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Executive Summary

The demand for a centralized lessons learned database has made it clear that there
is value in consolidating the experience derived from the numerous de-mining missions
by a variety of teams in a variety of countries. Consequently, the James Madison
University Mine Action Information Center developed a methodology for collecting,
validating, and distributing lessons-learned within the mine action community.

In order to develop this lessons-learned system, individuals involved in the wide
spectrum of activities (victim assistance, mine clearance, survey, mine awareness, etc.)
and belonging to the myriad agencies (NGOs, military demining, United Nations, MACs,
etc.) related to the field of mine action were contacted and interviewed individually, and
at two international conferences. Finally, the current state of lessons-learned within the
community was analyzed, a Needs Assessment was performed, key stakeholders were
identified, and a working model was developed.

The current state of lessons-learned activities within the mine action community
can be summarized in several key points:

• The current method utilizes informal, isolated information sharing practices.
• Lessons-learned exist in a variety of long, narrative reports and individual

experiences.
• Lessons-learned are rarely validated through formal procedures.
• Much of the lessons-learned are generated and shared exclusively within the

operations level.
• Different organizational levels have different “lessons-learned requirements.”
• There are many weaknesses in the current system, particularly; limited fields

access to lessons-learned information and the lack of standardized
information.

• There are several strengths including an abundance of information and large
horizontal information flows at the operations level.

The following are some of the recommendations developed to improve the current
state of lessons-learned practices:

• Utilize a neutral, pre-existing clearinghouse to collect, validate, and distribute
mine action lessons-learned.

• Collected distilled lessons-learned, separate from existing reporting forms.
• Use passive/voluntary collection methods.
• Collect information using a standard reporting form.
• Collect and distribute information primarily via the Internet.
• Validate information usinf annual review and “self-policing” techniques.
• Distribute lessons-learned to mine action organizations and MACs via the

Internet and quarterly bulletins.
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I. Introduction

The Mine Action Information Center at James Madison University (MAIC) is developing
a system for identifying, capturing, and disseminating “lessons-learned” within the mine
action community.

Information gathered for this project was obtained by contacting and interviewing
operators, policymakers, donors, members of the United States Army, NGOs, and MACs.
In addition to direct consultation with organizations involved, considerable information
was gathered from the Second Workgroup at the World Wide Mine Detecting Dog
Conference held in Ljubljana, Slovenia 13-15 September 1999, which was tasked with
examining lessons-learned practices within the mine action community (a list of
participants is provided in Appendix A). Follow-up and additional consultations were
held at the Mine Clearance standards Users Focus Group meeting sponsored by the
Geneva International Centre for Humanitarian Demining held at James Madison
University from 27-29 October 1999 (participant list provided in Appendix B).
Moreover, information was collected from other organizations outside the mine action
community that also perform lessons-learned related tasks.

In order to develop a methodology for capturing and disseminating lessons-learned
within the mine action community the current state of knowledge within the community
was analyzed, a Needs Assessment was performed, key stakeholders were identified, and
finally a working model was developed.

1. The Mine Action Community
Broadly conceived, the mine action community consists of the following components:

• U.S. government agencies that have as part of their mission the development of
programs for humanitarian demining in selected countries

• volunteer organizations that are directly involved in the task of humanitarian
demining

• for-profit organizations that are directly involved in the task of humanitarian
demining

• those who devise or provide technologies for this activity

• volunteer organizations whose primary mission is that of providing short
emergency aid or long term development assistance to victims of natural disasters
and civil unrest that brings them into contact with the landmine threat

• organizations whose interest in the field of humanitarian demining lies in the area
of public advocacy
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“Experience is a hard teacher
because she gives the test first, the
lessons afterward.”
-Vernon Law, Pittsburgh Pirates

• academic and research organizations whose involvement in humanitarian
demining is largely tangential through their broader interest in world politics

• relief organizations that have a sustained and direct exposure to humanitarian
demining projects 

• UN or international organizations’ agencies that are charged with demining as a
subset of responding to complex human emergencies and promoting disaster
prevention and preparedness

• local or host government agencies that provide an indigenous capability to
undertake humanitarian demining operations

• military units engaging in the task of humanitarian demining

The field of mine action involves a diverse community with a wide range of interests.
Clearly some types of organizations will be more likely to participate in a lessons-learned
system, particularly those organizations associated with mine clearance, surveying, and
disposal. However, many other organizations have expressed some interest in developing
a system for sharing lessons-learned, from Victim Assistance groups to financial donors.
Any new lessons-learned system must be capable of accommodating the various diverse
interests associated with the mine action community.

2. What are lessons-learned?
In its broadest sense, lessons-learned information is composed of:

• Positive and negative experiences directly relating to the conduct of
mine actions programs

• Test results whether from operations themselves or from product
testing

• Program evaluations of ongoing programs
• Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) as developed for specific

operations and changes to exisiting SOPs

Lessons-learned consist of knowledge and experience derived from either direct
observation or indirect observation through study of relevant operations and validated
through some recognized and widely accepted process.

3. Why is lessons-learned information important?

There is clearly a need to develop some standardized
reporting system for lessons-learned within the mine
action community. In consultations with individual
operators, policy-makers, donors, and other interested
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persons the following were established as categories of reasons to develop lessons-
learned reporting:

• To improve safety
• To increase effectiveness of current and future humanitarian demining

operations
• To encourage further cooperation within the mine action community

Operations managers and field personnel have noted that organizations and individuals
often repeat mistakes over and over again. Many of these mistakes can be prevented with
the benefit of others’ experiences. The sharing of lessons-learned can significantly
increase the effectiveness of the mine action community while encouraging interaction
among this diverse group of organizations.

II. Current State of Lessons-Learned Practices

1. How are lessons-learned captured?
 
Very few organizations in the 
mine action community have formal
methods for collecting lessons-learned
(one notable exception being the United
States military). Much of the current
lessons-learned information is captured
in filed operations or during testing phases. The greatest amount of lessons-learned
information is gathered from the experiences of personnel at the operations level, people
closest to day to day mine action operations. This information is then translated into
Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) which are then informally evaluated and revised
as new lessons are learned.

There are, however, few formal procedures for capturing these lessons-learned within the
mine action community. To the extent that lessons-learned are collected, it is usually
through informal channels, and as an adjunct to some other review process. For example,
after-action reports often contain lessons-learned information but it is imbedded in often-
dense reports as part of a narrative description of activities. There are three problems with
lessons-learned information presented in this format:

• The pertinent information concerning lessons-learned is not easily retrieved.
• These reports flow vertically within organizations but rarely do they flow

horizontally either within or among organizations.
• They may contain other information that is proprietary or sensitive.

Lessons-learned, collected and stored in this manner, are often difficult to categorize,
much less use, and are often kept within the organization in which they originate. More
formal procedures for collecting lessons-learned within the mine action community

“There is no such an animal out here in the
NGO or commercial humanitarian demining
world.”

--James “Gregg” Pulley, RONCO
Consultants
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“Information exists everywhere and
nowhere.”

--J. Theo van Dyk, Mechem
Consultants

would considerably reduce the resources wasted due to improper/ineffective information
sharing.

The U.S. Army, on the other hand, has a well-developed system for capturing lessons-
learned built into its After-Action Reports (AARs). As part of every AAR, individuals
and units are expected to submit lessons-learned as part of a final report. These lessons
are then stored at the Center for Army Lessons-Learned and distributed as necessary.
This type of formal collection procedure is rare in the mine action community due to
great variety of organizations, command structures, and reporting procedures as well as to
poor coordination. The large abundance of independent and semi-independent actors in
the mine action community has thus far prevented the development of any standards for
lessons-learned collection.

2. Where does lessons-learned information exist now? How is it validated?

The current state of lessons-learned information
in mine action is that information resides in many
places, but is difficult to access or evaluate.
While some organizations, NGOs, MACs, PVOs,
Government agencies, and military commands,
Attempt to evaluate programs for their
effectiveness and to some extent to gather lesson-learned, much of this information is
kept “in-house,” inaccessible to other organizations within the community. There is no
central depository for lessons-learned information within Mine Action, though the
information does exist, particularly in the form of:

• After-action reports
• Final Technical reports
• Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs)
• Daily/Situation Reports
• External evaluations
• Experienced personnel

These reports contain varying levels of lessons-learned information. The final
technical reports and post-operation reports of some organizations contain specific
sections for lessons-learned. Mechem Consultants adds a lessons-learned element to their
technical reports whenever it is warranted. Others simply pass the information
informally, by word of mouth or individual correspondence. SOPs are generally the
culmination of lessons-learned information within an organization, but as noted above,
are often in narrative form making it difficult to distill pertinent lessons-learned. In
contrast, After-Action Reports (AARs) from the U.S. Army separate lessons-learned into
their own section within the report, often simplifying search efforts for appropriate
lessons-learned.

These forms of lessons-learned information are generally kept “in-house” and
independent of each other varying from organization to organization. There is little
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sharing of final reports, external evaluations, etc and only slightly more willingness to
share SOPs. Generally, mine action organizations have regarded these types
ofinformation as proprietary or confidential, though recently there has been more
willingness to share specific parts of these reports. Some mine action organizations,
specifically RONCO Consultants and Mechem Consultants have already expressed a
willingness to share SOPs related to mine clearance operations.

Lessons-learned are rarely formally validated by external sources. Validation in the
current lessons-learned practices is performed within the organization that developed the
lesson-learned. Since there is little sharing of reports among mine action agencies, they
are not reviewed externally. The exception to this is safety information that is often
shared among mine clearance organizations at the operational level. This information is
validated by repeated use in the field, though there are no formal validation procedures.
This creates the potential problem of unhelpful, or possibly dangerous information being
distributed to field operations.

3. How is it shared? How is it disseminated?

The current method of disseminating mine action lessons-learned is largely inadequate to
the community’s needs. Some information flows very freely at the operations level,
particularly information related to safety, performance, and some logistical details.
Furthermore, though information flows up from the operations levels to the policy and
donor levels, it is not widely shared across organizations at levels beyond operations (see
Figure 1 below).

Figure 1.
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There is essentially no inter-organizational, systematic approach to disseminating
lessons-learned within the mine action community. The norm instead being an “ad hoc”
approach to sharing information via standard channels:

♦ Conferences
♦ Individual correspondence
♦ Reports
♦ Word of mouth

Some organizations do share and evaluate lessons-learned to a limited degree “in-
house.” For example, the U.S. Army’s Center for Army Lesson-Learned evaluates and
distributes the lessons-learned from U.S. Army demining operations, but does not isolate
them specifically from other operational lessons-learned. These lessons, however, are not
(widely) distributed to other mine action organizations, but instead, kept “in-house.”

Recently a mine clearance organization, Meschen gegen Minen (MgM), has created an
online form that has been used for sharing information though it is not specifically
dedicated to lessons-learned. The majority of lessons that are shared, however, are shared
via email and at conferences, where individuals with common interests can discuss their
experiences. For example, at the Ljubljana conference much of the discussion was
focused on sharing information about the best practices for utilizing Mine Detecting
Dogs.

The types of lessons that are shared generally relate to safety and performance
issues, with an emphasis placed on positive lessons (those that do not cast the
organization in a negative way). There is a great reluctance within the mine action
community to share information that may be damaging to the organization or may give its
competitors an edge. Moreover, some information is withheld due to proprietary
constraints (security classification, business considerations, etc.).

4. Who are the key stakeholders? How will they use lessons-learned?

The key stakeholders in any lessons-learned system for the mine action community can
be divided by organizational level into four broad groups:

♦ Operations level
♦ Management level
♦ Policymaking level
♦ Donors level

Each group of mine action actors has a different stake in the institution of an overall
lessons-learned system. Each group has different requirements regarding lessons-learned
information and uses or would use different types of information in different ways.

The operations level includes individuals/groups closest to the day-to-day actions of the
mine action community (deminers, operations managers, aid workers, etc.). These
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individuals have the largest stake in the current lessons-learned system and will probably
continue to see their stake grow in any new system. These groups share the bulk of the
lessons-learned information currently being shared: safety, performance, and technical
issues. This information is generally limited to the operations level and does not make its
way up to the higher management, policymaker, and donor levels, except when the
results of the lessons-learned are incorporated into SOPs, AARs, or other reports.
Lessons-learned information on this level is used primarily to improve safety and
performance.

The management level is the next level removed from the day-to-day operations,
including Home Office and support personnel. Few lessons are shared between different
organizations at the management level. Lessons-learned that are examined at the
management level generally relate to performance and efficiency issues. Moreover, there
is considerable overlap between lessons-learned concerns at the management and
operations levels, particularly as they relate to logistics and performance. The primary
role of the management level in the lessons-learned process is to protect organizational
interests often by limiting or screening lessons-learned for potentially damaging, and/or
proprietary information. This has a negative impact on the dissemination of lessons-
learned and is one of the primary reasons that lessons-learned are shared mainly at the
operations level (see Figure 1).

The policymaking level consists of those individuals/groups within an organization
whose purview is generally within the mine action community but is not directly related
to mine actions operations. For example, this level could include high-ranking United
Nations officials who oversee organizations that include mine action programs. This level
includes decision-makers that decide where mine action fits into larger goals. The
primary consideration at the policymaking level is demonstrating the effectiveness of
mine action programs to donors and political constituencies. In this respect, the
policymaking level is a consumer of lessons-learned that relate to broader issues such as
coordination of activities, how mine action programs can address organization missions
and goals, and especially those related to public relations concerns.

The donor level consists of agencies and individuals that donate to or sponsor demining
activities. Examples include United States government agencies, the United Nations, and
private donor organizations. Donor level actors are essentially consumers of lessons-
learned information. Few if any lessons are generated at the donor level, however, as
nearly all of the support given to the mine action organizations comes from this level,
Donors must play a significant role in the institution of a lessons-learned system. The
primary consideration of the donor level is effectiveness. Donors benefit from a formal
lessons-learned system in that mine action operations become more efficient and
effective as organizations share lessons-learned, increasing donors’ “bang for the buck.”
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“Despite numerous evaluation missions,
I am afraid to say that the same
mistakes are done again and again and
again and…”

--Havard, Bach, GICHD

Figure 2: Key Stakeholders and Their Roles in the Lesson-Learned Process

Actors: Considerations Role in LL Process

Operations Level Safety, Performance Generator of LL information

Management Level
Performance, efficiency,
logistics, organizational
considerations

Screens LL information, damage
control

Policymaking Level Demonstrating effectiveness vs.
efficiency

Consumer/ evaluator of lessons-
learned

Donor Level “bang for buck” Consumer of lessons-learned

There are many key stakeholders in the development of a system for sharing lessons-
learned (see Figure 2 above). The primary beneficiaries and users are likely to be
operations level personnel. The lessons-learned format provides for the easy transfer of
technical information between personnel. Despite this apparently limited scope, all
organizational levels within the mine action community will benefit from the increased
efficiency and effectiveness likely to follow the imposition of a lessons-learned reporting
system.

5. What are the strengths and weaknesses of the current system?

The current state of lessons-learned within the mine
action community indicates many strengths and
weaknesses. The following table presents some of
the findings of the Lessons-Learned Workgroup at
the World Wide Mine Detecting Dog Conference in
Ljubljana, Slovenia (see Apendix C).

Current Weaknesses

“File-13”: Much of the information that is generated at the operational level
never makes it up to the management or policymaking levels or is simply ignored.
This hinders the flow of useful information to policymakers, contributes to
operator fatigue, and encourages operators to share information with each other
and not with management. This discourages formal information sharing, leaving it
up to the discretion of the individual managers at the operations level.

Multiple layers of bureaucracy: Several of the operators and managers
interviewed stated that the multiple, overlapping layers of bureaucracy in the mine
action community hinder the ability of organizations to share lessons-learned.
This is often to poor communication patterns within some mine action agencies as
well as turf battles within and among some organizations, which inhibit sharing
any information that can be viewed in an unflattering light. Moreover, multiple
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requests for information from the same or different organizations can result in
fatigue among operators and an unwillingness to share further information.

Current Weaknesses Current Strengths
♦ “File-13” happens too often

♦ Multiple layers of bureaucracy

♦ Commercial/Political agendas get in
the way

♦ Lack of connection to scientific
community

♦ Reluctance to admit shortcomings 

♦ Language/cultural barriers

♦ Field access to information

♦ Lack of standardized information

♦ Different requirements by different
organizational levels and individuals

♦ Information flows horizontally not
vertically

♦ Level of competence and experience
in the field

♦ Numerous, worthwhile studies
available

♦ Willingness to improve lessons
learned

Source: Recommendations of the World Wide
Mine Detecting Dog Conference, Lessons-
Learned Workgroup,  Ljubljana, Slovenia,
September, 1999

Commercial/Political Agendas: Individual and organizatioanl agendas often
hinder the spread of lessons-learned within the mine action community. Private
companies and NGOs are often forced to compete with each other and with
military demining organizations for mine action contracts from donors. This
encourages organizations to withhold as much useful knowledge as possible in
order to maintain an advantage over competitors. Commercial and political
agendas often create disincentives for mine action organizations to share
information.

Reluctance to admit shortcomings: Many mine action organizations are reluctant
to admit shortcomings, unsuccessful operations, or negative outcomes. Fearing
loss of donor support and for reasons listed above, organizations that admit to
failed operations and mistakes may have a more difficult time obtaining contracts
or funding over competitors who have not made their mistakes public. This
discourages the sharing of lessons-learned within the community.
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Field Access to information: Among the most frequent complaints voiced at the
World Wide Mine Detecting Dog Conference was the inability of field operators
to access information. Currently, a large portion of mine action information is
published on the Internet, which is difficult to access from field operations. Even
where field operations have access to the Internet, connections are expensive and
unstable, limiting the amount of time that they can be used. Unless information,
known to be useful, is available in a known location, operators are unlikely to
expend precious resources (whether in terms of time or money) to gather it. This
lack of easy access to information necessitates a reduced level of lessons-learned
sharing among field operators. Thus, sharing is essentially limited to safety
concerns and some performance issues. A more accessible system would allow
users to broaden the scope of lessons-learned issues discussed and shared. 

Lack of standardized information: Without standardized information, it is
difficult to compare or validate the various reports of different mine action
organizations. Since there is no existing universal standard for after-action
reports, final technical reports, or other post-operation reports, it is nearly
impossible to extract accurate lessons-learned easily and efficiently from the
variety of existing literature.

Too many information sources: Similar to the lack of standardized information,
the increasing number of clearinghouses has made it difficult for organizations
wishing to share lessons-learned to find one that is comprehensive. One of the
recommendations of the Lessons-Learned Workgroup was to utilize an existing
information clearinghouse, rather than create an additional one.

Cumbersome reporting mechanisms: The formal reporting mechanisms that do
exist for lessons-learned are cumbersome and not easily accessed. Currently, aside
from lessons-learned by the U.S. Army, lessons-learned are buried within final
technical reports, after-action reports, SOPs, and other narrative reports.
Compiling and examining these reports tax the resources of the operators and
managers who write them and contribute to “paperwork fatigue” making the
institution of an additional lessons-learned narrative report unlikely to be widely
accepted.

Current Strengths

Horizontal information flows: The major strength of current lessons-learned
practices within the mine action community is that information is shared across
organizations at the operations level. Particularly in mine clearance organizations,
but in others within the mine action community, safety and performance lessons
are shared informally from organization to organization at the operations level.
This rudimentary system could be the basis for a more formal lessons-learned
system.
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Abundance of information: Another major strength is the great abundance of
information available throughout the mine action community. As noted above,
this information often takes the form of after-action reports, technical reports, and
SOPs. This profusion of information is one of the greatest resources within the
mine action community, despite the difficulties associated with sharing it.

Ease of use: The current system for sharing lessons-learned has the strength of
not requiring additional efforts on the part of already overworked operations
managers. Since the current system of sharing information is almost entirely
voluntary and based upon individual discretion and interaction, the current system
has the advantage of quick and easy dissemination methods that do not require
users to submit supplemental reports in addition to those already required.

Willingness to improve: A further strength of the current system for sharing
lessons-learned is that there is a widespread willingness to improve the situation.
Many of the individuals within the mine action community have expressed a
willingness to improve the current sharing mechanisms as well as the quality of
information shared.

III. Potential Models

Given the current strengths and weaknesses outlined in the previous section, the
following four general recommendations apply to any lessons-learned model that is
developed.

1. A neutral lessons-learned clearinghouse should be created. There was a
general consensus among the operators, managers, and donors contacted that a
clearinghouse should be established to collect, store, and disseminate lessons-
learned for the demining community. This clearinghouse must not be directly
associated with any of the current demining agencies, MACs, or NGOs involved
in mine action operations, in order to preserve its neutrality and impartiality.
Neutrality would ensure that all agencies and individuals within the mine action
community are comfortable that the information they do share would not be
compromised or changed.

2. This organization should be an established information clearinghouse.
Another explicit recommendation of many of the mine action individuals
contacted and interviewed, as well as of the Ljubljana Workgroup, was that a new
organization should not be created. Due to the prevalence of current information
clearinghouses, many members of the mine action community agreed that the
creation of another clearinghouse would further confuse potential users of the
lessons-learned system. Furthermore, by using an existing clearinghouse to house
the lessons-learned database, pre-existing methods for dissemination of
information can be utilized.
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3. The clearinghouse should contain pared down lessons-learned information
distilled from already existing sources. Due to the cumbersome format of
existing lessons-learned information, many operators and managers suggested that
lessons-learned be separated from existing reports and stored in a format more
conducive to easy access. By eliminating the long narratives and extraneous
information in this manner, the clearinghouse would be better able to provide a
searchable database of lessons-learned that would allow easy user access, as well
as reducing the amount of unusable data collected.

4. The clearinghouse should not be housed at the United Nations. Another
important recommendation of operators and managers was that the lessons-
learned clearinghouse should not be associated with the United Nations. This is
due particularly to the current level of bureaucratization apparent in UN mine
action operations.

Furthermore, any model that will serve the lessons-learned needs of the mine action
community must be equipped to perform the following three functions:

1. Collection of lessons-learned data
2. Validation of lessons-learned data
3. Dissemination of validated lessons-learned data

The following is a discussion of the different possible models for employing a lessons-
learned system, broken down into the three primary functions of the clearinghouse.

1. Collection 
As stated previously, the mine action community is a diverse group of NGOs, private
companies, national military groups, and intergovernmental organizations. Whatever
method is used to collect lessons-learned must overcome the great reluctance of these
various organizations to share potentially damaging and proprietary information. This
method must also distribute control to users rather than a central authority, since any
attempt to share information within such a diverse and decentralized issue area must have
broad-based support. Finally, any collection method must be capable of collecting and
incorporating both existing and future lessons-learned from the many different types of
mine action organizations.

Requirements of the Mine Action Community:

♦ Voluntary submission of information.
♦ Simple, not intrusive collection measures that do not create additional operator

fatigue.
♦ Timely collection of information.
♦ Collection of useful, valid information, excluding misleading and false

information.
♦ Easily retrievable information.
♦ Elimination of dense, narrative reports.
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Due to the proprietary nature of much of the information within the mine action
community, a preferred system for collecting lessons-learned would be voluntary.
Voluntary information collection allows system-users to determine what information is
useful, rather than any particular organization. In addition, voluntary collection and
submission allows users to determine what information is proprietary and confidential,
increasing confidence in the system and consequently increasing the participation rate.
Moreover, as stated earlier, it is not currently possible to require mine action
organizations to submit lessons-learned to a central organization without a higher level of
donor agreement as to the proper form and method. By instituting voluntary collection
procedures there would be little or no need for widespread donor agreement and a
potentially larger participation rate than if an attempt were made to make lessons-learned
submission (or collection) mandatory. In order to overcome this limitation in the long
run, it is possible to include requirements for lessons-learned reporting in the U.N.
Standards for Demining as they come up for review.

Moreover, the system should allow for both passive and active collection of data. There
are two options for collecting lessons-learned from the broad range of organizations
related to mine action. Active collection of information, by site visits of neutral, unbiased
observers and by designated conferences would be the most effective and accurate way of
collecting lessons-learned but has several drawbacks. First, active collection would
require a broad consensus for the creation of yet another international agency specifically
tasked to collect and validate lessons-learned information. At the present time, no such
organization exists, and no existing organization is equipped to collect data from the
myriad of mine action organizations. Moreover, the cost of deploying observers to every
mine action organization, project, and operation would be substantial, and would likely
outweigh the benefits of the resulting shared information. At present this type of active
collection system is used by the United Nations Department of Peacekeeping Operations
Lessons-Learned Unit (UNDPKO/LL Unit) and to a limited extent by the U.S. Army
Center for Army Lessons-Learned (CALL) (see Appendices D and E). This system,
though well suited to the UNDPKO due to the limited number of ongoing operations,
would have trouble coping with the hundreds if not thousands of ongoing international
Mine Action operations. Furthermore, since there is no framework already in existence
for this system within the mine action community, this type of collection system would
be unable to utilize the current, albeit informal, system for sharing lessons-learned
already used by the mine action community, and would be difficult and expensive to
create.

A more cost effective and efficient system would be to utilize a passive collection
system for gathering lessons-learned information. Passive collection of lessons-learned is
currently used by the U.S. Army’s Center for Army Lessons-Learned (CALL) in Fort
Leavenworth, Kansas. In this method of collection, lessons-learned information is
collected by allowing individuals, units, and organizations to submit lessons-learned on
their own initiative, without requiring the costly active collection methods. Using passive
collection methods would allow individuals and individual organizations within the
community to submit only lessons they deem important, eliminating extraneous
information and costs. Furthermore, passive collection would overcome the reluctance of
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some organizations to share lessons-learned due to proprietary concerns, or concerns over
sharing possibly damaging information, by allowing them to share information in a
voluntary manner. This method could also be reinforced by combining it with some
active collection of information, perhaps in the validation phase (discussed below).

In order to make lessons-learned information easily retrievable, collection methods
should capture only information specifically related to lessons-learned, and avoid
gathering entire SOPs, AARs, and technical reports. By eliminating long narrative reports
from the database of lessons-learned, the clearinghouse would provide an easy to access
resource specifically for lessons-learned for the mine action community. If desired, an
additional system for collecting and disseminating SOPs and AARs could be easily
established at the clearinghouse in addition to the lessons-learned system (for an example
of multiple collections, see the CALL website at http://call.army.mil/ ).

In order to simplify the voluntary reporting of information and to eliminate the
unnecessary collection of narrative reports, a standard form should be created and
distributed throughout the community as well as on the Internet. This method is currently
used by the U.S. Military at the Center for Army Lessons-Learned. A lessons-learned
form (see Appendix F) is provided online, and allows users to input data in a standard
way. The form is placed on the Internet which allows for timely submission of
information, as well as ease of use. This method of collecting lessons-learned also
eliminates the need to collect dense narrative reports and allows a lessons-learned
database to be searched easily. For this method to be useful to the mine action
community, it would be necessary to also distribute the form in some manner other than
via the World Wide Web, as some mine action agencies have limited access to the
internet (satellite phones, tenuous connections, etc). This would allow individuals at the
operations level, who spend a large portion of their time “in-country” to submit lessons-
learned. One likely place would be at the MACs (as discussed in the Dissemination
phase).

The creation of a standard form for lessons-learned would encourage lessons-learned to
be categorized by individuals within the community, without unnecessary intervention
and validation by the “clearinghouse.” Moreover, as stated previously, a standard form
for lessons-learned would eliminate one of the major weaknesses in the current system:
the dense narrative reports that cause user fatigue.

Aside from the online form provided by CALL, there is precedent for a standard
reporting form for collecting lessons-learned. The U.S. Army uses a standard form in the
field (similar to the CALL online form) (see Appendix G). This form suggests possible
options for the properties of the standard form to be used by the mine action community.
These properties include:

♦ Contact Information
♦ Recommended Title/Keywords
♦ Situation/Area/Regional Information
♦ Type of Operation
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♦ Observation of Event
♦ Discussion of Event
♦ Lessons to be learned
♦ Recommended Future Action

Using these properties as guidelines for lessons-learned submission will eliminate the
need for the clearinghouse to categorize information, provide users with easily
searchable, standard information, and considerably simplify the collection and
dissemination elements of the lessons-learned system.

An evaluation period, prior to program implementation, would be required to validate
and refine the standard form. During this period, active collection methods could be used
to test, verify, and validate data received from the test forms. This evaluation would
include gathering data via the form from several ongoing mine action operations,
followed by sending independent teams (from the clearinghouse agency or other NGOs)
to those operations to validate the information gathered in the forms. In addition to active
validation of the form by onsite visits, a user focus group would be established prior to
institution of the system to discuss issues related to the form, and would include
representatives from all types of mine action organizations.

A further requirement for collecting lessons-learned information is the selection of
individuals and organizations allowed to participate in the sharing of lessons-learned.
While the purpose of sharing lessons-learned is to include all valuable information,
potential misuse of the system makes it prudent to examine what organizations and
individuals are allowed to submit lessons-learned. By allowing anonymous collection of
lessons-learned as in the CALL system, the potential exists for individuals not related to
the mine action community to submit misleading or false information. There are two
potential methods for overcoming this difficulty:

1. Requiring users who submit information to also submit contact
information. By eliminating the ability to submit lessons-learned
anonymously, this method would discourage users from submitting false
information. The major potential drawback is that users would also be
discouraged from submitting possibly negative or damaging information about
their projects and operations. This could be overcome by assuring users that all
contact information would be removed before posting the information. Again,
this depends on the clearinghouse being a neutral, well-trusted organization.

2. Allowing anonymous submissions but requiring the clearinghouse
organization to validate information. This method would allow the
clearinghouse organization to eliminate information deemed misleading or
inappropriate, but would require significantly more trust between the mine
action community and the organization due to the subjective nature of the
information. Moreover, the costs associated with evaluating and validating
every piece of information could potentially be prohibitive.
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A final important issue in the collection of lessons-learned information is how to collect
and incorporate already existing lessons-learned information into the collection system.
Since current and past lessons-learned information resides primarily in long narrative
reports and with field personnel, it is unlikely that the standard form suggested above
would be successful in efficiently extracting this information and building up a
knowledge base. Instead, existing lessons-learned can be incorporated into the system
using an additional modified form. Perhaps the most efficient method for collecting
pervious lessons-learned is to distribute a separate form initially, asking more detailed
and specific questions about lessons-learned in specified categories in order to build up
the initial knowledge base. This form could be distributed during the evaluation phase
and contribute to the validation of the standard form. Alternatively, as discussed above,
site visits or other active collection measures could be used to collect existing lessons-
learned. Finally, the clearinghouse organization could request after-action reports from
mine action community members and extract lessons-learned itself. This method would
be costly in both time and resources and ties directly into the discussion of validation
issues below. A more effective option would substitute preexisting SOPs, technical
reports, and after-action reports for the past and current lessons-learned, while collecting
additional lessons-learned in the manner prescribed above.

2. Validation
Validation issues comprise the core of objections to the establishment of a

lessons-learned clearinghouse. If lessons-learned are to be collected passively, i.e. user
submissions, rather than active collection, there is a potential for the submission and
subsequent publishing of false, misleading, or inappropriate information. Moreover, users
are unlikely to rely on lessons-learned that are submitted if they have not been properly
validated.

Requirements of the Mine Action Community:

♦ Neutral, unbiased validation
♦ Inclusion of all valid demining lessons-learned
♦ Exclusion of false, misleading, or unhelpful information
♦ Limited validation responsibilities for the clearinghouse organization
♦ Timely reporting of lessons-learned

In order to provide reliable and valid lesson-learned information to the Mine Action
community, there is a range of options: 

♦ No validation (all information is collected regardless of its merits).
♦ Self-policing validation (users provide self-validation by refuting inaccurate

data)
♦ Clearinghouse validation (the clearinghouse validates all submitted

information before publication)
♦ Annual review (members of the mine action community validate information

at an annual conference on the subject)
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♦ Active sampling (the clearinghouse or other international body validates the
information by selectively auditing data)

♦ Active collection (clearinghouse actively collects information from all mine
action operations)

No Validation:
By not checking any of the information for reliability or validity, the system for
collection lessons-learned could fall into disuse, particularly if there is not the desire
within the community to use such a system. The likely results of this method of handling
validity questions are that the mine action community would not trust the information and
consequently the database would not be used. The benefits of this method include
reducing the load on the clearinghouse agency and consequently, the costs.

Self-Policing validation:
This method for validating lessons-learned information would allow all information to be
submitted and posted, while misleading information would be checked and invalidated by
subsequent submissions form others within the community. This method would require a
great deal of active participation on the part of the mine action community. Interest in
accurate information would have to exist for this method to be effective, however, all
indicators point to widespread interest on the part of the mine action community.

Clearinghouse validation:
Requiring validation at the clearinghouse level would limit the subjective validation of
the previous two proposals, but would increase the costs associated with validation. It
would require knowledgeable, neutral, and unbiased staff to perform validation tasks.
This could open the clearinghouse up to attacks of bias and partiality, cause mistrust
between the mine action community and the clearinghouse, as well as limit the types and
amounts of lessons-learned information stored. Furthermore, this option would increase
the cost of validation without a significant improvement in the validity and reliability of
the information.

Annual Review:
An annual review of lessons-learned data by mine action community members would
provide a greater level of evaluation for information stored at the clearinghouse. A
working group could be brought together annually to provide feedback to the
clearinghouse as well as validate the data stored there. This option would be costly and
time consuming for members of the community and would place an unnecessary burden
on users. Used in conjunction with the self-policing method above, this option could
provide helpful feedback to the clearinghouse and would help address problems that
might arise from limited voluntary participation.

Active sampling:
Using a limited active collection approach to validating information (as recommended for
the evaluation phase above) is another way to validate lessons-learned information.
Users, the clearinghouse, and/or other neutral mine action organizations could perform
validity checks of existing lessons-learned information by conducting site visits,
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interviews, and/or conference to determine the usefulness of information contained in the
clearinghouse. This option would be more costly than many of the preceding options but
would provide a greater test of validity than an annual review. The potential pitfalls of
this option include determining who would perform site visits and interviews, which and
how many sites would be visited, as well as the costs associated with this type of
sampling.

Active collection:
A final option for validating lessons-learned information is to use active collection of
information. As discussed above, the costs of this option are likely prohibitive.
Furthermore, it is unlikely to be supported by organizations within the community, due to
the lack of control they could exert over the potentially negative findings of the collecting
organization.

Type of Validation  Pro’s  Cons

No Validation ♦ inexpensive
♦ easy

♦ potential for inaccurate
information

Self-policing ♦ accurate
♦ meets user defined needs

♦ creates more work for users 
♦ may not evoke uniform

participation

Clearinghouse ♦ reliable results due to one
reviewer

♦ expensive
♦ potential for inaccurate

information

Annual Review
♦ annual conferences

already the norm
♦ allows ‘regular’ review

♦ some recurring costs in time
and money

Active Sampling ♦ moderately accurate
♦ less expensive than active

collection, but more expensive
than self-policing

Active Collection ♦ very accurate ♦ very expensive
♦ potential for user resentment

In short, the type of validation method has a significant impact on the type and nature of
lessons-learned information stored in the clearinghouse. With active collection, the
amount of information is likely to be significantly lower than with other
collection/validation methods since organizations are unlikely to permit collection of data
from their operations due to the potentially negative findings and their consequences. It is
necessary for the mine action community to have an active stake in the lessons-learned
process for it to be of help to them in their operations. By utilizing the “self-policing”
method, the mine action community will have a stake in the system, as well as control
over its content. This control over content will ensure that the information stored will be
of a useful nature, and will be less subjective than any other method of validation. This
method can be further strengthened by combining it with the annual review option. This
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would not significantly increase costs, while limiting some of the problems associated
with limited voluntary participation if the “self-policing” option were used alone.

A second issue regarding the validation of lessons-learned information is whether or not
to publish the source of information. In order to overcome the reluctance of the mine
action community to submit lessons-learned that describe negative, unsuccessful, or
failed operations the data should be sanitized. This reluctance is not unfounded.
Organizations that share information about negative or unsuccessful operations face fears
of the withdrawal of financial support of donors. For this reason, information about the
source of the information should be withheld from publication. At the same time (as
discussed previously), it is necessary to retain that information at the clearinghouse level,
in order to limit the submission of false or misleading information.

Finally, the role of the clearinghouse within the validation process should be to
cleanup information but not to edit its content. If the option of no validation, self-
policing validation, or annual review were chosen, the role of the clearinghouse would be
simply to clean the information submitted by users. No selective editing or censorship
would be required. The role of the clearinghouse would be to publish information with no
judgement about its validity or reliability. The clearinghouse would have full control of
formatting and technical issues. In order to maintain the integrity of the information, the
clearinghouse may return the “ready to publish” version of the lessons-learned to the user
if requested.

3. Dissemination
Many technical aspects to dissemination have been examined, as well as several

substantive issues. Moreover, the diverse nature of the mine action community (from
Victim Assistance groups to Mine Clearance organizations, operators in the field to
financial donors) necessitates an approach to dissemination that will reach the broadest
range of community members. Dissemination is essentially comprised of two broad
phases:

1. Storage
2. Publishing

When distributing information to the mine action community it is important to understand
the diverse, changing nature of the community. For that reason, any method of
disseminating lessons-learned throughout the community must be flexible, using multiple
approaches.

Requirements of the Mine Action Community:

♦ easy access to lessons-learned information
♦ access for field personnel
♦ regular, frequent updates
♦ international distribution to overcome language and distance issues
♦ timely dissemination of lessons-learned
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Storage:

The variety of options for storage of lessons-learned can be limited to electronic and
print-based storage. For the purposes of the mine action community, electronic storage
is the best option. Due to the international nature of mine action, the large number of
countries, programs, and languages involved, lessons-learned information must be widely
available in a timely manner. Print-based storage is not equipped to transport information
in a timely fashion, while electronic storage is more versatile and can be converted to
printed form rapidly. Electronic storage further allows for easy electronic submission of
lessons-learned information and can accommodate hardcopy submissions as well.
Furthermore, electronic storage can better accommodate the large number of small pieces
of information that this system would generate.

The actual, technical form of the electronic storage should be decided by the
clearinghouse organization but would likely take the form of a standard database file.
This method would facilitate the transfer of lessons-learned information from an online
submission form to user-friendly output, where organizations could access its contents
from the Internet.

Moreover, as noted in the earlier discussion of collected issues, lessons-learned should be
distilled from the lengthier reports in which they currently reside and stored separately in
a searchable database.

Publishing:

With the number of mine action organizations and individuals that use the Internet
increasing, the primary method for disseminating lessons-learned information
should be via the World Wide Web. This approach has two major benefits. First, by
distributing lessons-learned online, the information can be categorized and placed in a
searchable database, allowing users to find information they require in a timely manner.
Second, by posting information on the Internet, the primary method of dissemination
would be passive, hence cheaper. This would eliminate the need to send all of the
lessons-learned information to each mine action organization, instead allowing them to
find the information they require individually. This practice is used by the Center for
Army Lessons-Learned, the AFLOAT Naval Safety Center and other lessons-learned
organizations.

In order to make information available to the number of organizations and individuals,
lessons-learned should be disseminated online and in hardcopy. By publishing
information online and in hardcopy, the clearinghouse would make lessons-learned
available to those organizations and individuals, particularly those “in-country,” without
reliable or cheap Internet access. One of the major issues raised about lessons-learned
dissemination at the World Wide Mine Dog Conference Panel on Lessons-Learned was
that individuals at the operations level, often do not have reliable or cheap internet access,
often having to rely on satellite phones with low transfer rates and high costs. This
problem is partially overcome by having one identifiable clearinghouse and website.
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Organizations will not have to spend inordinate amounts of time searching for the
information they need, thus reducing costs of accessing the Internet from the field. In
addition, lessons-learned should be distributed in hardcopy form to those who request it,
further overcoming the Internet access limitations in the field.

Another way to facilitate the distribution of lessons-learned to operations level personnel
is to distribute lessons-learned to all of the Mine Action Centers (MACs). Since many
organizations in the mine action community are required to check-in with the MACs
before beginning in-country operations, they would be an ideal place to station lessons-
learned information, particularly “country specific” lessons-learned. This option would
also allow for the placement of hardcopy information as well as regional access to
lessons-learned.

In addition to publishing information online in a searchable database format and
distributing lessons-learned to the MACs, a quarterly bulletin should be disseminated
throughout the community. This bulletin would contain “highlights” from the lessons-
learned gathered up to that point. This method of publication would facilitate the
distribution of lessons-learned throughout the community, without requiring users to seek
out the information. Many organizations that distribute lessons-learned use this format,
including the Center for Army Lessons-Learned and the United States Marine Corps.
Mine action community members could sign-up for this service, which would be
disseminated by email, LISTSERV, or some other electronic distribution system. This
method would limit the costs associated with publishing the bulletin in printed form,
though it could be added later if demand necessitated it.

IV. Conclusions and Recommendations

The current informal methods of collecting and distributing lessons-learned information
within the mine action field do not meet the needs of the community. By all accounts,
costly, preventable mistakes are being made that limit the efficiency and effectiveness of
mine action operations. Consequently the development of a formal system for sharing
mine action lessons-learned would be of tremendous benefit to the community. Any
lessons-learned system must be flexible enough to handle lessons-learned from the
various organizational levels associated with the numerous ongoing and past operations
of countless international organizations in a variety of specialties within the field of mine
action. The following is a summary of the proposed model:

Proposed Model

1. Utilize one (and only one) existing Clearinghouse.
• Prevents confusion and costs associated with the creation of many information

sources within the mine action community.
• Builds/maintains user confidence.

2. Use a neutral Clearinghouse.
• Fosters trust within the mine action community.
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• Instills confidence that user anonymity will be protected.
• Encourages accurate, unbiased reporting of useful and potentially sensitive

information.

3. Collect distilled lessons-learned.
• Allows users to retrieve information quickly and easily.
• Eliminates problems and extraneous information associated with long reports.
• Eases the reporting burden of users and the processing burden of the

Clearinghouse.
• Does not preclude the additional collection of other mine action information

including SOPs and AARs.

4. Use voluntary submission/collection methods.
• Allows end-users to determine the importance of information.
• Encourages individuals from all organizational levels to participate.
• Does not require collection from all mine action organizations.

5. Use a Standard Form for reporting.
• Simplifies lessons-learned reporting from the field.
• Limits “paperwork fatigue” of operators.
• Categorizes and standardizes information for easier distribution.

6. Collect previous/existing lessons-learned with an additional form.
• Rapidly increases initial knowledge base.
• Information can be used to validate and evaluate proposed Standard Form.

7. Collect information primarily via the internet/email.
• Allows for timely collection and dissemination of information.
• Is not exclusive of other collection methods.

8. Utilize “self-policing” validation techniques with periodic review.
• Encourages continuous community interaction.
• Less costly (in time and money) than other validation methods.
• Highly accurate and self-correcting.
• Limits the role of the Clearinghouse to data formatting and sanitation.

9. Distribute lessons-learned via the Internet and hardcopy to Mine Action Centers.
• Spans the broadest section of the mine action community.
• Internet publication is cheap and easy to access.
• Hardcopy allows field operators without Internet capabilities to access lessons-

learned information.

10. Publish a quarterly journal of “newest” lessons-learned via the Internet.
• Provides for timely dissemination of information.
• Limits the need for users to seek out lessons-learned information
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Appendix A
WORLD WIDE MINE DETECTING DOG CONFERENCE

List of participants at the World Wide Mine
Detecting Dog Conference

Ljubljana, Slovenia

13 September 1999
to

15 September 1999
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Appendix B
MINE CLEARANCE STANDARDS USERS FOCUS GROUP

List of participants at the Mine Clearance Standards
Users Focus Group

Sponsored by:
Geneva International Centre for Humanitarian Demining

James Madison University
Harrisonburg, VA

27 October 1999
to

29 October 1999
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Appendix C
WORKGROUP 2: LESSONS-LEARNED RECOMMENDATIONS

Workgroup 2: Lessons-Learned
Presentation of recommendations at the

World Wide Mine
Detecting Dog Conference

Ljubljana, Slovenia

13 September 1999
to

15 September 1999







 
 

Appendix D 
UNDPKO LESSONS-LEARNED UNIT WEBSITE 

 
 
 

Excerpts from the United Nations Department of Peacekeeping Operations, 
Lessons-Learned Unit website. 

 
Available at: 

http://www.un.org/depts/dpko/lessons/llu2.htm 

http://www.un.org/depts/dpko/lessons/llu2.htm


The Lessons Learned Unit 

1. Reaching the Lessons Learned Unit  
2. Organization/Staff  
3. History and Activities  
4. Research Areas 

 

1. REACHING THE LESSONS LEARNED UNIT  

Address: Lessons Learned Unit, One United Nations Plaza, Room S-927, New York, N.Y. 10017, 
USA.  

Fax: (212) 963-1813  

Email: peace-keeping-lessons@un.org  

2. ORGANISATION/STAFF  

The Lessons Learned Unit is made up of the head of the Unit, a Coordination Officer, two Military 
Officers, two Research Analysts, a Research Assistant and an Administrative Assistant. The Unit also 
makes use of outside consultants from time to time.  

3. HISTORY AND ACTIVITIES  

Background  

The Lessons Learned Unit of the Department of Peacekeeping Operations was set up in April 1995 in 
response to a need for a structured mechanism to collect and analyse information on the various 
missions being fielded by the United Nations and to recommend ways to improve their effectiveness.  

Although the Department did have an inherent capacity for lessons learned from past operations, the 
Unit was to respond to the need for a lessons-learned capability that had a systematic approach and was 
analytical rather than anecdotal. The Unit was to be a permanent mechanism that would act as both a 
repository of individual and organizational experience and an analytical core for the planning, 
management and execution of peacekeeping missions.  

Objectives  

To draw lessons learned from peacekeeping missions;  
To recommend the application of lessons learned from peacekeeping missions to ongoing and 
future operations;  
To monitor the application of these recommendations and lessons learned;  
To develop the Lessons-Learned Unit into the United Nations institutional memory on 
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peacekeeping operations; and  
To make this institutional memory easily available to officers, at Headquarters and in the field, 
involved in all aspects of peacekeeping missions, including their planning, managing and support.  

Methodology  

In working towards its goals, the Unit seeks to avoid duplicating similar work being done within the 
United Nations or elsewhere. Instead, it attempts to bring these separate initiatives together into a 
common forum.  

The methodology of the Unit's research and analysis includes gathering information from primary 
sources, such as interviews with mission and Secretariat personnel, representatives of specialized 
agencies as well as political actors.  

Lessons-learned teams visit mission areas to gather first-hand information for mid- and end-of-mission 
assessments.  

The secondary sources of information include published material, media analysis and reportage, 
evaluation reports of peacekeeping operations by independent experts and governments and end-of-tour 
reports by key personnel, both in the field and at Headquarters. The Unit also makes use of empirical 
analysis of responses received to questionnaires developed for former and current mission personnel and 
thematic workshops and seminars.  

Lessons learned studies must be of immediate relevance and practical utility to the work of the 
Department and of the United Nations in general. Accessibility of such information is an important 
element for implementation of lessons learned. To this end, the Lessons-Learned Unit has set up a 
Resource Centre consisting of books, documents, audio and video material for easy access and retrieval.  

 

 
4. RESEARCH AREAS 

The Lessons-Learned Unit is in the process of collecting and analysing information on the 
following peacekeeping missions:  

Former Yugoslavia: The United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) 

Angola: United Nations Angola Verification Mission (UNAVEM) 

 

Prepared by the Department of Peacekeeping Operations 
Not an official document of the United Nations 

Last updated: November 1999 

Main Page | UN Home Page
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Appendix E
CALL WEBSITE

Excerpts from the U.S. Army’s Center for Army Lessons-Learned website:

Available at:
http://call.mil.gov/call/handbook/97-13/foreword.htm
http://call.mil.gov/call/handbook/97-13/history.htm
http://call.mil.gov/call/handbook/97-13/intro.htm
http://call.mil.gov/call/handbook/97-13/lsnslrnd.htm
http://call.mil.gov/call/handbook/97-13/actops.htm
http://call.mil.gov/call/handbook/97-13/ctcbrnch.htm
http://call.mil.gov/call/handbook/97-13/infosys.htm
http://call.mil.gov/call/handbook/97-13/research.htm
http://call.mil.gov/call/handbook/97-13/gateway.htm
http://call.mil.gov/call/handbook/97-13/acknow.htm
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Appendix F
ONLINE LESSON’S LEARNED OBSERVATION FORMED

Lessons-Learned Observation form used by the U.S. Army’s Center for Army Lessons-
Learned website:

Available at:
http://call.mil.gov/call/forms/obser.htm
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Appendix G
LESSONS-LEARNED OBSERVATIONS

Lessons-Learned observations and excerpts from:
After-Action Report for Humanitarian Demining Training Program (Namibia)
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AAR NAMIBIA DEMINING (cont.)

Recommendation:  Purchase the Motorola HF/VHF communications system in the U.S.
prior to deployment.  Additional maintenance contracts could be established with the
Motorola dealership in Namibia or South Africa.

Problem:  EOD personnel should be attached to SF demining teams during future
humanitarian demining missions.

Discussion:  EOD personnel proved to be an outstanding asset for UXO destruction
training and rendering ordnance safe for training.  The NDF had numerous Soviet Block
Mines (unfuzed) which were considered safe for training by the EOD personnel.  These
mines were used for identification classes and destroyed during charge placement classes.

Recommendation:  Continue to attach 1-2 EOD personnel to SF demining teams for
UXO destruction techniques and rendering non-standard ordnance safe for training.

Problem:  Funding for mine rollers and heavy equipment was not available during the
initial planning and training concept.

Discussion:  Based on the antipersonnel mine field threat in Namibia, heavy equipment
and mine rollers proved to be a very efficient and effective demining technique in
conjunction with manual detector operations.

Recommendations:  Design and purchase a more efficient mine roller for next year’s
program.

Problem:  NDF section and platoon leaders need additional training in troop leading
procedures and organizing for demining operations.

Discussion:  NDF section and platoon leaders experienced difficulty when planning and
organizing for the demining mission.  This was evident during the FTX when the
leadership required additional training and guidance when organizing a demining site.

Recommendation:  Demining POI should include at least one week of demining troop
leading procedures for platoon and section leaders.

Problem:  There was no DAO representative at the U.S. Embassy in Windhoek.

Discussion:  In the absence of a DAO it was necessary to provide a senior NCO at the
Embassy (Windhoek) to function as a LNO and program coordinator.  This individual
was essential to the operation and was responsible for supervising contracting agreements
and administrative matters to include MIPRS, country/flight clearances, and logistical
coordination with the NDF.



76

AAR NAMIBIA DEMINING (cont.)

Recommendation:  Maintain a LNO at the U.S. Embassy in Windhoek to support future
JCETS and demining operations.

Problem:  The concept for integrating a National Demining Command Center in
Windhoek was not feasible.

Discussion:  The MOD preferred to maintain command and control of the demining unit
with Army HQ’s in Grootfontein.  Additionally, the integration of the Namibian Police
Ordnance Disposal Unit and the NDF ENG COY was not possible due to a conflict of
interest and various personality conflicts between the two elements.

Recommendation:  For future Namibian demining operations, work within the
established force structure and task organization in order to simplify the program.

6. Additional lessons-learned during the JCET are enclosed in the JULLS format, Encls
1a-1f.

7. Post-Mission Budget Summary is enclosed in Encl 2.
8. Additional resources summary:

a. Ammunition:  The following demolitions were purchased from South Africa thru
the AMEMBASSY and provided to the NDF for demining operations:

1) 22 CTNS of Powercord (DETCORD)
2) 18 CTNS of Conepak
3) 74 CTNS of ENERGEX
4) 900 Detonators
5) 26 CTNS of Non-electric Firing Systems
6) 48 Cases of PE-4
7) 9 Cases of TNT

b. Supplies:  The following demining equipment was provided to the NDF and
NAMPOL for demining operations.

1) 6 Blasting Machines
2) 40 AN/PSS-12 Mine Detectors
3) 9 NAVSTAR TRIMBLE (GPS)
4) 191 Fragmentation Vests
5) 145 Kevlar Helmets
6) 2 Computer Work Stations with Laser Printers 
7) 6 Engineer Demining Kits (Complete)
8) Class VIII Expendable Supplies and M-5 Aid Bags (Sufficient

supplies to sustain ENG COY for one year)
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Enclosure 1A

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Company C (FWD), 3d Battalion, 3d Special Forces Group (Airborne)

Fort Bragg, North Carolina 28307

AOSO-SFT-TB-C-393 22 June 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, Co. C, 3d Bn, 3d SFG(A)   Fort Bragg, North
Carolina 28307

Subject:  After Action Report

1.  (U)    JULLS Number:   393-001
Submitted by:       SSG HAYTH –AOSO-SFT-TB-C-393

2. (U)    Namibia Demining Mission, conducted on: 12-16 June 1995

3.   (U)    KEYWORDS:   None.

4.   (U)    TITLE:   Instructor Training Course (ITC)

5. (U)    OBSERVATION:  Some of the NDF soldiers had difficulty understanding the
English language.

6. (U)  DISCUSSION:  The students attending ITC instruction were supposedly
selscted because of their ability to comprehend English.  This was not the case as
some students had difficulty understanding English and one student was simply
incapable.

7.   (U)      LESSON LEARNED:  None.

8.   (U)     RECOMMENDED ACTION:  Conduct an interview and or written test prior 
      to instruction.  This may eliminate a few of the poorer English speakers.

9. POC is the undersigned.

MONTY W. HAYTH
SSG,  USA
Weapons NCO
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ENCLOSURE 1B

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Company C (FWD), 3d Battalion, 3d Special Forces Group (Airborne)

Fort Bragg, North Carolina 28307

AOSO-SFT-TB-C-393 22 Sep 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, Co C, 3d Bn, 3d SFG(A)   Fort Bragg, 
North Carolina 28307

SUBJECT:     After Action Report

1.   (U)    JULLS Number:     396 -LNO-001
                Submitted by:         SFC  WEEKS-AOSO-SFT-TB-C-396

2.   (U)    Namibia Demining Mission, conducted on 17 May-29 SEP 95

3.   (U)    KEYWORDS:   None.

4.   (U)    TITLE:   Demining Liaison NCOIC

5.   (U)    OBSERVATION:   Communications equipment ordered by the PDSS team was
not readily available.

6.   (U)    DISCUSSION:   Prior to my arrival in Namibia, I was under the impression that
all the communications equipment had been ordered from a Namibian based company
named Electrocom.  Upon further investigation, upon arrival in Namibia, I was informed
by the owner of the company that the equipment had been identified for purchase but that
the owner needed an intent to purchase and a guarantee to purchase before the equipment
would be ordered.  I was also informed that if training of SOF personnel on the
equipment was required, it would be an additional charge.

7.   (U)    LESSON LEARNED:   None.

8.   (U)    RECOMMENDED ACTION:   The personnel that are to perform the
installation of the equipment accompany the PDSS team.  This would allow the personnel
performing the installation and training to identify if any additional training is needed and
if they could receive the training at their home station.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Company C (FWD), 3d Battalion, 3d Special Forces Group (Airborne)

Fort Bragg, North Carolina 28307

AOSO-SFT-TB-C-393 22 Sep 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, Co C, 3d Bn, 3d SFG(A)   Fort Bragg, 
North Carolina 28307

SUBJECT:     After Action Report

1.   (U)    JULLS Number:     396 -LNO-002
                Submitted by:         SFC  WEEKS-AOSO-SFT-TB-C-396

2.   (U)    Namibia Demining Mission, conducted on 17 May-29 SEP 95

3.   (U)    KEYWORDS:   None.

4.   (U)    TITLE:   Demining Liaison NCOIC

5.   (U)    OBSERVATION:   Purchase of ADP equipment in country.

6.   (U)    DISCUSSION:  ADP equipment purchased in country decreased the amount of
time available to SOF personnel to training host nation personnel on the equipment.  By
purchasing the equipment in country, it was already configured for the 220 v/ac host
nation commercial power.

7.   (U)    LESSON LEARNED:   None.

8.   (U)    RECOMMENDED ACTION:   Recommend the ADP equipment requirements
be identified, if possible, by the PDSS team.  If ADP equipment is to be purchased for the
host nation; recommend that power requirements be identified; that all additional
equipment modifications be identified; and that the ADP equipment be purchased prior to
main body deployment.



80

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Company C (FWD), 3d Battalion, 3d Special Forces Group (Airborne)

Fort Bragg, North Carolina 28307

AOSO-SFT-TB-C-393 22 Sep 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, Co C, 3d Bn, 3d SFG(A)   Fort Bragg, 
North Carolina 28307

SUBJECT:     After Action Report

1.   (U)    JULLS Number:     396 -LNO-003
                Submitted by:         SFC  WEEKS-AOSO-SFT-TB-C-396

2.   (U)    Namibia Demining Mission, conducted on 17 May-29 SEP 95

3.   (U)    KEYWORDS:   None.

4.   (U)    TITLE:   Demining Liaison NCOIC

5.   (U)    OBSERVATION:   Deployment of LNO without ADP equipment.

6.   (U)    DISCUSSION:   Upon departure from FBNC, ADP equipment for the
Demining Liaison NCO’s use was unavailable.  Upon arrival at the American Embassy, a
computer and printer was made available to the LNO on a limited basis.  In the initial
phase of the Demining operations a computer and printer were not essential; however
after the DAO’s office closed and the demining instruction and training tempo began to
increase, so did the need for a computer and printer.  Upon arrival of the Demining team
main body, a computer and printer were made available.

7.   (U)    LESSON LEARNED:   If possible deploy with a Laptop.

8.  (U)   RECOMMENDED ACTION:   Future Liaison personnel to Namibia need to
deploy with a laptop computer, computer disks, and a printer if possible.
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ENCLOSURE 1C

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Company C (FWD), 3d Battalion, 3d Special Forces Group (Airborne)

Fort Bragg, North Carolina 28307

AOSO-SFT-TB-C-393 22 June 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, Co C, 3d Bn, 3d SFG(A)   Fort Bragg, 
North Carolina 28307

SUBJECT:     After Action Report

1.   (U)    JULLS Number:     393 -001
                Submitted by:         CPT  LYONS-AOSO-SFT-TB-C-393

2.   (U)    Namibia Demining Mission, conducted on: 1 JUN-30 SEP 95

3.   (U)    KEYWORDS:   None.

4.   (U)    TITLE:   PDSS for Namibia Demining Mission 

5. (U)  OBSERVATION:   The PDSS to Namibia did not contain appropriate
communications personnel.

6.   (U)    DISCUSSION:   The communications section of the PDSS consisted of the
battalion signal officer and communications chief.  They accomplished all necessary in-
country coordination.  However, upon their return to Ft. Bragg, information was not
effectively passed to Charlie Company communications personnel.  In-country expertise
(I.E. face to face coordination) was also lost.

7.   (U)    LESSON LEARNED:   Individuals responsible for coordinating and executing
a specific mission should deploy on the PDSS.

8.  (U)   RECOMMENDED ACTION:   The executing unit should send an individual on
the PDSS.  If expertise from higher headquarters is ordered prior to main body
deployment.  This would better facilitate the timelyness of the installation of and training
on equipment.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Company C (FWD), 3d Battalion, 3d Special Forces Group (Airborne)
Fort Bragg, North Carolina 28307

AOSO-SFT-TB-C-393 22 June 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander, Co C, 3d Bn, 3d SFG(A)   Fort Bragg, 
North Carolina 28307

SUBJECT:     After Action Report

1.   (U)    JULLS Number:     393 -002
                Submitted by:         CPT  LYONS-AOSO-SFT-TB-C-393

2.   (U)    Namibia Demining Mission, conducted on: 1 JUN-30 SEP 95

3.   (U)    KEYWORDS:   None.

4.   (U)    TITLE:   PDSS for Namibia Demining Mission 

5. (U)     OBSERVATION:   The Battalion surgeon was not needed on the PDSS.

6. (U)    DISCUSSION:   The medical coordination and requirements during the PDSS
could have been accomplished by the Charlie Company B-Team medic.  This would have
given Charlie Company an individual with in-country knowledge and familiarity with
Namibian medical personnel.

7.   (U)    LESSON LEARNED:   Individuals responsible for coordinating and executing
a specific mission should deploy on the PDSS.

8.  (U)   RECOMMENDED ACTION:   The executing unit should send an individual on
the PDSS.   
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ENCLOSURE 1D

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Company C (FWD), 3rd Battalion, 3rd Special Forces Group (Airborne)

Fort Bragg, North Carolina 28307-5233

AOSO-SFT-TB-C-390 22 NOV 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR Commander  Co C, 3d Bn, 3d SFG(A)   Fort Bragg, 
North Carolina 28307

SUBJECT:     After Action Report

1.   (U)    JULLS Number:     390 –COMMO-001
                Submitted by:         SSG  BUTLER-AOSO-SFT-TB-C-390

2.   (U)    Namibia Demining Mission, conducted on: 1 JUN-25 SEP 95

3.   (U)    KEYWORDS:   None.

4.   (U)    TITLE:   Communications

5. (U)     OBSERVATION:   The ODB communications NCO did not receive call signs
and frequencies for all the teams in the operational area until three weeks after being in
country.

6. (U)    DISCUSSION:   In order for an ODB to run an AOB, it must have all the
required information in which to establish and maintain communications with the FOB
and outstations.

7.   (U)    LESSON LEARNED:   Be persistent in the pursuit of information.

8.  (U)   RECOMMENDED ACTION:   Battalion communications personnel must give
all required information needed to teams prior to deployment.
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Appendix H
ADDITIONAL LESSONS-LEARNED REFERENCES

Department of Energy LL Screening Guide:
http://tis.eh.doe.gov/ll/sellls/screeningguide.html

U.S. Army Europe (USAEUR) Lessons-Learned Library:
http://www.ullos.army.mil/public/plsql/lib

Center for Army Lessons-Learned:
http://call.army.mil

Canadian Army Lessons-Learned Centre:
http://www.allc.com/website/english/indexe.htm

AFLOAT Lessons-Learned – Naval Safety Center:
http://www.safetycenter.cnavy.mil/afloat/Download/AfltLL.htm

NCCAN Lessons-Learned:
http://www.calib.com/nccanch/prevmnth/lessons/index.htm

SUPSHIP Portsmouth’s Lessons-Learned:
http://po7.repair.navy.mil/LL/

http://tis.eh.doe.gov/ll/sellls/screeningguide.html
http://www.ullos.army.mil/public/plsql/lib
http://call.army.mil/
http://www.allc.com/website/english/indexe.htm
http://www.safetycenter.cnavy.mil/afloat/Download/AfltLL.htm
http://www.calib.com/nccanch/prevmnth/lessons/index.htm
http://po7.repair.navy.mil/LL/
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