areas should 

receive a weighting for impact. 

Table 2: Hazard Scoring Matrix 

 

 

Classification of Hazards Based on Score 

The following bands were applied to the hazard scores for classification: 

 
Classification  Score Remark

High Impact  > 9 
All hazards related to victims and resettlement 

areas are classified by default as high impact. 

Medium Impact  6 to 9

Low Impact  0 to 5

Requests  Requests will be categorized separately. 

 
Table 3: Bands of Hazard Classification 
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2.3. DATA ANALYSIS OF CURRENT CONTAMINATION 

As of 26 September 2010, the National Database held a record of 7,092 active hazards 

covering a total area of 775 sq km. Out of these 7,092 active hazards, funding for clearance was 

secured and contracted for a total of 1,208 active hazards covering an area of 82 sq km. Table 

4 illustrates the breakdown of the 5,884 active hazards covering an area of 693 sq km that can 

be considered for planning in 1390 and beyond. The hazards have been categorized into four 

groups based on the characteristics and origin of the hazard. “AIF-Abandoned IED Fields” are 

known recorded hazards where IEDs have been laid by Anti-Government Entities (AGE) but the 

areas have now been abandoned by the AGE. These hazards have been confirmed by the 

AMAC and a field report compiled and processed into IMSMA. The “Converted from SHA” group 

of hazards has been created using the original LIS SHA data to derive Polygon Information 

(which more specifically defines a minefield) since these hazards located insecure areas.  

 
The “MF” category denotes minefields recorded in IMSMA as a result of the Polygon Survey, 

the process which more clearly defines the area of a minefield. In addition, from time to time 

new minefields are recorded in IMSMA after confirmation by the AMAC. The “BF” category is 

known areas where battle area searching is required based on information collected by various 

mine action partners and recorded in IMSMA. 

 

Hazard Type  Population14 
% of 

Population 
No of 
Hazards 

% of 
Hazards 

Area 
% of 
Area 

AIF‐Abandoned IED Fields  19,254  1.77%  14  0.24%  1,757,079  0.25% 

Converted From SHA  203,810  18.69%  1,119  19.02%  286,829,635  41.39% 

MF  753,617  69.11%  4,484  76.21%  288,570,913  41.64% 

BF  113,792  10.44%  267  4.54%  115,899,596  16.72% 

Total  1,090,473  100.00%  5,884  100.00%  693,057,222  100.00% 
 

Table 4: Known Hazards by Type, Number and Area 

 

It should be noted that the population figures represented in this data analysis were derived 

from the LandScan 2007 data. LandScan uses the light intensity at night to approximate the 

population at a specific location. Population values are available for every 925m horizontally 

(latitude) and every 750m vertically (longitude). The GIS was used to buffer hazards and derive 

                                                            
14  All the population values were derived from Landscan 2007 data at hazard level. This is true for all population figures quoted in 
this situation analysis.  
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the population value at hazard level – assuming that the population within a 500m radius of a 

hazard is impacted by the hazard.  

 

It should be noted that in cases where there are adjacent minefields, the same population may 

be impacted by more than one hazard and consequently are “double-counted” in these tables. 

In addition, these figures are substantially lower than the population figures from the LIS at the 

community level. 

 

In table 5, the majority of the population are affected by hazards that contain Anti-Personnel 

(AP) mines although the biggest affected area is contaminated by AT mines. Hazards that 

contains both ‘AP Only’ and ‘AT Only’ represents more than 60% of the known affected area 

currently recorded in IMSMA impacting approximately 63% of the population affected by mines 

and ERW.  

 

Device  Population 
% of 

Population 
No of 

Hazards  % of Hazards  Area  % of Area 

AP Only  552,803  51%  3,298  56%  197,939,758  29% 

AT Only  160,459  15%  1,189  20%  234,367,961  34% 

AP and AT Mine  54,144  5%  307  5%  62,147,557  9% 

AP, AT and ERW  98,738  9%  346  6%  37,736,411  5% 

Not specified  126,277  12%  504  9%  73,810,035  11% 

UXO Only  98,052  9%  240  4%  87,055,501  13% 

Total  1,090,473  100%  5,884  100%  693,057,222  100% 
 

Table 5: Hazards by Device Type, Number and Area 
 

Table 6 shows the hazard according to the recommended clearance method recorded during 

the field survey process. 35% of the known affected area will require manual demining 

representing also the majority of the affected population, and approximately 13% requires a 

combination of tools available in the mine action toolbox. Approximately 17% of the area will 

require BAC searching and less than 1% of the area requires a pure mechanical solution.  

 

A total of 877 hazards - representing approximately 30% of the affected area - has no 

recommended clearance method. These are the hazards which were inaccessible during the 

Polygon Survey process and this factor was not recorded in previous surveys. It is also 

interesting to note that the 170 hazards (comprising an affected area of 38 sq km) where using 
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mine detection dogs is the recommended clearance method have the least number of affected 

people. 

 

Recommended 
Clearance Method  Population 

% of 
Population  Hazards 

% of 
Hazards  Area 

% of 
Area 

Estimated Team Months 

DT  MDS  MDU 

Dog  15,229  1%  142  2%  34,747,438  5%  0  1,707  0 

Manual  554,186  51%  3,749  64%  240,676,984  35%  24,068  0  0 

Mechanical  99,135  9%  68  1%  1,096,911  0%  0  0  20 

Combined  144,820  13%  781  13%  92,793,965  13%  6,744  712  195 

Not specified  163,311  15%  877  15%  207,842,329  30%  11,799  440  440 

BAC Search  113,792  10%  267  5%  115,899,596  17%  602  0  0 

Total  1,090,473  100%  5,884  100%  693,057,222  100%  43,213  2,859  655 

Table 6: Hazards by Recommended Clearance Method, Population, Area and Estimated Team 
Months 

 
This table also shows the estimated number of mine clearance team months needed to 

complete the clearance. The following assumptions were made when the Estimated Team 

Months were calculated: 

1) When calculating the team months for the first asset clearance method – Dog, MDS as 

opposed to MDG was used - using the slowest asset. 

2) The calculation for “combined” assets was based on the following breakdown: 77% Dog 

and Manual, 10% Dog and Mechanical, 13% Manual and Mechanical. 

3) For the “not specified” category an assumption was made that 10 manual team to be 

supported by 1 MDU and 1 Dog set will be required.  

4) For BAC search, the assumption was made that it would require BF surface search. 

5) Team months are the operational team months to clear the whole 693 sq km as per 

table 4. 

 
2.4. Risk/Security Analysis 

Afghanistan faces an ongoing insurgency, with Government and International military forces 

engaged in active combat operations in a number of provinces. The re-establishment of 

government authority arguably will ultimately depend on the ability of Government and its 

international allies to regain public confidence by delivering security and other essential public 

services, including demining, throughout Afghanistan. 
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The ongoing security issues make it difficult and, in some areas, impossible for government 

agencies and NGOs to deliver essential public services in parts of the country. However, mine 

action is considered by most Afghans of all persuasions to be a task that transcends political or 

ethnic differences. This allows mine action IPs to operate within humanitarian space that is 

denied to some other organizations. Even so, in the past year, deminers have been attacked, 

forcing plans to change and projects to be adapted.  

Nonetheless, commencing October 2008, a number of IPs have successfully established 

demining projects in insecure areas of Kunar, Ghor, Helmand, Uruzgan, Kandahar and 

Nangahar provinces through the introduction of the Community Based Demining: training and 

mentoring a community to address its own problem.  The approach has proven successful in 

ensuring the security of the project through the beneficiaries themselves.  It is in the interest of 

the community, which is benefiting not only from mine clearance, but also from economic 

opportunity, to ensure - as far as they can - the security of the project.  It is likely that this 

approach will remain appropriate for accessing areas of the country, which are otherwise 

inaccessible.  

The MACCA and IPs follow the broad security assessments of the United Nations Department 

of Safety and Security (UNDSS), but onto these assessments the MAPA applies the knowledge 

gained from 21 years of risk management.   Each project developed in the MAPA is subject to 

rigorous risk analysis.  The UNDSS assessment however acts as a first step. 

Descriptions of threat levels used by the UNDSS in Afghanistan are: 

 LOW RISK (GREEN): This is where the threat environment is permissive. In these 

areas the risk is assessed as manageable with the application of UN Phase III MOSS 

requirements. 

 MEDIUM RISK  (YELLOW): This is where the threat environment is unstable. In these 

areas the risk is assessed as manageable with the application of additional MOSS 

measures normally available within UN resources. 

 HIGH RISK (BROWN): This is where the threat environment is known to be volatile. In 

these areas risks can also be managed with the application of additional MOSS 

measures but will also require additional security liaison, protection and in extremis 

support from Government of Afghanistan security forces and, if necessary, international 

security forces. 
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Map 2: Region and District Risk Classification from 1389 
 

Map 2: Region and District Risk Classification for 1389 
 

 EXTREME RISK (RED): This is where the threat environment is hostile to UN staff 

and/or program delivery. In these areas there are no mitigating measures for the UN to 

provide a reasonable level of protection for staff and operations. No UN operations or 

staff are to enter these areas until such time that UNDSS determines that the threat has 

abated or alternative means have been developed to allow a program to operate without 

unreasonable risk to UN staff. 

 

2.5. Security and Hazard Analysis  

Using the UNDSS classification of districts in Afghanistan, Extreme and High Risk environments 

contain 50% of all known hazards covering 75% of the known hazardous area with 47% of the 

affected population. In total, 50% of the hazards are within Medium and Low Risk districts but 

these only cover 25% of the hazardous area, with 56% of the affected population. This is a 
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significant figure that will have a major impact on programme delivery and the way delivery is 

planned. 

Risk Level  Communities 
% of 

Communities  Population 
% of 

Population  Hazards 
% of 

Hazards  Area 
% of 
Area 

Extreme Risk  484  25%  189,278  19%  926  16%  207,528,842  36% 

High Risk  558  29%  269,629  28%  1,887  34%  227,085,250  39% 

Medium Risk  404  21%  331,918  34%  1,149  20%  60,199,445  10% 

Low Risk  453  24%  185,856  19%  1,655  30%  82,344,090  15% 

Total  1,899  100%  976,681  100%  5,617  100%  577,157,627  100% 

Table 7: Minefields by UNDSS Risk Level, Population, Hazards and Area 
 

The above table does not include the 116 sq km of Battle Area to be searched.  Although the 

figure looks large, BAC is significantly quicker than minefield clearance and at least 100 sq km 

of battle area is cleared each year and these sites will mostly disappear in 1390. But it must be 

noted that BAC is a constant activity and the figure of designated BAC areas will fluctuate up 

and down.  BAC work will essentially be the end state for the Afghan Government and - like 

Europe following the World Wars - Afghanistan can anticipate conducting BAC operations for a 

significant time period. A total of 55% of all battlefield area is within Low Risk environments. 

Risk Level  Communities 
% of 

Communities  Population 
% of 

Population  Hazards 
% of 

Hazards  Area 
% of 
Area 

Extreme Risk  10  6%  3,270  3%  31  12%  4,622,708  4% 

High Risk  27  17%  15,903  14%  38  14%  10,153,655  9% 

Medium Risk  50  32%  42,715  38%  97  36%  37,221,904  32% 

Low Risk  71  45%  51,904  46%  101  38%  63,901,329  55% 

Total  158  100%  113,792  100%  267  100%  115,899,596  100% 

 
Table 8: Battlefields, risk and districts 

 

2.6. Regional analysis  

The table below illustrates the affected population, hazards and reported area by region. The 

South Region recorded the lowest density of affected people, but recorded 26% of the affected 

area. The Central Region has recorded 54% of the affected population with 31% of the affected 

area. In Central region, 310 sqm are recorded for each affected person where as 1,808 sqm is 

recorded for each affected person in the South Region. These figures would suggest that from 

an affected population perspective more people in north are affected by hazards in relationship 
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to the affected area than in the South. However, this is not the pattern of casualties, which are 

largely in the South and so the picture is not as straightforward as it may seem at first. 

 

 

 

Region  Communities  % of Communities  Population  % of Population  Hazards  % of Hazards  Area  % of Area 

Central  673  35%  526,969  54%  2,253  40%  180,236,191  31% 

East  66  3%  42,879  4%  271  5%  23,527,579  4% 

North  170  9%  46,359  5%  571  10%  19,666,635  3% 

North East  353  19%  87,406  9%  1,068  19%  45,499,948  8% 

South  239  13%  81,513  8%  494  9%  151,534,927  26% 

South East  265  14%  93,859  10%  544  10%  70,536,564  12% 

West  133  7%  97,696  10%  416  7%  86,155,783  15% 

Total  1,899  100%  976,681  100%  5,617  100%  577,157,627  100% 

Table 9: Minefields by Region, Population, Hazards and Area 

 

Table 10 below illustrates the affected population, battlefields and reported area by region. The 

Central Region contains 83% of the affected BF area and 82% of the affected population. The 

region which has the next highest percentage of affected population is the North-East with 9% 

of the affected population and 6% of the affected area. This would suggest BF is largely an 

issue for the Central region. 

 

Region  Communities  % of Communities  Population  % of Population  Hazards  % of Hazards  Area  % of Area 

Central  92  58%  93,729  82%  140  52%  95,703,009  83% 

East  1  1%  18  0%  1  0%  1,717,200  1% 

North  14  9%  2,317  2%  17  6%  1,245,100  1% 

North East  25  16%  9,760  9%  38  14%  6,884,372  6% 

South  10  6%  3,153  3%  38  14%  3,148,861  3% 

South East  2  1%  648  1%  5  2%  1,492,500  1% 

West  14  9%  4,167  4%  28  10%  5,708,554  5% 

Total  158  100%  113,792  100%  267  100%  115,899,596  100% 

Table 10: BF by Region, Population, Hazards and Area 
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2.7. Analysis of all known minefields by impact 

Based on the revised criteria, the following analysis was used to guide the identification of 

hazards to be cleared or processed.  The table below shows the categorization of the known 

mine hazard as at the start of 1390.  

 

Ser  Impact Indicator  Communities 
% of 

Communities  Population 
% of 

Population  Hazards 
% of 

Hazards  Area 
% of 
Area 

1  High with victims  291  12.72%  221,552  20.32%  1,128  19.17%  179,723,989  25.93% 

2  Resettlement  6  0.26%  1,358  0.12%  7  0.12%  1,087,445  0.16% 

3  Water Blocked  82  3.59%  27,881  2.56%  110  1.87%  9,953,767  1.44% 

4  Critical infrastructure  467  20.42%  400,367  36.71%  744  12.64%  128,866,338  18.59% 

5  Agriculture blocked  1,171  51.20%  369,161  33.85%  3,529  59.98%  338,674,775  48.87% 

6  Community Centres  112  4.90%  49,712  4.56%  145  2.46%  18,552,269  2.68% 

7  Small Hazards  27  1.18%  1,822  0.17%  35  0.59%  103,857  0.01% 

8  Flat and AP Only  4  0.17%  420  0.04%  4  0.07%  248,106  0.04% 

9 
Population (based on 
VPM)  1  0.04%  5,009  0.46%  1  0.02%  32,880  0.00% 

10  Infrastructure   64  2.80%  4,713  0.43%  90  1.53%  7,721,573  1.11% 

11  Area size up to 200K sqm  55  2.40%  6,298  0.58%  83  1.41%  3,866,226  0.56% 

12  Other  7  0.31%  2,180  0.20%  8  0.14%  4,225,998  0.61% 

  Total  2,287  100.00%  1,090,473  100.00%  5,884  100.00%  693,057,222  100.00% 

Table 11: Impact Indicator, hazards and area (sq m) 
 

Table 11 enables one to make a number of interesting observations. For example, Agriculture 

represents more than 49% of the affected area and approximately 34% of the affected 

population. Furthermore, mines block critical infrastructure such as health clinics and schools in 

467 communities, which represents 34% of the affected population and 49% of the area. 
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Map 3: Hazards by Impact Indicator for 1390 and beyond 
 

After applying the filter where known victims are linked to hazards, local authority/villagers 

requests and resettlement/development areas are designated as High Impact. The results are 

illustrated separately for minefields and battlefields. For the minefields, there is 1,033 High with 

victims classified hazards with an area of 133 sq km, which is 23% of the affected area. 

If one considers the 206 High Impact hazards with their associated affected area of 7 sq km, it 

denotes just 1% of the affected area but has an impact on 23% of the affected population. In 

total, 818 requests were filed by the AMACs, of which 540 are shown separately in the table for 

the hazards and 16 for BF. The other 262 requests are classified within the High with victims 

and High classified hazards. Interesting to note that these 540 MF hazard requests are only 

associated with 10% of the affected population, 10% of the hazards and only 6% of the affected 

area. 
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Impact  Population  % of Population  Hazards  % of Hazards  Area  % of Area 

High with victims  176,027  18%  1,033  18%  133,255,078  23% 

High  227,673  23%  206  4%  7,234,992  1% 

Medium  325,742  33%  1,875  33%  151,648,386  26% 

Low  147,777  15%  1,963  35%  250,278,679  43% 

Requests  99,462  10%  540  10%  34,740,493  6% 

Total  976,681  100%  5,617  100%  577,157,627  100% 

Table 12: Hazards by Classification, Population, Hazards and Area 

Impact  Population  % of Population  Hazards  % of Hazards  Area  % of Area 

High with victims  45,525  40%  95  36%  46,468,911  40% 

High  12,144  11%  15  6%  4,920,590  4% 

Medium  33,283  29%  53  20%  16,046,213  14% 

Low  21,030  18%  88  33%  43,967,657  38% 

Requests  1,810  2%  16  6%  4,496,225  4% 

Total  113,792  100%  267  100%  115,899,596  100% 

Table 13: BF by Classification, Population, Hazards and Area 

 

The next table shows the classification by region: 

 

Region  Classification  Population  Hazards  Area 

Central 

High with victims  84,554  458  36,880,286 

High  159,750  93  3,768,562 

Medium  196,329  955  56,184,162 

Low  82,185  735  82,252,231 

Requests  4,151  12  1,150,951 

AMAC Total  526,969  2,253  180,236,191 

East 

High with victims  381  9  2,455,732 

High  582  1  460 

Medium  2,642  13  736,708 

Low  11,653  75  5,841,432 

Requests  27,621  173  14,493,247 

AMAC Total  42,879  271  23,527,579 

North 

High with victims  3,936  78  2,220,078 

High  17,256  11  93,519 

Medium  12,546  124  2,789,619 

Low  6,221  201  8,366,616 

Requests  6,400  157  6,196,803 

AMAC Total  46,359  571  19,666,635 
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North East 

High with victims  16,426  217  9,705,081 

High  17,439  32  549,463 

Medium  32,348  299  9,009,664 

Low  17,248  429  23,224,495 

Requests  3,945  91  3,011,245 

AMAC Total  87,406  1,068  45,499,948 

South 

High with victims  16,949  144  58,309,160 

High  11,988  33  1,584,838 

Medium  38,533  171  44,788,325 

Low  13,855  141  46,453,053 

Requests  188  5  399,551 

AMAC Total  81,513  494  151,534,927 

South East 

High with victims  11,235  95  18,517,817 

High  18,841  23  1,204,497 

Medium  35,038  223  20,030,482 

Low  12,106  122  23,035,682 

Requests  16,639  81  7,748,086 

AMAC Total  93,859  544  70,536,564 

West 

High with victims  42,546  32  5,166,924 

High  1,817  13  33,653 

Medium  8,306  90  18,109,426 

Low  4,509  260  61,105,170 

Requests  40,518  21  1,740,610 

AMAC Total  97,696  416  86,155,783 

Total  976,681  5,617  577,157,627 

Table 14: Minefields by Region, Classification, Population, Hazards and Area 

 

Small Hazards 

A total of 390 small hazards have been recorded covering less than one sq km of affected area. 

Therefore, it should be considered as a “do-able” task to address these small hazards as part of 

the 1389 IOF, keeping in mind security of target locations. 37% of the small hazards are within 

the North East region and 26% in the Central region. In addition to the 390 hazards in table 15, 

there are another 188 small hazards with an associated area of 266,336 sqm classified into as 

High Impact and Hazards causing victims. This brings the total to 578 hazards with a recorded 

area of to 1,108,136 sqm. As this is a relatively small area, this represents an ideal opportunity 

to show significant progress in reducing the number of hazards. 
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Region  Impact  Hazards  Area 

Central 

Medium  87  149,907

Low  16  39463

AMAC Total  103  189,370

East 

Medium  1  1,310

Requests  4  4,348

AMAC Total  5  5,658

North 

Medium  45  103,262

Low  14  36,855

Requests  28  64,350

AMAC Total  87  204,467

North 
East 

Medium  115  260,328

Low  12  31,588

Requests  18  48,965

AMAC Total  145  340,881

South 

Medium  11  24,759

Low  1  3,065

AMAC Total  12  27,824

South 
East 

Medium  9  28,338 

Low  1  3,625

AMAC Total  10  31,963

West 

Medium  23  33,081

Low  4  8,532

Requests  1  25

AMAC Total  28  41,638

Total  390  841,800

Table 15: Region, impact, small hazard number & area (sq m) 

Proximity to Community Centres 

A total of 1,247 hazards have been recorded within one km of a community’s centre. These 

hazards are related to 694 communities and cover an area of 191 sq km. The majority are within 

medium impacted communities.  In addition, a further 819 hazards with associated area of 125 

sq km have been classified by the impact categories of Killing Zones, High, Hazards causing 

victims, Small Hazards and Mountain Top. Of these 819 hazards, 132 hazards are on top of 

mountains and have been grouped into the Mountain Top category. 
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Region  Impact  Hazards  Area 

Central 

Medium  444 42,609,118 

Low  123 45,161,207 

Requests  4 284,447 

AMAC Total  571 88,054,772 

East 

Medium  5 287,201 

Low  2 246,992 

Requests  59 5,140,081 

AMAC Total  66 5,674,274 

North 

Medium  64 1,974,791 

Low  6 712,238 

Requests  16 425,284 

AMAC Total  86 3,112,313 

North East 

Medium  86 3,366,601 

Low  11 664,521 

Requests  7 559,750 

AMAC Total  104 4,590,872 

South 

Medium  102 37,194,769 

Low  34 15,388,839 

Requests  1 111,806 

AMAC Total  137 52,695,414 

South East 

Medium  165 15,594,575 

Low  34 9,185,173 

Requests  38 4,844,403 

AMAC Total  237 29,624,151 

West 

Medium  32 4,419,019 

Low  12 2,618,640 

Requests  2 664,000 

AMAC Total  46 7,701,659 

Total  1,247 191,453,455 
Table 16: Region, impact, proximity hazard, and area (sq m) 

 

High Impact Districts vs. Low Impact Districts 

The MACCA believes that considerable progress can be made towards reaching an end state 

by seeking to coordinate the focusing of some clearance into districts with fewer hazards.  This 

represents a balancing act between a desire to “finish” in some areas and uphold priorities in 

others.    
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The graph below shows that there are 79 Afghan districts that each has five hazards or fewer. 

The total affected area for these 79 Afghan districts is 26 sq km. Or conversely, there are 18 

districts that each have more than 70 hazards with an associated affected are of 148 sq km. 

 

The set of graphs shown in ‘Graph Set 7’ below summarize the number of hazards per district 

without considering the impact of the hazards or the risk classification of these districts. As 

already stated, these graphs seek to identify those districts where an “end state” is within reach 

of the current operational planning cycle. 

 

By looking at the other factors influencing the delivery of mine action in Afghanistan one has to 

consider the risk security imposes on programme delivery. The graphs in set 8 ‘Districts by 

Hazards and Affected Area within Risk Bands’ shows the impact of risk and which districts are 

within reaching the desired end state. Currently there are 42 districts with less than 5 hazards in 

Low and Medium Risk areas with approximately 8 sq km reported area, demonstrating the 

potential to radically change the map with a relatively small amount of actual clearance. The last 

graph shows that the districts with five or fewer hazards contribute a total of only 26 sq km 

whereas the 18 districts with 70 or more hazards add a total of 148 sq km to the overall 

contamination. 

 

Graph Set 7: Hazards per District
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Graph Set 8: Districts by Hazards and Affected Area within Risk Bands 
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When coordinating scarce resources, the idea of seeking to remove all hazards - even if they 

are of apparently low impact - can be emotive.   In 1389 the MACCA intends to address this 

issue by running a pilot process in selected areas to define what areas communities want 

cleared and which they don’t.   An anticipated outcome will be a further defining of what needs 

to be done in the short term and what is more residual. Another outcome will be enabling the 

MAPA to report a district finished in terms of known hazards recorded on the national database. 

 

Map 4: Districts with 5 or fewer hazards by Security Risk 
 

Blockages 

The majority of the hazards are causing blockages to agriculture land and infrastructure. 

Agriculture blockages include irrigated cropland, rain fed cropland, and pasture fields. Due to 

the strategic importance of housing it has been taken out of infrastructure blockages and listed 

separately. The remaining Infrastructure blockages are roads to Provincial centres, District 

centres, alternative routes, culverts and bridges.  
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Blockage  Population  Hazards  Area 

Agriculture  712,021 4,891 489,379,407 

Water  28,401 117 7,250,935 

Infrastructure  435,038 1,869 192,249,728 

Housing  156,134 281 59,909,998 

Table 17: Minefields by LIS Blockage, Population, Hazards and Area 
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SECTION THREE  

1390 DATA ANALYSIS: New Data Sources  

3.1. Altitude 

Using the ArcGIS Spatial Analyst software the altitude of each hazard in IMSMA could be 

derived from a digital terrain model (DEM). This attribute in itself does not contribute directly 

within a planning process or cycle however planners now have the ability to look at these 

hazards on a 3D terrain model.  

In terms of providing context to this data, the highest point in Afghanistan is in the North East 

region at 7,442 m. In the northeastern outskirts Hindukush borders with the plateau of Pamir, 

and the range of Karakorum. Deserts cover the southern and western parts of the country. A 

loess plateau, sloping towards the north, covers the northern part of the country; it borders with 

the outskirts of the huge desert Kara Kum where the lowest point in Afghanistan, at an altitude 

of 227m, is situated. 

The majority of the hazards 2,500 m are above sea level and the Graph Set 10 shows that this 

is also the altitude bracket with the highest population, table 18 shows this by region. It is 

interesting to note that the majority of hazards at this altitude are in Central and South East 

regions, accounting for 156 sq km and 260,000 of the affected population. 

Region  Population  Hazards  Area 

Central  196,002  1,093  107,901,912 

East  216  13  2,842,962 

North  3,018  79  2,670,946 

North East  11,421  162  6,838,955 

South  359  10  777,675 

South East  64,220  339  49,117,214 

West  173  2  25,130 

Total  275,409  1,698  170,174,793 

Table 18: Hazards and Population within the 2,000‐2,500 Altitude bracket by region 
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Graph Set 10: Hazards by Type and Altitude 
 

In the graph below, the vertical distance of hazards above or below the impacted communities 

provides a better understanding of the altitude of hazards. A total of 2,063 or 35% of all hazards 

are at the same level as their respective communities. There are 780 hazards that are 400m 

above or below their communities. It is suggested that this group of hazards should be 

investigated to assess whether they are having a direct impact on the communities. 
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Graph 7: Altitude difference between Communities and Hazards 
 

 

 

Map 5: Hazards that are 400m above or below their communities 
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3.2. Slope 

The slope of the land on which hazards are located can provide a guide for planning. The slope 

values for the hazards were derived using the 3D terrain model and ArcGIS spatial analyst. 

Almost 22% of the known hazards’ slope has been specified as 0 - 5% and 31% are greater  

than 30% slope. The GIS software use and angle of 45 degrees as 100%. In other words, 45 

degrees is viewed as a vertical slope in practical terms and 31% of current hazards are on this 

level of slope. Nonetheless, many people in Afghanistan do live in mountainous areas, so these 

should not be automatically discounted, but it should be considered in terms of whether the 

hazards are having a direct impact and how they could be cleared. 

The next table shows a more even spread throughout the categories of slope in between 5 and 

30 degrees. The 156 hazards that are recorded Hillside for ground profile also requires further 

investigation as the calculated slope according to this analysis is between 0 – 5%. 

Slope  Population  % of Population Hazards % of Hazards Area  % of Area

0‐5%  390,199  39.95%  1,234  21.97%  240,365,031  41.65% 

5‐10%  148,831  15.24%  790  14.06%  95,054,632  16.47% 

10‐15%  88,877  9.10%  522  9.29%  36,749,341  6.37% 

15‐20%  62,818  6.43%  486  8.65%  33,090,383  5.73% 

20‐25%  63,819  6.53%  423  7.53%  24,546,436  4.25% 

25‐30%  37,920  3.88%  397  7.07%  21,431,889  3.71% 

+30%  184,217  18.86%  1,765  31.42%  125,919,916  21.82% 

Total  976,681  100.00%  5,617  100.00%  577,157,627  100.00% 

Table 20: Minefields by  Slope, Population, 

Hazards and Area 
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Graph 11: Angles used to measure slope 

 

As with the minefields, the majority of the known BF area is found at a slope of 0 – 5% - this 

constitutes 57% of the affected area and the most affected people (65%). If one associates this 

specific group of hazards with the device type, 7% of the area with 48% of the population is 

related to AP mines only. This support the additional weighting given to flat land minefields with 

only AP contamination. 

Slope  Population  % of Population Hazards % of Hazards Area  % of Area

0‐5%  74,182  65.19%  130  48.69%  66,226,585  57.14% 

5‐10%  26,933  23.67%  60  22.47%  25,833,517  22.29% 

10‐15%  2,671  2.35%  18  6.74%  4,910,530  4.24% 

15‐20%  1,315  1.16%  13  4.87%  3,354,448  2.89% 

20‐25%  2,917  2.56%  14  5.24%  2,921,179  2.52% 

25‐30%  1,760  1.55%  11  4.12%  2,531,517  2.18% 

+30%  4,014  3.53%  21  7.87%  10,121,820  8.73% 

Total  113,792  100.00%  267  100.00%  115,899,596  100.00% 

Table 20: BF by Ground Slope, Population, Hazards and Area 

 

 

Graph 12: Slope less than 6% in relation to Device Type, Population and Area 
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Map 7: Hazards with a slope of 0 – 5% 
 

3.3. Land Cover 

Based on the FAO’s Land cover classification system, Land Cover is the observed (bio) physical 

cover on the earth's surface. Land Cover describes only vegetation and man-made features. 

Consequently, areas where the surface consists of bare rock or bare soil are describing land 

itself rather than land cover. Also, it is disputable whether water surfaces are real land cover. 

However, in practice, the scientific community usually describes those aspects under the term 

land cover. In addition, it is emphasized that land cover is considered a geographically explicit 

feature which other disciplines may use as a geographical reference (e.g., for land use, climatic 

and ecological studies). 

Land use is characterized by the arrangements, activities and inputs people undertake in a 

certain land cover type to produce, change or maintain it. Definition of land use in this way 

establishes a direct link between land cover and the actions of people in their environment.  
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Land Cover Class  Land Cover Legend  Hazards  % of Hazards  Area  % of Area 

1  Settlements  11  0.20%  541,211  0.09% 

10  Water Bodies  2  0.04%  132,004  0.02% 

11  Permanent Snow  1  0.02%  48,500  0.01% 

2A  Fruit Trees  11  0.20%  831,396  0.14% 

2B  Vineyards  17  0.30%  1,716,391  0.30% 

2C  Gardens  2  0.04%  280,000  0.05% 

3A  Irrigated: Intensively Cultivated (2 Crops/year)  17  0.30%  322,337  0.06% 

3B  Irrigated: Intensively Cultivated (1 Crops/year)  372  6.62%  25,201,317  4.37% 

3C  Irrigated: Intermittently Cultivated  240  4.27%  46,031,674  7.98% 

4A  Rainfed Crops (flat lying areas)  95  1.69%  5,406,445  0.94% 

4B  Rainfed Crops (sloping areas)  595  10.59%  18,781,655  3.25% 

6A  Natural Forest (closed cover)  27  0.48%  3,298,663  0.57% 

6B  Natural Forest (open cover)  23  0.41%  1,716,986  0.30% 

7  Rangeland (grassland/forbs/low shrubs)  3,120  55.55%  259,349,733  44.94% 

8A  Rock Outcrop / Bare Soil  1,043  18.57%  209,909,165  36.37% 

8B  Sand Covered Areas  21  0.37%  1,584,336  0.27% 

8C  Sand Dunes  1  0.02%  90,000  0.02% 

9A  Marshland Permanently inundated  19  0.34%  1,915,814  0.33% 

  Total  5,617  100.00%  577,157,627  100.00% 

Table 21: Minefields by Land Cover Type, Hazards and Area 

The table above shows the classification of the hazards and area based on the FAO Land 

Cover classification system. The attribute values for these hazards were derived from the 2007 

Land Cover data by using ArcGIS Spatial Analyst software. Based on the analysis 45% of the 

affected area is classified as “Rangeland (grassland/forbs/low shrubs)” and 36% as “Rock 

Outcrop / Bare Soil”. The next bracket is at 8% for “Irrigated: Intermittently Cultivated”. The 

remainder of the Land Cover categories represents less than 4% of the affected areas. 

The 1,043 hazards on Rock Outcrop / Bare Soil that account for 36% of the affected area 

require further investigation to determine what the land could actually be used for if clearance 

were carried out or whether it would be better classified as requiring a residual management 

solution. 
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Ser  Impact Indicator  Population 
% of 

Population  Hazards  % of Hazards  Area 
% of 
Area 

1  High with victims  21,792  2.00%  168  2.86%  61,110,172  8.82% 

3  Water blocked  8,397  0.77%  31  0.53%  4,209,085  0.61% 

4  Critical infrastructure blocked  21,067  1.93%  105  1.78%  12,666,416  1.83% 

5  Agriculture blocked  69,473  6.37%  676  11.49%  122,297,191  17.65% 

6  Community Centers  6,286  0.58%  16  0.27%  2,869,497  0.41% 

7  Small Hazards  582  0.05%  4  0.07%  14,040  0.00% 

8  Flat and AP Only  1  0.00%  1  0.02%  151,736  0.02% 

10  Infrastructure  334  0.03%  28  0.48%  3,471,852  0.50% 

11  Area size ‐ up to 200 000 sq m  1,001  0.09%  11  0.19%  599,348  0.09% 

12  Other  134  0.01%  3  0.05%  2,519,828  0.36% 

  Total  129,067  11.84%  1,043  17.73%  209,909,165  30.29% 

Table 22: Minefields on Land Cover Type Rock Outcrop / Bare Soil by Impact Indicator, Hazards and 
Area 

Map 7: Minefields by Land Cover Type Rock Outcrop / Bare Soil 
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Region  Classification  Hazards  % of Hazards  Area  % of Area 

Central 

High with victims  29  0.52%  1,458,758  0.25% 

High  6  0.11%  237,856  0.04% 

Medium  94  1.67%  4,697,734  0.81% 

Low  36  0.64%  2,629,509  0.46% 

Requests  4  0.07%  107,373  0.02% 

AMAC Total  169  3.01%  9,131,230  1.58% 

East 

High with victims  8  0.14%  655,282  0.11% 

Medium  4  0.07%  151,114  0.03% 

Low  23  0.41%  1,937,724  0.34% 

Requests  130  2.31%  11,269,475  1.95% 

AMAC Total  165  2.94%  14,013,595  2.43% 

North 

High with victims  7  0.12%  232,629  0.04% 

Medium  2  0.04%  34,500  0.01% 

Low  8  0.14%  559,488  0.10% 

Requests  3  0.05%  22,280  0.00% 

AMAC Total  20  0.36%  848,897  0.15% 

North East 

Medium  1  0.02%  44,300  0.01% 

Low  12  0.21%  982,590  0.17% 

Requests  4  0.07%  137,120  0.02% 

AMAC Total  17  0.30%  1,164,010  0.20% 

South 

High with victims  99  1.76%  53,891,800  9.34% 

High  9  0.16%  668,820  0.12% 

Medium  103  1.83%  16,411,961  2.84% 

Low  116  2.07%  38,678,186  6.70% 

Requests  3  0.05%  291,630  0.05% 

AMAC Total  330  5.88%  109,942,397  19.05% 

South East 

High with victims  3  0.05%  112,587  0.02% 

Medium  25  0.45%  2,536,265  0.44% 

Low  16  0.28%  3,399,324  0.59% 

Requests  6  0.11%  590,677  0.10% 

AMAC Total  50  0.89%  6,638,853  1.15% 

West 

High with victims  22  0.39%  4,759,116  0.82% 

Medium  44  0.78%  6,946,142  1.20% 

Requests  18  0.32%  1,614,510  0.28% 

Low  208  3.70%  54,850,415  9.50% 

AMAC Total  292  5.20%  68,170,183  11.81% 

Total  1,043  18.57%  209,909,165  36.37% 

Table 23: Minefields by Land Cover Type Rock Outcrop / Bare Soil, Region, Hazards and Area 



56 | P a g e  
 

 

3.6. Snow Coverage 

Snow data records from MODIS Snow covered satellite data15 shows the “high points” for snow 

every month of the year. Using the latest snow high points for December 2009 to February 2010 

one can to some extent predict the hazards that will be “covered” with snow during the peak 

winter months in Afghanistan. The table below illustrates that 62% of the affected area for 

hazards will not be covered or did not record any snow during the peak winter months in the last 

couple of months. The traditional summer and winter clearance plans in Afghanistan might be 

phased out when considering the snow coverage as most remaining hazards and affected area 

are in “no snow” areas.  

Description  Hazards  % of Hazards  Area  % of Area 

No Snow  3,112  55%  357,136,052  62% 

Covered with Snow  2,505  45%  220,021,575  38% 

Total  5,617  100%  577,157,627  100% 

Table 24: Minefields by Snow Coverage, Hazards and Area 

The table below illustrates that 80% of the BF affected area will be covered with snow during the 

pick winter months in Afghanistan. 

Description  Hazards  % of Hazards  Area  % of Area 

No Snow  133  50%  23,630,194  20% 

Covered with Snow  134  50%  92,269,402  80% 

Total  267  100%  115,899,596  100% 

Table 25: BF by Snow Coverage, Hazards and Area 

 

3.7. Infrastructure Blockages from other Sources 

Using the new data sources highlights blockages previously not clear. Approximately 75% of the 

area where infrastructure is blocked by hazards relates to Irrigation followed by Roads with 

                                                            
15 This data is collected under a project is by Information Technology for Humanitarian Assistance, Cooperation and 

Action (ITHACA), http://www.ithaca.polito.it/projects/snow_cover.php. 
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22%. These were calculated using a 200m buffer around the various types of blockages except 

in the case of schools, where a 500 m buffer was used.  

Currently there are 12 schools that have hazards within a 500 m buffer with an associated 

population of 4,686 people. Also interesting to note is that 11 Health Facilities, 2 Mosques and 1 

Airport are within 200m of known hazards. 

Infrastructure Blocked  Population  % of Population  Hazards  % of Hazards  Area  % of Area 

Irrigation  385,977  92.50%  596  88.04%  70,843,799  74.76% 

Roads  20,126  4.82%  32  4.73%  21,100,208  22.27% 

Health Facilities  3,926  0.94%  11  1.62%  1,123,044  1.19% 

Schools  4,686  1.12%  12  1.77%  635,466  0.67% 

Mosques  0  0.00%  2  0.30%  95,000  0.10% 

Bridges  44  0.01%  1  0.15%  1,500  0.00% 

IDP Camps  1,117  0.27%  6  0.89%  127,445  0.13% 

Airports  617  0.15%  1  0.15%  5,538  0.01% 

Transmission  Lines  769  0.18%  16  2.36%  824,385  0.87% 

Total  417,262  100.00%  677  100.00%  94,756,385  100.00% 

Table 26: Minefields by Infrastructure within 200m, Hazards and Area 

As in the case with known minefields, the majority BFs block access to Irrigation followed by 

Roads.  

Infrastructure Blocked  Population  % of Population  Hazards  % of Hazards  Area  % of Area 

Roads  11,379  11.56%  17  12.41%  14,949,525  16.02% 

Irrigation  86,408  87.82%  117  85.40%  76,256,040  81.71% 

Health Facilities  368  0.37%  2  1.46%  1,157,000  1.24% 

IDP Camps  241  0.24%  1  0.73%  960,000  1.03% 

Total  98,396  100.00%  137  100.00%  93,322,565  100.00% 

Table 27: BF by Infrastructure within 200m, Hazards and Area 
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Map 8: Minefields by within 200m and 500m of Health Facilities and Schools respectively. 
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SECTION 4: MINE RISK EDUCATION (MRE) AND COMMUNITY CLASSIFICATION  

The MACCA analyzed MRE activity with the intent of improving the outreach and outcome of 

MRE in 1390.    The impact indicators for MRE were developed according to the community and 

are listed below.   

 

Rationale for Impact Indicators 

Many of the Impact Indicators in the table below, such as killing fields (commmunities with a 

casualty every year for the last two years) and those with any casualties recorded, however 

some require some further explanation which is provided in this section. 

 

Communities without schools are given a higher weighting since there are now over 19,000 

Ministry of Education teachers trained and resourced to deliver MRE and so those communities 

without schools are likely to have less access to MRE.  

 

Data from the last year shows that more 75% of casualties were caused by ERW rather than 

landmines and therefore it was decided that communities with ERW should be given a higher 

weighting from MRE, especially as many of the casualties from ERW are due to risky behaviour 

such as playing and tampering. 

 

Factors five and six are based of factors from the Survey Action Centre’s Victim Prediction 

Model as desribed in detail with regard to mine clearance in section 2.2. above. 

 

Casualties under 18 are given special priority due to the vulnerability of children as well as the 

fact that the majority of casualties in Afghanistan are children.  

 

Factors 8 and 9 are risky behaviours that are at the top of the list of activities being carried out 

when casualties are recorded.  

 

Finally, factor 10 is highlighted due to the psychological stress reported by women specifically 

when a minefield is close to a community centre, according to MACCA’s research into the 

attitudes of women towards mine action in 2008, published on their website www.macca.org.af 
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Ser  Parameter  Weight factor Remark 

1  Killing Zones  High 

2  Recorded Victims in Community  3  

3  Communities with no schools16  1  

4 

Hazards with Device Type 

ERW 

Mine 

2 

1 

 

5 
Accumulated affected hazard area (from 
VPM) smaller than 200 000 sq m 

1   

6 
No. of affected people from VPM 
(communities > 200 families gets 1) 

1   

7  Victims: 18 and younger  1  

8  Traveling  2

9  Playing/Tampering  1

10  Hazards within 1 km  1

 

Table 28: Community Scoring Matrix 

 

4.1. Classification of Communities on Score 

The following bands were applied to the hazard scores for classification, and each band will be 
grouped as communities that received MRE and those communities that did not receive MRE: 

 
Classification  Score Remark

High Impact  > 4 All hazards related to victims will be by default High.

Medium Impact  3 to 4

Low Impact  1 to 2

Table 29: Bands of Community Classification 
 

 

 

                                                            
16 At present, the Ministry of Education is updating its list of schools and locations and has agreed to provide this to 
the MACCA once completed. 
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4.2. MRE Data Analysis 

Table 30 below illustrates that 44 High impacted communities have received direct MRE and 

181 High impacted communities have not. However, it should be noted that there are other 

indirect forms of MRE used in Afghanistan, such as radio and TV messages and more 

significantly the training of Child Protection Officers and Ministry of Education teachers to 

ensure there is widespread mine risk education. Nonetheless, the 181 High impacted 

communities will be examined based on accessibility in terms of security and considered during 

the development and refinement of the 1390 MRE projects.  

Impact  Communities  % of Communities  Population  % of Population 

High No MRE  181  9%  330,875  26% 

High with MRE  44  2%  49,783  4% 

Medium No MRE  545  26%  523,359  41% 

Medium with MRE  318  15%  201,840  16% 

Low No MRE  613  29%  128,785  10% 

Low with MRE  377  18%  54,531  4% 

Total  2,078  100%  1,289,173  100% 

Table 30: Communities by Impact Classification, MRE, no MRE 

 In the table below the indicators in the community scoring matrix were used to exclusively 

classify each community. This can be used to guide planning for MRE activities. 

Some 7% of communities were classified as “High with victims” – these communities recorded 

victims in the past 24 months. The largest bracket of impacted communities shown in the table 

below is the one grouping those within 1 km of a community’s centre, although only 19% of the 

affected population is within this category. 

Ser  Impact  Communities  % of Communities  Population  % of Population 

1  High with victims  153  7%  171,568  13% 

2  Hazards with Device Type ERW  328  16%  339,168  26% 

3  Population  124  6%  468,232  36% 

4  Community Center  770  37%  243,273  19% 

5  Hazard with Device Type Mine  703  34%  66,932  5% 

Total  2,078  100%  1,289,173  100% 

Table 31: Communities by Risk Behaviour, Impact Classification and no MRE 

Table 32 analyses the high risk factors relating to casualties recorded, in other words, the 

majority of casualties are under 18 and the most risky activities according to casualties recorded 
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are travelling and playing. Furthermore, it highlights which of the high impact communities had 

not received MRE – this totals 146 communities that did not receive any MRE. As with mine 

clearance, however, it is important to take security and accessibility into account. Out of these, 

146 communities, 63 communities are within Extreme or High Risk districts while the remainder 

83 communities are within Medium or Low Risk districts which should form the focus of MRE 

delivery in the next year. 

 

Indicator  Classification  Population % of Population Communities  % of Communities

Under 18 years 
High No MRE  96,586 7.49% 82  3.95%

High with MRE  1,833 0.14% 12  0.58%

Indicator Total  98,419 7.63% 94  4.52%

Travelling 
High No MRE  21,210 1.65% 32  1.54%

High with MRE  954 0.07% 4  0.19%

Indicator Total  22,164 1.72% 36  1.73%

Playing 
High No MRE  19,663 1.53% 32  1.54%

High with MRE  572 0.04% 2  0.10%

Indicator Total  20,235 1.57% 34  1.64%

Table 32: Communities by Risk Behaviour, Impact Classification and no MRE 

 

Map 9: High and Medium classified communities with MRE and No MRE with Risk. 
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Region  Classification  Communities % of Communities Population  % of Population

Central 

High No MRE  65 3.13%  178,643  13.86% 

Medium No MRE  240 11.55%  319,416  24.78% 

Low No MRE  151 7.27%  56,482  4.38% 

AMAC Total  456 21.94%  554,541  43.02% 

East 

High No MRE  12 0.58%  24,371  1.89% 

Medium No MRE  23 1.11%  15,982  1.24% 

Low No MRE  26 1.25%  8,514  0.66% 

AMAC Total  61 2.94%  48,867  3.79% 

North 

High No MRE  10 0.48%  9,467  0.73% 

Medium No MRE  55 2.65%  26,264  2.04% 

Low No MRE  72 3.46%  7,859  0.61% 

AMAC Total  137 6.59%  43,590  3.38% 

North East 

High No MRE  19 0.91%  16,414  1.27% 

Low No MRE  148 7.12%  18,804  1.46% 

Medium No MRE  83 3.99%  48,438  3.76% 

AMAC Total  250 12.03%  83,656  6.49% 

South 

High No MRE  37 1.78%  39,312  3.05% 

Medium No MRE  52 2.50%  32,729  2.54% 

Low No MRE  91 4.38%  16,432  1.27% 

AMAC Total  180 8.66%  88,473  6.86% 

South East 

High No MRE  31 1.49%  23,181  1.80% 

Medium No MRE  61 2.94%  28,113  2.18% 

Low No MRE  64 3.08%  16,756  1.30% 

AMAC Total  156 7.51%  68,050  5.28% 

West 

High No MRE  7 0.34%  39,487  3.06% 

Medium No MRE  31 1.49%  52,417  4.07% 

Low No MRE  61 2.94%  3,938  0.31% 

AMAC Total  99 4.76%  95,842  7.43% 

Total  1,339 64%  983,019  76% 

Table 32: Communities by Region, Impact Classification and no MRE 

The MACCA is actively evaluating the delivery of direct MRE across the country which supports 

the MRE provided through schools and associated victim data collection methodologies.   The 

MACCA is aware of gaps and intends to ensure these are filled in 1390. Recognizing security 

restraints are a significant factor as highlighted in Map 11, the MACCA has submitted a 

proposal as part of the Consolidated Action Plan for 2011 published by UN OCHA which 

requests funding for a specific radio campaign to reach these ‘hard-to-reach’ areas. 
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Specific Actions Planned for 1390 

1. Based on a list of priorities, implementing agencies will submit plans to implement in the 

High and Medium communities. The overall coverage of both high and medium 

prioritized communities will be dependent on the number of communities to be targeted, 

the budget allocated and the accessibility of the community. 

2. Returnee activities will continue at UNHCR centers located in Daman (Kandahar), 

Momandarah (Nangarhar), and Puli Charki (Kabul) as continued repatriation requires the 

education of returning refugees from neighboring countries. 

3. MoE will train teachers in every school to ensure the safety of children regardless of the 

community proximity to a mine or ERW threat. 

 

Victim Data collection policy 

Victim Data influences greatly the prioritization of MRE activities and a sustainable system of 

data collection will ensure the most accurate data is used in the prioritization of MRE and 

clearance activities.  The DMC and MACCA will rely on implementing partners and the MoE 

child protection department to provide data collection during 1390 implementing the following 

activities that will expand the data collection mechanisms in the field as well as building a 

sustainable collection process through the Ministry of Public Health’s information management 

system, outlined as follows: 

 

1. Victim Data is collected by implementing agencies and used to plan and prioritize mine 

action activities. 

2. Mine/ERW causalities data will be integrated within the MoPH Health Information 

Management System HIMS reporting to DMC, MACCA, and other ministries including 

MoLSAMD, MoE and MRRD/NSP to ensure that mine/ERWs survivors are considered in 

developmental planning process.  

3. Integrate mine/ERW causalities data collection with other community based networks 

such as NSP/CDCs, MoPH/CBHC community health workers network, ARCS 

community volunteers network , MoE schools teachers,  MoRA Masjad Imams, etc.  

4. DMC to report data quarterly to the IMB, annually for national statistics and as requested 

for UN, donor and other reporting. 

5. Ensure the cross check of victim data through IMSMA and regional offices. 
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Planning and Coordination 

The MRE activities will be coordinated by the DMC with technical support from the MACCA.  

MRE assets of the government, UNMAS and bilaterally funded will work from the national plan 

based on the prioritization of at risk communities and populations.  All MRE implementing 

agencies will report to the DMC/MACCA their activities through established reporting 

mechanisms. The DMC will provide continual analysis of victim, clearance and community data 

to look for new victim trends and risks that may change the prioritization and thus resource 

allocations.   

 

Quality Assurance 

DMC/MACCA will also conduct regular quality assurance checks of MRE activities reporting to 

both the implementing agencies and their donors the progress and level of quality performed to 

ensure MRE activities are implemented according to national standards. 

 

DMC with the support of MACCA will continue to review and update the Afghanistan Mine 

Action Standards (AMAS) for MRE and ensure accreditation of MRE implementing agencies 

partners through the desk and field review processes.  

 

DMC/MACCA will implement of the MRE KAPB survey in 1391 will ensure the impact of 

activities including the new MRE prioritization tool and access to target groups of women and 

children.   

 

DMC/MACCA will lead regular MRE technical working group and materials development review 

activities to provide a venue for MRE agencies and government to discuss planning, target 

behaviors, methodologies and materials development. 
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ANNEX ONE: THE DEVELOPMENT OF IMPLEMENTING PARTNERS’ 

ASPIRATIONAL PLANS  

The MACCA is responsible for maintaining an accurate national database of information on the 

known hazard, current activities, monthly and annual results and historical achievements. The 

system used for this database is known as IMSMA (International Management System for Mine 

Action).   The MACCA also formally advises some donors on how to best use funds; which 

implementers to work with, and whether to preselect partners or develop a competitive process.   

We believe it is a useful planning procedure to ensure that implementers develop their own 

projects in draft outline for the coming 1390 year in parallel with the MACCA developing special 

projects.  This in effect enables donors to get a snapshot of where implementers are prepared 

to work and what type of project they want to deliver.   

The MACCA plans section holds these 1390 aspirational plans and in addition some of them 

appear in the Portfolio of Mine Action Projects and the OCHA CAP document.    

As with previous years, in August 2010 the MACCA released the dataset of contamination 

estimated to exist on the 01 April 2011 (start of 1390) to all implementing partners to analyse 

and to use to  begin making plans for the year. 

Using this dataset and the impact weighting shown in Table 1 of section 2 the IPs, MACCA 

plans and AMACs have been working to de-conflict overlap in projects and identify gaps and 

opportunities.  

As the programme moves into the contracting window of January to March 2011 aspirational 

plans will be further developed into full project documents.  The MACCA can provide such 

proposals for to both UN VTF and bilateral project documents.  

It should be noted that the MAPA will not with current funding levels meet either the Afghan 

Compact of the Ottawa Treaty targets.   The Compact has almost been met but the task has 

been made more difficult to achieve as new unknown mined areas have been found (see 

section 2).  This discovery of new hazard is not newly laid minefields rather it is the discovery of 

hazard that may have existed in a certain area for 20 years, but due to the displacement of 

people or a lack of development the hazard was previously unknown.    
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With new areas of hazard being found the MAPA programme is currently making local 

geographical progress but not progress towards an end state of clearing all hazards as currently 

obligated under the terms of the Mine Ban Convention (Ottawa Treaty). It is likely therefore that 

the Government of Afghanistan will seek to apply for an extension to the ten years to remove all 

hazards.   

The MACCA anticipates a further ten years’ work in Afghanistan with current capacities 

gradually reducing.   We also believe that it will be possible with focus to reduce the impact of 

mines and explosive in the next six years, and although donors should anticipate assisting 

Afghanistan, that should not extend into 20 years more.   (A return to civil war would of course 

likely undermined 50% of the MAPA achievement to date)  

MACCA asks the international donors to ramp up mine action funding both multilaterally through 

the UN and bilaterally direct to implementers for the next six years.   With enhanced funding the 

MAPA implementers could break the back of the problem.   The converse is that with reduced 

funding the problem will be maintained.  

Currently the programme is funded multilaterally and bilaterally at approximately $95 million per 

annum.   The MACCA suggests this is raised to $120 million per year for the next six years.    

Mine clearance is labour intensive and although currently 14,000 Afghan nationals work on the 

programme, more people are required.    

 

 

 

 


