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This is due partly to the fact that it is a hybrid
agreement combining aspects of disarmament
agreements (which today wusually mandate

governmental organisations in the field,
especially in mine-affected countries, which,
although they may have expert local knowledge

stringent verification) and and contacts, are usually untrained in
humanitarian law (which gathering data systematically and
traditionally does. not mandate Significant Non- professionally, and will be unlikely
verification). The absence of Signatorises of the to give priority to such work over
verification in the Ottawa Landmine Ban their principal missions. The global
Convention is also attributable to Treaty : data from such outposts must be
the lack of agreement among the : i centrally collected, electronically
negotiating states on what | China Nigena stored and analysed. The annual
verification was required or | Congo _ North Korea report must then be drafted on the
feasible. Cuba Pakistan basis of the data, and edited and

Egypt Russia published by May 1999. While
The treaty does however contain | Finland Saudi Arabia | funding for the project has been
compliance provisions requiring | pndia South Korea pledged by Canada, Ireland and
annual reports by states parties on Irin Turkey Norway, the amounts available to
their compliance and outlining the Iraq Ukraing support organisations in the field
means by which compliance el Troinad Bk world-wide is minuscule. Ultimately,
questions may be resolved. The Lib Victis it is neither in the Monitor's interests
United Nations Secretary-General | “°Y? ey nor in those of states parties for it to
is charged with collecting and Moracco Ingehvie be indefinitely and exclusively

collating the annual reports of

states parties and publishing them. In addition,
the treaty provides for annual meetings of states
parties during the first five years of the treaty’s
life to assess its effectiveness.

funded by governments.

VERTIC will be participating in preparing the
first report. It has been awarded a grant of $US

5,000 by Landmine Monitor to monitor the
progress of national ratification

The Landmine Monitor, in seeking to supplement ! " P ¢
implementation legislation world-wide.

the treaty’s provisions with a comprehensive
review of annual .compliance, has taken on an

enormous task. It will be reliant on scores of non- Trevor Findlay

and

Compliance Provisions of the Landmine Ban Treaty: a Summary
Article 7, Transparency

Each state party is required, within 180 days after entry into force of the treaty, and annually thereafter, to report to
the UN Secretary-General on a wide range of antipersonnel landmine-related matters including:

* national implementation measures

*  number and types of stockpiled mines

* number and types of mines kept or transferred for training purposes

*  number and types of mines destroyed

* location, number and types of emplaced mines

*  status of programs to convert or decommission mine production facilities

*  measures taken to protect the population from mined areas

* technical characteristics of mines previously produced and currently owned by a state party in order to facilitate
mine clearance.

Article 8, Facilitation and Clarification of Compliance

This provides for a multi-stage system to investigate possible violations. First, one or more state parties submits through
the UN Secretary-General a Request for Clarification to another state party. If there is no response within 28 days or
an unsatisfactory one, the matter is taken up at the next regular annual Meeting of States Parties. Alternatively a
request can be made to hold a Special Meeting of States Parties. If unable to resolve the issue, either type of meeting may
authorise by majority vote a fact-finding mission, carried out by experts nominated from a list maintained by the UN
Secretary-General. The mission must give at least 72 hours’ notice before it arrives, and may stay up to 14 days. It
reports its findings to the Meeting of States Parties. The meeting may then ask the state party to take measures to address
the compliance issue within a specified period and may suggest ways and means to resolve the matter, ‘including the
initiation of appropriate procedures in conformity with international law’, by a two-thirds vote if consensus cannot be
reached. Such procedures may include referring the matter to the UN Security Council, which in turn may impose
sanctions on the non-compliant party.
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police continues.

The Kosovo verification mission is unique in a
number of respects. One is its title: the use of the
term ‘'verification' implies a harder-nosed
attitude than mere monitoring. It is also the first
time a verification mission has been provided
with a dedicated external military force to
protect and/or extract it. However, as with all
experiments, many elements are still unclear and
a number of questions remain unanswered. How
much protection is the OSCE mission likely to
receive when NATO clearly wishes to avoid
involvement in another Balkan war? Could
verification teams be used as hostages by Serbian
President Milosevic (as occurred in Bosnia) to
deter NATO action? Can the OSCE monitor a
withdrawal of Serbian troops when their total
number is unknown? How effective can the
unarmed OSCE mission be in monitoring or
deterring outbreaks of fighting between the Serbs

and the KLA? Can the OSCE offer safety to the
Albanians as they return to their homes? And one
of the most important questions: if the OSCE
mission proves a failure, and the Kosovo crisis
continues, Albanian citizens do not return to their
homes and elections are not held or are not free
and fair, will the international community hold
the verification mission responsible, thereby
discrediting the whole concept?

International verification is the most logical and
appropriate way for the international community
to reassure itself of the safe return of Albanian
civilians to their homes in Kosovo, while at the
same time overseeing the removal of the Serbian
forces. It is yet to be seen whether this experiment
is successful and renewed armed oonflict avoided.

Kathryn Klebacha, VERTIC Intern

Northern Ireland Decommissioning
Verification: The Missing Element

The decommissioning of paramilitary weapons
was directly addressed in the 1998 Good Friday
Agreement, which aims to bring peace to
Northern Ireland. It called for the process to be
completed by 22 May, 2000. Yet these are
significant differences between the parties on the
timing of decommissioning. Unionist leader and
Northern Ireland’s First Minister David Trimble
is adamant that decommissioning begin before
Sinn Fein president Gerry Adams and chief
negotiator Martin McGuinness are allowed to take
their seats in the newly-elected Northern Ireland
Assembly. Adams, sensitive to historic republican
views that the relinquishing of weapons is an act
of surrender, argues that nowhere in the Good
Friday agreement does it require decommissioning
to start prior to Sinn Fein’s joining the executive.
Sinn Fein has suggested merely drawing up a
timetable for decommissioning, but Trimble has
refused this option as inadequate, urging tangible
action from the IRA instead. As a result of these
differences no decommissioning has yet taken
place. One of the loyalist factions, the Ulster
Volunteer Force, has even declared that
regardless of IRA disarmament, they will keep
their weapons.

Meanwhile the issue of verification has been
almost entirely overlooked. The Independent
International Commission on Decommissioning
was established in 1997 to oversee the
decommissioning of weapons, with Canadian
General John de Chastelain as its chair. The
Good Friday Agreement clearly states that ‘The
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Independent Commission will monitor, review,
and verify progress on decommissioning of illegal
arms’. However, the importance of verification
has been overlooked due to constant disagreements
between the parties over principle. Luckily, de
Chastelain is trusted by both the republicans as
well as Unionists. Sinn Fein has declared that the
parties must continue to work constructively and in
good faith with the Commission. McGuinness,
who was appointed by Adams to liaise with de
Chastelain, has said somewhat disingenuously
that the decommissioning issue was 'always a
matter for General de Chastelain and his
International Body, and I think that the path to
decommissioning should be left to him'. Leaving it
to the commission is, of course, pointless unless the
paramilitaries co-operate.

So far the Loyalist Volunteer Force is the only
paramilitary group to announce that it will
decommission and that this can be verified by the
International Commission. The weapons,
monitored by the commission, would, they suggest,
be fed into a metal shredder in Belfast, in front of
television cameras, demonstrating to the public
that 'their war' is over. While this may have a
useful demonstration effect, the real solution lies
with a decision by the IRA, by far the largest and
best armed paramilitary force in Northern
Ireland, to begin decommissioning and for this to
be fully verified by the Decommissioning
Commission.

Genevieve Forde, VERTIC Intern
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Convention (CWC) in The Hague from 16-25
November.

Suzanna van Moyland visited Vienna in October
for discussions with officials of the CTBTO on
progress in establishing the CTBT verification
system. While in Vienna she also met with
officials of the IAEA to discuss progress in the
agency’s strengthened nuclear safeguards
programme. The trip was funded by the John
Merck Fund as part of VERTIC’s project on
implementation of the CTBT. Her publications

Horvath for RUSI International Security Review
1999. She also finalised her update on the
safeguards programme which will be published
as VERTIC Research Report No. 5. Suzanna has
finished her contract with VERTIC to work on
completing her PhD thesis on Macedonia.
Suzanna was with VERTIC for four years, first as
a research assistant and then as Arms Control and
Disarmament Researcher. VERTIC is grateful for
her devotion and contribution to the organisation
and wishes her well in her studies and future
endeavours.

during the period included ‘India’s Nuclear
Capabilities and Options” with George Paloczi-
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VERTIC is the Verification Research, Training and Information Centre, an independent, non-profit making, non-
governmental organisation. Its mission is to promote effective and efficient verification as a means of ensuring
confidence in the implementation of treaties or other agreements which have international or national security
implications. VERTIC aims to achieve its mission by means of research, training, dissemination of information and
interaction with the relevant political, diplomatic, technical and scientific communities. A Board of Directors is
responsible for general oversight of VERTIC's operations and an International Consuitants Network provides expert
advice. VERTIC is funded primarily by grants from foundations and trusts, currently the Ford Foundation, the John
Merck Fund, the Joseph Rowntree Charitable Trust, the Ploughshares Fund, the Rockefeller Family Philanthropic
Offices, the Landmine Monitor and the W. Alton Jones Foundation.
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editing and layout: Fiona Steele and Genevieve Forde.

Subscription rates are £15 (individual) or £20 (organisation) per year. Payments may be made by cheque (in Pounds
Sterling only) or by MasterCard, Visa or Eurocard. Please complete the coupon on the back page of the publications
insert in this edition.
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