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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An African Conference on Cluster Munitions was held in Livingstone, Zambia
from 315t March 2008 to 15t April 2008. The Livingstone Conference was the first
round of discussions amongst African states to facilitate the creation of an
international treaty that advocates for the prohibition of all cluster munitions as
they cause unacceptable harm to civilians causing devastating effects on
humanity. The International Conference is a continuation of the Oslo Process
which began in Norway in February 2007, where states pledged to conclude a
legally binding internationally agreement for the prohibition of cluster munitions
that cause unacceptable harm to civilians. It is envisaged that an international
treaty will be signed by the end of 2008.

The Livingstone conference convened with a view to enhancing support for the
Wellington Declaration by encouraging subscription to the Livingstone
Declaration, which will serve as a demonstration of Africa’s support for a treaty
similar to the Ottawa Convention aimed at imposing a world-wide ban on the
manufacture and distribution of cluster munitions in general.

The conference discussed the global threats of cluster munitions with an
emphasis on experiences on the African continent. In addition, the conference
built on the various elements of discussions that were key issues in the meetings
held in Oslo and Vienna. These included the clearance and destruction of the
residuals of cluster munitions, storage and stockpiling, victim assistance as well
as international cooperation and assistance.

The African consensus was that the rules of procedure for Dublin should not be
changed to show a special status for the compendium since this was not agreed
in Wellington. 39 subscribed to the Livingstone Declaration on Cluster Munitions
and undertook where feasible to ratify national procedures between the adoption
of the treaty in Dublin and endorsement in Oslo to speed up the process of entry
into force. The African consensus was that Zambia would coordinate Africa’s
participation at the Dublin Conference based on the positions discussed in
Livingstone.

A brief account of the background to recent developments regarding cluster
munitions is provided followed by introductory remarks that were made at the
conference. This report then brings out the salient features of the various
presentations and discussions that were made by African states on the issues
cited above. It then concludes with the way forward and recommendations made
during the conference.



ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

APMBT Anti- Personnel Mine Ban Treaty

CMC Cluster Munitions Coalition

ICRC International Committee for the Red Cross
ODA Official Development Assistance

NGO Non-Governmental Organization

UN United Nations

UNDP United Nations Development Programme

UNICEF United Nations International Children’s Fund
ZMAC Zambia Anti-Personnel Mine Action Center



1. INTRODUCTION

Over the last three decades, several attempts have been made by the
international community to curb the use of cluster munitions to reduce the
unacceptable harm caused to civilians. In efforts to resolve this, the international
community came together on various occasions to find possible solutions to the
unfortunate consequences brought on by the use of this weapon. After the Oslo
Conference on Cluster Munitions in February 2007, concerted efforts have been
made by various states to advocate for the prohibition of the manufacture and
use of cluster munitions in general. Since then, 69 states convened in Lima for a
similar Conference on Cluster Munitions in May 2007 where a draft convention
text was presented for debate by the Chair and Co-Chairs.

Following this event, regional conferences were held in Costa Rica for Latin
American states in September 2007 with the view to creating a zone free from
cluster munitions in Latin America. Similarly, Serbia hosted the Belgrade
Conference of States Affected by Cluster Munitions in October 2007 where
several African states adversely affected by these weapons distinctly called for
an urgent action and the prohibition of the use of cluster munitions.

In December 2007, the Vienna Conference on Cluster Munitions was convened
with 138 countries participating. At this meeting, the text initially presented for
discussion in Lima was reviewed with a consensus on strengthening several
provisions such as victim assistance. If was after this event that the Wellington
Conference on Cluster Munitions was held in February 2008 with 120 countries
in attendance at which the Wellington Declaration was endorsed by more than 80
states.

The Declaration of African States emanating from the Livingstone Conference on
Cluster Munitions, held from 31t March to 15t April 2008, is a crucial step to
implementing an international ban on cluster munitions. It is envisaged that the
Dublin Diplomatic Conference in May 2008 will finalise the Oslo Process where
an international convention will be negotiated and adopted. It is also expected
that the essential elements of such an instrument will include a prohibition on the
use, production, transfer and stockpiling of cluster munitions that cause
unacceptable harm to civiians with a framework for cooperation and
rehabilitation of survivors and their communities, clearance of contaminated
areas, risk education, and the destruction of stockpiles.

2. OPENING CEREMONY

The Livingstone Conference began with an opening ceremony giving participants
an indication of the key issues relating to cluster munitions and what had
transpired since the Oslo process began in 2007. The first statement was given
by the Honourable Minister of the Southern Province Mr. Daniel Munkombwe
who stated that it was a rare privilege for the country to host such an important



meeting that focused on effective responses to the humanitarian consequences
caused by the use of cluster munitions and the threat caused by them.

Dr Robert Mtonga, a member of the Steering Committee of the Cluster Munition
Coalition, who spoke on behalf of the Coalition (CMC), stated that the chasm
between Wellington and Dublin was the most critical phase of the Oslo process.
During this time, the CMC is supporting three regional initiatives bringing together
Africa, South East Asia and Latin America and the Caribbean to ensure that
there is wide support for a comprehensive International Treaty against Cluster
Munitions with “no loopholes, no exceptions and no delays”.

He informed the meeting that the CMC strived to convince producers and
stockpilers such as the United Kingdom, France and Germany to commit to a
categorical ban on cluster munitions. At the same time, the organisation worked
to convince African Nations, and all affected around the world to make this a high
priority on respective agendas. He stressed that the shared interest would be to
look beyond short-term military imperatives and reframe the security debate as a
guestion of human security, of protecting individual people and not encouraging
military forces that endanger civilians’ safety. He emphasised the need for a
common voice to dominate the negotiations at the Dublin Conference.

On behalf of the Norwegian Government, the Ambassador to Zambia, His
Excellency Tore Gjos acknowledged the problems faced by all after the use of
cluster munitions on the African continent. He pointed out that the Livingstone
conference was a crucial phase in the process of banning cluster munitions, to
gather momentum and support to prepare for the negotiations in Dublin. He
added that the experience from the Ottawa process that led to the adoption of the
Mine Ban Convention demonstrated that the participation of African states was
essential to that successful outcome. He also stressed that the international
convention would be an instrument that would prevent the transfer of cluster
munitions and would help to avoid a humanitarian disaster of a similar magnitude
as landmines posed a decade ago.

The Ambassador emphasised the need to establish a legal framework of
obligations to stifle the demand for such weapons and further ensure that the
controlled destruction of the large stocks of these weapons is implemented. He
stated that the Oslo process was an inclusive process open to all states, NGOs
and civil society that all share the objective of establishing a new, legally binding
instrument against the manufacture and use of cluster munitions and all that
endorse the Wellington Declaration. He also acknowledged the fact that different
national positions would be taken but nonetheless appealed to all those that had
not yet signed the Wellington Declaration to do so.

The United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) Country Representative Ms. Lotta
Sylwander reaffirmed the support of the United Nations for all the efforts to
conclude a legally binding international instrument prohibiting cluster munitions
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that cause unacceptable harm to civilians. She indicated that the Secretary
General of the UN had called upon all states to take measures to immediately
freeze the production, use and transfer of all cluster munitions in order to address
the everyday human rights, humanitarian and developmental impact of cluster
munitions on affected communities.

She noted that UNICEF has often highlighted the terrible effects of cluster
munitions on children representing 40% of cluster munitions casualties. She
further noted that cluster munitions contamination has affected the lives and
livelihoods of people in 27 countries and territories, of which nine (9) of these are
in Africa and a total of 13,000 confirmed cluster munitions casualties have been
identified by Handicap International.

Ms. Sylwander added that United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and
UNICEF have extensive experience on the ground and at global and local levels
in providing assistance to governments to build capacity and eliminate the threat
of cluster munitions with the support from the UN Mine Action Service. She
hoped that African countries would conclude the Livingstone Conference by
endorsing a far-reaching Declaration that would have a profound impact on the
process of negotiations in Dublin.

The opening Ceremony continued with remarks from the Honourable Minister of
Foreign Affairs Mr Kabinga Pande, who observed that the issue of cluster
munitions was a difficult one and that the weapons posed a threat to innocent
civilians. The Minister acknowledged the fact that the continent lacked technical
and financial capacity to deal with cluster munitions and called for the redirection
of available resources to improving the lives of civilians and other affected
individuals on the continent. Mr. Pande urged all present to strengthen Africa’s
position against the manufacture, distribution and use of cluster munitions and
that all states that subscribe to the Livingstone Declaration would further
strengthen the efforts of the Wellington Declaration.

3. SETTING THE SCENE

Brief accounts of personal experiences regarding accidental harm caused by
cluster munitions began with Mr. Yona Phiri from the Zambia Campaign to Ban
Landmines (ZCBL). He opened this session by giving a description of how he lost
his limbs after a landmine exploded in Zambia during the Liberation wars in the
1960s. He appealed to states to support a strong treaty that would ban cluster
munitions.



3.1 Global Threats to Cluster Munitions

Mr. Thomas Nash began his presentation with a general overview of the global
threat of cluster munitions. He defined cluster munitions as a weapon comprising
a number of explosive submunitions or bomblets that are dispersed from a
container similar to peas in a pod and that the containers could be dropped from
aircraft or fired from artillery rockets. The container was designed to open over
the target and saturate an area, or footprint, which could be the size of several
football fields flooded with explosive submunitions. Cluster munitions were
designed to have indiscriminate effects at the time of attack because they scatter
submunitions over a large area and Kkill or maim any civilians caught in the
footprint leaving behind dangerous duds and creating de facto minefields.

Mr. Nash explained that the significant event in the development and subsequent
use of cluster munitions was the Korean War when USA commanders confronted
the threat of seeing their forces over-run by hordes of enemy soldiers. They were
born from a fear of unlimited manpower. The result was a revolution in anti
personnel weapons with an emphasis on producing of fast flying lethal fragments
designed to maximise the damage to soft tissue over the largest possible area.
The next steps in the development of cluster munitions were the inclusion of anti-
armour capacity to create the first “combined effects’ and the increase of the
sheer numbers of submunitions delivered.

As to who the cluster munitions were designed to be used against - massive
guantities have been used not only in response to human wave attacks, but also
in a largely unsuccessful attempt to hamper enemy movement, lines of
communications and logistical stores. The munitions have been used in plain jars
in Laos, affecting an entire generation; Vietnam, Western Sahara, Croatia,
Eritrea-Ethiopia war, Kosovo, Lebanon, Afghanistan and in the Gulf War among
others.

3.2 Introduction to Cluster Munitions in Africa

Ms. Margaret Arach Orech (CMC-Uganda) informed the conference that there
were 30 affected countries with 34 known to have produced these weapons and
a further 76 identified to stockpile. She told the meeting that in February 2008, 40
states participated in the Oslo Process to ban cluster munitions and that so far,
19 African nations were subscribed to the Wellington Declaration.

As stated in the opening remark above Ms Orech pointed out that cluster
munitions were known to kill and maim people and added that the weapons deny
access to agricultural land and retard the development of a nation. She further
stated that it was a well-known fact that undocumented casualties were much
higher than documented ones. Recorded evidence shows that a total of 369
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casualties in Africa were brought on by cluster munitions accidents and provided
the following data:

Country Number of Casualties
Ethiopia 272

Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) 5

Guinea Bissau 11

Sierra Leone 39

The Sudan 43

She said the cluster munitions contamination in Africa includes countries like
Chad, the Sudan, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Uganda, DRC, Angola, Sierra Leone and
Western Sahara. Two States are known to produce cluster munitions in Africa.
These are Egypt and South Africa, while those that stockpile are Algeria, Angola,
Egypt, Ethiopia, Eritrea, Guinea Bissau, Guinea, Libya, Morocco, Nigeria, South
Africa, Sudan, Uganda and Zimbabwe,

In conclusion she emphasised the fact that Africa has been brutally affected by
the casualties brought on by cluster munitions and that it was important to make
concerted efforts to rid the continent of the weapons and pave way for
progressive development. She added that measures must be put in place to
prevent further contamination that will reduce the number of new victims and
curb proliferation

3.3 From Oslo to Dublin

The Irish Ambassador to Zambia, His Excellency Mr. Bill Nolan expressed
concerns over the experiences of the African continent, and how its people
suffered directly from the horrendous impact of cluster munitions. He pointed out
that the weapons represented a major humanitarian and political challenge that
the international community must tackle. Ireland has long sought urgent action to
address the problem of cluster munitions and it is a priority issue for the lIrish
Government. He also stated that it was desirable that no further populations
were affected by cluster munitions and that every effort should be made to
prevent further use.

In view of large and growing international consensus, the key priority would be
the adoption of a legally binding international instrument prohibiting the use of
cluster munitions, which have such impact. He informed the conference that
Ireland is therefore particularly pleased to host the Dublin Diplomatic Conference
on Cluster Munitions in May 2008 to adopt a new instrument of international
humanitarian law prohibiting cluster munitions that cause unacceptable harm to
civiians and that the Treaty will be the most comprehensive of its kind in
addressing challenges posed by cluster munitions.




He informed the meeting that the Conference would take place from 19™ to 30t
May 2008 at the Croke Park Convention Centre and that a sponsorship
programme was available for participating states that are low-income or cluster
munitions affected countries. The Ambassador appealed to those States which
had not endorsed the Wellington Declaration to do so as the Declaration sets out
the basis for negotiation at the Diplomatic Conference and subscription to the
Declaration is required for full participant status in Dublin.

Some intervention statements were made after presentations. Discussion began
with the delegation from Sierra Leone that stated that it is one of the nine (9)
countries on the continent that are negatively affected by the incidence of cluster
munitions. They added that Sierra Leone is an ardent supporter of the Oslo
Process and strong advocate for an international legal instrument on cluster
munitions. There was, therefore, need to adopt the treaty in Dublin. Similar
sentiments were expressed by Guinea Bissau being a post conflict country. In
addition to this, the delegation informed the meeting that it endorsed the
Wellington Declaration and was ready to sign the Livingstone Declaration. In
addition, despite not being represented at Wellington, Tanzania subscribed to the
Wellington Declaration and indicated that it would also endorse the Livingstone
Declaration to support Africa’s position for the prohibition of cluster munitions.

The Minister of State for Relief, Disaster Preparedness and Refugees in Uganda,
Hon. Musa Ecweru pointed out that Africa has been used as a dumping ground
for dangerous weapons including cluster munitions and emphasised the need for
African nations to support efforts to ban the use of cluster munitions. He also
informed the meeting that Uganda was ready to host another Africa regional
meeting after the Dublin negotiations in September this year. This was to further
commit themselves to the cause for the ban on cluster munitions in Africa.

He stressed that Uganda did not stockpile cluster munitions and had never
designed or manufactured cluster munitions, despite the fact that submunitions
have been found in the country as a result of the use by non-state armed groups
and other states. He added that Uganda was doing everything possible to
destroy submunitions found and implored states and non-state actors who use,
transfer or stockpile cluster munitions to stop immediately. Uganda has endorsed
the Wellington Declaration.

Mozambique informed the conference that it was among the first 46 states to
subscribe to the Oslo Process and that the Livingstone Conference would be a
milestone in the process to ban cluster munitions. The meeting was told that
Mozambique had endorsed the Wellington Declaration and that it would support
the Livingstone Declaration.

Other countries that announced their support for the Wellington Declaration and
would support the Livingstone Declaration included Zimbabwe, Morocco and
Kenya. Cameroon a war-torn state, informed the meeting that it had not
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endorsed the Wellington Declaration but supported the efforts of ongoing
negotiations.

4. DEFINITION AND FUNCTIONS OF CLUSTER MUNITIONS

Professor Ove Dullum, Chief Scientist under the Division for protection from the
Norwegian Defence Establishment, began the second session of the conference
with an account of cluster munitions giving an overview of the various types and
uses. He defined cluster munitions as weapons containing multiple explosive
submunitions that are launched from a surface or from the air and are designed
to break open in midair, releasing the submunitions and densely covering large
areas of land at a time.

In his presentation, Prof. Dullum informed the meeting that there were four basic
types of cluster munitions. These are 1) cluster bomb 2) canister (ejected
bomblets) 3) artillery delivered units and 4) rocket delivered bombs. He added
that cluster munition bombs could also come in the form of rocket launched units
(from a helicopter) or from tank ammunition. The overall effect of these bombs is
the dispersion of fragments over a wide area, blasts, heat or penetration with at
least 700 pieces dispelled by each bomblet. He contended that cluster munitions
could be done away with and were not irreplaceable capacity weapons. He
concluded that alternative solutions exist that are more effective with lower
incidences of duds remaining after the bombs are deployed.

Further considerations for the abolition of cluster munitions were provided by Mr
Richard Moyes, Policy and Research Director for the NGO Landmine Action,
Steering Committee member of the CMC. He pointed out that the draft
convention in its current form provides a prohibition for stockpiling, production
and transfer of cluster munitions as a whole category with no distinction over
what type may be considered good or bad. He contended that this approach was
critical to making an effective treaty for the protection of civilians internationally
as it would make cluster munitions a stigmatised weapon.

Mr Moyes pointed out that a small group of countries are proposing exclusions
based on various technical characteristics under Article 2 of the convention.
Proposals include the exclusion of cluster munitions that contain a lower number
of submunitions, direct fire cluster munitions, supposedly reliable cluster
munitions that self destruct and finally those with computerised sensors to
identify individual targets on the ground. The CMC does not believe that any
exclusion has been adequately justified as there is no real evidence to support
the fact that the post conflict contamination effects would actually be minimised.
He emphasised that the focus of the arguments should be on the humanitarian
effects of these weapons. The exclusion clauses could be used to allow for
continued use of weapons that might pose great risk to civilians. In the same
vein, the African consensus requires that the definition structure remains as it is
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in the current text and that a categorical prohibition is the only way to make the
treaty meaningful.

5. GENERAL OBLIGATIONS AND SCOPE

Key issues for African countries were calls for no transition period to be allowed
in the international convention, implying that there must be no amendments to
the current text of the treaty. It also required that the text on assistance should be
clear and should not be watered down to accommodate joint operations with non-
states parties; this would also entail maintaining the current text. In addition, the
African consensus called for the banning of assistance which includes financial
investment in cluster munitions and advocates that positive obligations to
undertake victim assistance, clearance and stockpile destruction should also be
under obligations, implying that the text in the current treaty must be
strengthened.

Discussions on Article 1 were led by Mr. Louis Maresca from the International
Committee of the Red Cross who presented a paper on the General Objectives
and Scope of the draft Convention emphasising the importance of the
Livingstone Conference in the Oslo Process. It was shown that Article 1 was not
the goal in itself but merely outlines the prohibition on cluster munitions. Like
previous conventions, such as the Chemical Weapons Convention, the draft
prohibits certain types of weapons. He noted the need for a separate article on
the scope of applications.

It was noted that the treaty contained an unlimited duration clause indicated by
the phrase “Never under any circumstances” will a State Party to the future
Convention on Cluster Munitions use, produce, stockpile or transfer cluster
munitions. As such each State Party undertakes never under any circumstances
to use cluster munitions, develop, produce, otherwise acquire, stockpile, retain or
transfer to anyone, directly or indirectly, cluster munitions. It also ensures that a
state party shall not under any circumstances assist, encourage or induce
anyone to engage in any activity prohibited of a State Party under this
Convention.

The Convention does not apply to "mines" as defined by the Protocol on
Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Mines, Booby-traps and Other Devices,
as amended on 3 May 1996, annexed to the Convention on Prohibitions or
Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons which may be
Deemed to be Excessively Injurious or to have Indiscriminate Effects.

As was seen at the Vienna and Wellington Conferences, interoperability and
transition were two controversial issues under discussion on the scope of the
future treaty. It was explained that two divisions might emerge in Dublin
concerning military interoperability, one that contends that national rules and
declarations are not enough to address the violations of provisions of the
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convention and that national declarations and rules of engagement were
adequate to address these concerns. It was further explained that countries
advocating for transition want time to develop alternative weapons. It is
recommended that such States should not subscribe to the convention until such
a time when they are ready to join.

Ms Susan B. Walker, ICBL Advisor on Cluster Munitions made a presentation on
the prohibition on assistance. She stated that the overall objective in the Oslo
Process was nothing less than to deliver a humanitarian gift to the world in 2008
by concluding a legally binding treaty for a comprehensive ban on the production,
use, stockpiling and transfer of cluster munitions, as defined in the treaty. This
could be accomplished with the help of each country working in close partnership
with the CMC, the ICRC and the UN.

The Cluster Munitions Coalition called for a Convention “Without Exceptions,
without delays and without loopholes. This call was supported and echoed by a
number of countries reflecting the commitment of African countries to the
achievement of a strong and comprehensive Convention in Dublin. The draft
Convention, as it stands, was excellent hence the need to work together to
ensure that it is only strengthened and not weakened in Dublin.

It was explained that the cornerstone of a strong convention was contained in
Article 1 of the draft Convention covering the “General Obligations and Scope”.
Article 1 was crucial because it contains the comprehensive ban and stigmatizes
cluster munitions. “Never under any circumstances” will a State Party to the
future Convention on Cluster Munitions use, produce, stockpile or transfer cluster
munitions. The three things that are apparent are the idea of a transition period,;
Article 1.c — the prohibition on assistance; and the possible inclusion of positive
obligations in Article 1.

The CMC strongly opposes inclusion of any transition period which lasts for
several years, as being proposed by some countries. The reason being that if
cluster munitions are banned because they cause unacceptable harm to civilians,
then why allow them to continue to be used for 8 more years. The CMC was
emphatic issue as it would undermine the purpose and integrity of the treaty.
Additional reasons not to include a transition period can be found in the CMC
Position Papers.

Concerning Article 1, under General Obligations, the CMC recommends that
states should consider including positive obligations in Article 1 on stockpile
destruction, clearance of cluster munition remnants and providing risk education
and victim assistance so that they will bear the same importance as other
obligations. Addressing victim assistance alongside other general obligations
under the cluster munitions convention will appropriately codify the status of
international standards, such as within the Mine Ban Treaty framework, which
recognizes victim assistance as a main pillar.
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Article 1(c) is the prohibition on providing assistance to anyone to use, produce,
and transfer or stockpile cluster munitions. The CMC encourages delegations in
Dublin to elaborate for the diplomatic record what acts are prohibited and what
acts might be permissible and to articulate a common understanding on the
matter - including that the prohibition on assistance also includes a prohibition on
investments in cluster munitions. Other acts include “interoperability” issues,
which have been raised as a concern by a number of states in the Oslo Process.
Prohibited acts in interoperability or joint operations would include, for example,
participating in planning for use of cluster munitions; agreeing to rules of
engagement permitting use of the weapon; accepting orders or requesting others
to use the weapon; knowingly derive military benefit from the use of the weapons
by others; training others to use the weapon or providing security, transport or
storage for cluster munitions.

As outlined in the Landmine Monitor Fact Sheet in Wellington, the experience of
the past decade with the 1997 Anti-Personnel Mine Ban Convention shows that
this kind of situation can be dealt with devoid of fracturing alliances. Senegal
raised concerns on the transfer of cluster munitions hence the need for a concise
definition within the convention so that misrepresentation was avoided and also
called for a reduction in the transition period to a 5-year period.

Benin opposed the idea of having a transition period in the convention because it
was against the principal of the Oslo process. The conference was informed by
Zimbabwe that there was need to focus more on the humanitarian aspect of what
the convention intended to achieve, as such a transition period was not in the
best interest of the convention. Further, imbedding a transition period in the
convention negated the whole essence of having a convention against the use of
cluster munitions. In general, there was consensus on endorsement of the
Wellington Declaration and the subsequent Livingstone Declaration by Congo
Brazzaville, Benin, Zimbabwe, Senegal and Malawi.

In conclusion, African countries were encouraged to be strong on not allowing
any transition period in the Convention and to make clear the understanding that
the objective of Article 1.c is to stigmatize and discourage in every possible way
any use of cluster munitions by any armed force. They were further encouraged
to consider including positive obligations on victim assistance, clearance and
stockpile destruction.

6. CLEARANCE AND STOCKPILE DESTRUCTION

African consensus concerning clearance and stockpile destruction centred
around past users having an obligation to facilitate the clearance of cluster
munitions in places where they have used them, implying that the current text of
the treaty had to be enhanced to emphasis this. Key points for African consensus
were that past user states should have a particular obligation to facilitate the
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clearance of cluster munitions in places where they have used them, implying
that the current strength of the text should be maintained.

In the discussion, the Angolan delegation observed that the matter of clearance
and stockpile destruction deserved significant attention. Angola having been
affected by landmines takes keen interest in the subject. The delegation informed
the meeting that a number of munitions were still laying in most parts of Africa,
hence the need for combined efforts in order to prepare a bright future for Africa’s
children. Angola further informed the meeting that they fulfilled the provisions of
the Ottawa convention and had recently endorsed a National Strategic Plan to
reduce the areas of impact by 2010.

On the transition period, Mauritania proposed a reduction of the period to 4
years. The legal provisions in Article 4.2 would therefore need to be strengthened
accordingly. Zimbabwe made a clarification that they had no stockpile of cluster
munitions as had been implied in the presentation made earlier.

The Guinea Bissau delegation reiterated the adverse effects of cluster munitions
and made a call to the international community for help in the disarmament
processes. They informed the meeting that they had received technical aid from
among others, the United States of America; and were in the process of getting
help from the European Union, to embark on an exercise to destroy cluster
munitions.

Senegal called upon other countries and the international community to help in
the disarmament process as well. The delegation acknowledged the assistance
that Morocco had been offering to Senegal in the destruction of cluster munitions.

The Burkina Faso delegation expressed appreciation of the Oslo process. The
delegation assured their full support for a comprehensive ban on cluster
munitions as they posed a security threat on the African continent. The
delegation noted the need to strengthen article 9 of the draft convention on the
measures to be undertaken to apply obligations into national legislative
processes, plus the inclusion of parliamentarians in the process and
strengthening the civil society.

The Egyptian delegation contends that countries that were producing cluster
munitions were not participating in these deliberations and that those using them
were seeking for amendments to the draft convention. To this end, Egypt noted
that the convention did not have clear obligations on countries selling or using
the cluster munitions. Thus, the delegation proposed amendments to the
Livingstone declaration before it could subscribe to it.

In conclusion, the discussion noted the need for retention of Article 4 of the
convention that past user states should have a particular obligation to facilitate
the clearances of cluster munitions in places where they have been used.
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Morocco proposed that African countries need to facilitate the process by
strengthening the present treaty text as this would provide inspiration. Angola,
Burkina Faso and Senegal expressed their desire to endorse the Livingstone
declaration during the session.

7. VICTIM ASSISTANCE

In this session, discussions began with the Co Chairs acknowledging that
atrocities committed during war left behind negative psycho-social effects. They
pointed out the need to have a post conflict victim assistance programme in
place. It was also noted that while victim assistance was the primary obligation of
states, it was important that international cooperation be an integral part of
interventions. It was also important to have a legal instrument that would address
support for victims.

Presentations were made by two survivors from Rwanda (Aimable Rukundo —
Handicap International/ Landmine Survivors Network) and Ethiopia (Berihu
Mesele Arefaine — Landmine Survivors Network). The two were both maimed by
cluster bomb explosions in two separate incidents in their respective countries.
Mr. Rukundo recounted that he sustained injuries in a blast at a bus stop while
Mr. Arefaine was injured while trying to evacuate children from a school during
the Ethiopia/Eritrea conflict. They both applauded efforts by African states to
come up with a common front on dealing with the issue. They further urged
African states to maintain strong treaty text that would facilitate victim assistance
and reintegration so they would contribute positively to the development of their
communities.

Ken Rutherford, Co-Founder of the Landmines Survivors Network also made a
presentation during this session. Mr. Rutherford who is a mine victim gave a
background of how Africa was instrumental in coming up with a strong position
on the Anti Personnel Mine Ban Treaty (APMBT). In his presentation, he pointed
out that while the APMBT was a milestone in arms control, the draft cluster
munitions treaty presented an opportunity to raise the standard by the inclusion
of clauses in the text that dealt, for the first time, with victims and their families
and communities; human rights and mandatory reporting.

Mr. Rutherford urged delegates to endorse the Livingstone Declaration to show
a united African stand; the Wellington Declaration to facilitate their participation at
the Dublin Conference in May 2008 and to support the new standard for victim
assistance. His concluding remarks included a quote by Yona Phiri, a Zambian
mine survivor, and Nobel Peace Prize Laureate Jody Williams who stated
respectively “Vision and Determination” and “Feelings without action is
meaningless”.

In response, Eritrea submitted that cluster bombs had been used in its territory
during the Ethiopia-Eritrea conflict and civilians in major cities and internally
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displaced persons in resettlement areas, fell victim to attacks. The delegation
further stated its full support for the prohibition of all weapons which
indiscriminately maim and kill. Similarly, Mauritania, Lesotho and Madagascar all
expressed their total support for the Oslo Process, the Wellington and
Livingstone Declarations and also called on African states to take a common
position during the Dublin negotiations. In addition, Malawi and Zambia
contended that the legal obligation by user states to provide assistance to victims
should be maintained in the treaty text, and that this would be a milestone in
setting a new standard in victim assistance.

Tanzania, as the Chair of African Union, Malawi, Namibia, Uganda, Niger,
Zambia and Liberia all suggested that treaty text should have a provision to
improve the living standards of victims and that it was important for victims to be
involved in decision making and for all subscribe to the objectives of the
Livingstone Declaration. Angola also contended that there was need to have
policies that would address the plight of women and children who were victims.
Further consideration was given for a penal clause that would deal with the
humanitarian aspect to ensure victims get the full benefit of assistance. South
Africa supported a text that would comprehensively address the needs of victims
of cluster munitions that cause unacceptable harm. Norway highlighted the fact
that the issue of cluster munitions was a humanitarian one; therefore, the solution
required a humanitarian response. There was a discussion over who would be
Africa’s representatives to give the African position while clarification was sought
on whether producers should be obligated to give victim support.

8. INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION AND ASSISTANCE

Article 6 of the Convention stipulates that there should be a particular
responsibility on past user states to provide assistance to states affected by their
past use. Calls were made to strengthen the text in the new treaty, in line with
international law. Uganda expressed concern and proposed the inclusion of
clause that would clearly state a mechanism to help affected states with
clearance. The DRC and Morocco both reiterated the need to strengthen the
treaty in this regard and that the Livingstone Declaration was a step towards
endorsing the Wellington Declaration.

However, the DRC had reservations over the transition period as it left room for
the production of cluster munitions. The Government of the DRC felt that as
highly indebted country victim assistance should be a large part of the
international cooperation and assistance to aid the process of poverty alleviation.
In addition, users should be obligated to provide financial assistance and that
affected countries should create strategies to address the needs that must be
covered such as victim assistance, infrastructural damage and risk education.
The DRC also stressed the need to address the socio-economic aspects of
victim assistance, calling for emphasis to be on re-integration of the victims of
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cluster munitions. The clause should stress a mandatory aspect of assistance for
user countries. Similar sentiments were expressed by Kenya who focused on
strengthening the legal implications and feasibility of the clause.

Victim assistance under Article 6.7 was addressed by Guinea-Bissau pointing out
that more emphasis must be put on it at the Dublin Conference, since it had not
been a high priority on the agenda of previous conferences. Benin informed the
meeting that as a means to contributing to humanity the Benin Government has
established a school that provides training in de-mining that is available to all
African and international states, however, operations were impeded by material,
logistical and financial constraints. The international cooperating partners were
called upon to support the school. The school is currently in the process of being
certified by the United Nations.

Senegal proposed for the inclusion of states that are not party to the treaty so as
to enable countries access more financial assistance in this area. On the other
hand, Liberia believed that restriction on the countries must be maintained in
Article 6 and that all should recognise that several states are not users or
producers but are affected by the incidence of residual cluster munitions,
nonetheless.

In general, The Oslo Process, the Wellington and Livingstone Declarations and a
comprehensive ban are all supported by more than 75 percent of the African
States, with the exception of South Africa that feels there should be exclusions
from the ban for some cluster munitions as they may be necessary for national
defence and Egypt which will not sign the treaty unless all major producers and
users sign it.

It was agreed that one African country would be appointed to coordinate the
process towards Dublin. It was also decided that the African Union would be
notified about the outcomes of its deliberations by Zambia, as the host and that
its delegation would coordinate Africa’s participation in Dublin. Liberia agreed
with the proposal that the African Union be approached. Zimbabwe, Uganda,
Nigeria, Morocco and Libya agreed with the suggestion. The meeting noted that
going by the proposal it would ensure that Africa spoke with one voice in Dublin.

9. CONCLUSION

In summary, the African consensus was that Zambia would coordinate Africa’s
participation at the Dublin Conference based on the positions discussed in
Livingstone. To begin with, it was agreed that the rules of procedure for Dublin
would not be changed to show a special status for the compendium since this
was not agreed in Wellington. Secondly, States should undertake to ratify
national procedures between the adoption of the treaty in Dublin and
endorsement in Oslo to speed up the process of entry into force.
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In their deliberation, African countries called for no transition period to be allowed
in the international convention, implying that there must be no amendments to
the current text of the treaty. It was also established the text on assistance
should be clear and should not be watered down to accommodate joint
operations with non-states parties; this would also entail maintaining the current
text. African consensus also called for the banning of assistance, which includes
financial investment in cluster munitions.

Finally, obligations to undertake victim assistance, clearance and stockpile
destruction should also be under consideration, implying that the text in the
current treaty must be strengthened. The African consensus calls for past user
states to have a particular obligation to facilitate the clearance of cluster
munitions in places where they have used them, implying that the current
strength of the text should be maintained.

19



APPENDICES

A-1 LIVINGSTONE DECLARATION ON CLUSTER MUNITIONS

Preamble: the following declaration has been endorsed by the following African
States present at the Livingstone Conference on Cluster Munitions; Algeria,
Angola, Benin, Botswana, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Comoros, Congo
(Republic of), Cote d'lvoire, Democratic Republic of Congo, Eritrea, Ghana,
Guinea Conakry, Guinea-Bissau, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, Libya, Madagascar,
Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Morocco, Mozambique, Namibia, Niger, Nigeria,
Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, South Africa, Sudan, Swaziland, Tanzania,
Tunisia, Uganda, Zambia and Zimbabwe.

African States met in Livingstone from March 31 to April 1, 2008, within the
framework of the Oslo process to consider effective responses to the
humanitarian consequences caused by the use of cluster munitions and the
proliferation threat thereof. African States endorsing the Livingstone Declaration
on Cluster Munitions:

cognisant that for decades African communities have suffered from the
uncontrolled proliferation of conventional weapons to the continent. More than 30
African countries have been contaminated to various degrees by landmines and
Unexploded Ordnance (UXO). Most of them are still facing the challenges this
contamination poses to development and human security years after conflicts
have ended. Cluster munitions have so far been used in a comparatively low
number of countries in Africa;

convinced that by the end of 2008 this solution must include the conclusion of a
legally binding international convention prohibiting production, stockpiling, use
and transfer of cluster munitions that cause unacceptable harm to civilians, with a
framework for cooperation and assistance that ensures adequate provision of
care and rehabilitation to survivors and their communities, clearance of
contaminated areas, risk reduction education, and destruction of stockpiled
cluster munitions;

African states strongly believe that Victim Assistance is an essential component
of the treaty, and support strong provisions requiring each state to provide
assistance to survivors of cluster munitions their families and communities in
care, rehabilitation, economic and social inclusion and participation of survivors
in the decision-making processes that affect their lives.

cognisant that several African States have experienced the devastating
humanitarian, and developmental effects cluster munitions’ cause on children,
women and men and their communities;



convinced that it is vital to spare all other African countries from additional
contamination and ensure that these weapons are not used in Africa in the
future;

cognisant of the devastating effects that cluster munitions pose on humanity and
that all harm is unacceptable;

convinced that only a new legally binding convention can prohibit the transfer,
stockpiling, production and use of cluster munitions that cause unacceptable
harm to civilians as well as prevent Africa from continually being a dumping
ground for weapons obsolete in other places;

convinced that African States were crucial in securing the Anti-Personnel Mine
Ban Convention in 1997. That Convention addressed an acute crisis affecting
hundreds of thousands of Africans. A new Cluster Munitions Convention will
effectively prevent such a disaster from unfolding again;

encouraged by work done at previous conferences welcome the convening of a
Diplomatic Conference by the Government of Ireland in Dublin from May 19th to
30th 2008 to negotiate and adopt such a Convention;

affirm the objective of concluding the negotiation of a new comprehensive
convention prohibiting the production, stockpiling, transfer and use of cluster
munitions that cause unacceptable harm to civilians in Dublin in May 2008;

recognise and welcoming the efforts made by all participants in the process to
establish a new comprehensive convention prohibiting production, stockpiling,
transfer and use of cluster munitions that cause unacceptable harm to civilians
by the end of 2008;

encourage all African States to endorse the Wellington Declaration on Cluster
Munitions and thereby join in their efforts towards concluding such an instrument;

declare that ALL cluster munitions that cause unacceptable harm must be
subject to the negotiations of a legally binding international convention in Dublin
that prohibits their production, stockpiling, transfer and use. Such prohibition
should be total and immediate from the convention’s entry into force in order to
prevent further suffering.
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Endorsed by:

Algeria
Angola
Benin
Botswana
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cameroon
Comoros
Congo

Cote d' Ivoire
D.R. Congo
Eritrea
Ghana

Guinea Conakry
Guinea-Bissau

Kenya
Lesotho
Liberia
Libya

Madagascar
Malawi

Mali
Mauritania
Morocco
Mozambique
Namibia
Niger
Nigeria
Senegal
Seychelles
Sierra Leone
South Africa
Sudan
Swaziland
Tanzania
Tunisia
Zambia
Zimbabwe
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A-2 LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

Country Last name First name Title/Position Organization/Email / Contact Address
Algerian Embassy, Harare - Zimbabwe;
1 Algeria Mokrani Ali Ambassador offambaldi@yutande.co.zw
National Coordinator of Mine
2 Angola M. Dias da Silva Balbina Action (+244) 923242484; padsci@hotmail.com
3 Benin Dazan H. H. Constant | Ministry of Foreign Affairs daizanosio@yahoo.fr
4 Benin Moutairou Fadilou Mission du Benin in Geneva fadilmoutai@yahoo.fr
Counselor, Permanent Mission of
5 Botswana Hetanang 0. Rhee Botswana to UN, Geneva orheeh@yahoo.co.uk
6 Burkina Faso Yameogo U. Williame Delegate Burkina Faso 0022670267469; wayuly@yahoo.fr
7 Burkina Faso Idogo Karim Quepia Delegate Burkina Faso 0022676584107; idogomy@yahoo.fr
Unit Head in Charge of
Yves Agreement, Ministry of External
8 Cameroon Chouala Alexandre Relations ychouala@yahoo.fr
Department of United Nations,
9 Cameroon Fouda Ndi Joseph Marie Ministry of External Relations akongocentre@hotmail.com
Comoros Mission to the United Nations;
10 | comoros El-Marouf Mohamed Special Advisor melnainj@yahoo.com
11 | Republic  of Ministry of Defence;
Congo Ndongo Serge Mario Minister Advisor ndongoserge@yahoo.fr; 002426684982
12 | Republic  of
Congo Jem Ayoulove Advisor Ministry of Foreign Affairs; 022425229602
13 Cote d' Ivoire Traore Aboubacar Officer Foreign Affairs 05881971; Boubay2002@yahoo.fr
Godefroy
14 Cote d' Ivoire Adjoussou Desire Pr Comnat - Controleur General 5077784, dgadjoussou@yahoo.fr
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mailto:orheeh@yahoo.co.uk
mailto:ychouala@yahoo.fr
mailto:akongocentre@hotmail.com

aberimoska@hotmail.com; 0024381584;
15 | D.R. Congo Aberki Moska Francois Head of Delegation DRC 0032853228822
First Secretary, Embassy of
16 | Egypt Abu-Okada MAHER Egypt, Lusaka mabuokada@yahoo.com; 0979376777
Unit Head Eritrea Demining
17 | Eritrea Ogbazghi Mabtom Bairu | Authority 2911116974
Unit Head International
18 Eritrea Tewolde Biniam Berhe Organizations Unit, MFA 2911127151 (Tel); biniber@gmail.com
Ghana Permanent Mission, Geneva;
19 Ghana Aboraah Dominic First Secretary daboraah@yahoo.com
(+233) 244665032;
20 Ghana Applerh Jones Borteye | Small Arms & Light Weapons applerjones@yahoo.com
Francis (+020) 8128032; 021-761093;
21 Ghana Nyarko Aboagye Head: National Firearms Bureau franabonya@yahoo.com
22 Republic of 00224602620033; 0022464262033;
Guinea Diallo Amadou Bailo Focal Point; Ministry of Defence 002246326233; lancontfou@yahoo.fr
23 | Republic  of Chef de division juridique
Guinea Balde Abdoulaye Ministére Affaires Etrangers ashrahbalde2005@yahoo.fr; 22460270620
24 Alfredo Director General des Affaires | Praca dos Herois Nacionais Bissau,
Guinea-Bissau | Gomes Lopes Cristavo juridiques Guinée-Bissau
25 Zona Industrial de Bolola, Bissau Rua No.
De Carvalho 12, Ex-DBI - CAAMI
Guinea-Bissau | Gomes Lopes Cesar Luis MACC National Director carvalhocesarghs@yahoo.com.br
26 Ireland Nolan Bill Ambassador bill.nolan@dfa.ie
Kenya Mission to the United Nations,
27 Kenya Kimani Jean Principal Counselor Geneva (41 - 22) 906 - 4050
muyaka2000@yahoo.com /
28 Kenya Salim Salim Second Counselor ssalim@mfa.go.ke; (+254) 20 - 318888
29 | Kingdom  of Legal Officer, Lesotho Defence | (+266) 58434749;
Lesotho Mathatjane Thabang Force thabangmathatjane @webmail.co.za
(+223) 27731, 58856689;
30 Lesotho Bosiu Lebohang Deputy Principal Secretary brainlebo@yahoo.com
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31 Lesotho Mosala Lineo Dept of Foreign Affairs (+266) 22311150
Assistant Minister of Foreign
Affairs for International
32 Cooperation and Economic | Bee2shons@yahoo.com
Liberia Shoniyin B. Elias Affairs (+231) 6521604
Research Assistant Department
of International Cooperation,
33 Liberia Alade Josephine Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Libyan Embassy, Lusaka
34 Libya Sweixi Khalifa O. Ambassador libya zambia@yahoo.com
Libyan Embassy, Lusaka
35 Libya Saidi Ja'afar Ja'afar PRO jaashei2002@yahoo.co.uk
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, (261) 33
Rakotoanosy 1432034(cell); (261) 202264424,
36 Madagascar Velotiana Raobelina Head Officer exeladc@yahoo.fr
37 Madagascar Razafimahatratra | Jean Jacques Ministry of National Defence razakamahal @yahoo.fr
38 Malawi Katemula Mabvuto Ministry of Foreign Affairs mkatemula@gmail.com
Deputy  Director of Legal
39 Malawi Dan Kuwali Services; Malawi Defence Force kuwalidan@hotmail.com
General de Brigade Ministeir | BP 2083 Bamako/ +223 2234682,
40 | mali Nainy Toure Defence Mali nainyt@uahoo.fr
41 Mali Diakite Seydou Chef BADD BP11 Miae.ci Koulouba, Mali
Mission of Mauritania to the United
Nationas, Geneva
42 Mauritania Ould Abdi Salem Taleb Khyar Second Counselor (Legal) tkaslem@diplomatie.gov.mr
43 Mauritania Camara Saloum Dept of Foreign Affairs, Adviser (+222)6799676, csaloum4@yahoo.fr
Chef de Service des Questions
de Securite el de Desarmanent | rdkenitma@hotmail.com; 0021237676105;
44 Morocco Rochdi Driss Ministére des Affaires Etrangers 0021272069161
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Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Cooperation

45 Mozambique Zandamela Amelia Senior Official AV. 10 November 620 Mozambique
13 Rue Gantier, Geneva;
46 | Mozambique Zimba Elias Minister elias.zimba@yahoo.com
47 Mozambique Viramao Jose Military Superior Officer jmgviramao@yahoo.com.br
(+264) 61 2822125; fax 221145; Cell
48 | Namibia Hangala Letta FRO 855510085; Ihangala@mfa.gov.na
49 Namibia Nangutuwala John Jefta Police Officer / C/Inspector (+) 08123299
Commissionner of Police,
CNCCHI - Commission Nationale
de Collecte it de Controte des
50 Niger Mahaman Abdousalam Armes Securtes (227)96997479, amabsalam@yahoo.fr
51 Niger Salha Manirou Lieutenant (227) 96890897; salha _manirou@yahoo.fr
Acting High Commissioner,
52 Nigeria Olukoya Olukota Olugboyega Nigeria High Commission, Lusaka | 0977 258248
Minister, Permanent Mission of
53 | Nigeria Awanen Gbara Nigeria, Geneva gawanen@vyahoo.com
Second Secretary, Nigeria High
54 | Nigeria Nze Nnamdi Commission Lusaka 0979605711; nzennamdi@yahoo.com
55 Norway Arutsen Torfinn Riscaa Legal Adviser Ministry of Foreign Affairs
56 Norway Gjos Tore Ambassador Royal Norwegian Embassy, Lusaka
57 Norway Stener May-Elin Minister Counselor, Pretoria Royal Norwegian Embassy, Pretoria
58 Norway Dullum Ove (Prof.) Chief Scientist Norwegian Defence Establishment, Oslo
00221 77571 56 68,
59 Senegal Christian Assoeba Diplomat saintpapyjo@yahoo.fr
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60

(00248) 722174/611100/224564;
clifford_andre@yahoo.co.uk;

Seychelles Andre Clifford Member of Parliament candre@seychelles.sc
Chair Emeritus PGA National | C/o S. L. Parliament, Tower Hill, Freetown;
Chair, Small Arms S. Leone, | 0023276603609;
61 Sierra Leone Sorie Ibrahim (Hon) Parliament honibrahimsorie@yahoo.com
Foreign Service Officer, Dept of | (+27) 12 351 1364;
62 South Africa Mthethwa Chwane Foreign Affairs mthethwac@foreign.gov.za
Director-Disarmament and Non-
Proliferation, Dept of Foreign | molabat@foreign.gov.za
63 South Africa Molaba Titi Affairs (+278) 23875406
Diplomat - Disarmament Desk | 479796192, +249-9-15001505, Ministry of
64 Sudan Abdalla Nasreldn Officer Foreign Affairs, nasnas99@hotmail.com
65 Swaziland Nhlengethwa Cyprian Colonel 002685188025; nhlengethwacypr@gov.sz
66 Swaziland Sithole Amos Director CID (+2684046573
Parliament of Tanzania; P. O. Box 9133,
67 Tanzania DR. Chegeni Rapheal MP Dar-es-salaam, rchegeni@yahoo.com
Permanent Mission of Tanzania 47 Avenue
68 Tanzania Luvanda Baraka First Secretary 1202 Geneva
69 Tanzania Kaganda Noel Foreign Service Officer (+255) 222119054, sindimba@yahoo.co.uk
70 Tanzania Sayore Ebenezer Analyst ebbys2000@yahoo.com
850 Church Street Arcadia, Pretoria, South
71 Tunisia Goutali Ali Ambassador Africa; 0027833761535
Coordinator Uganda Mine Action
72 | Uganda Woboya Vicent Centre 256772347518; woboya@hotmail.com
73 Uganda Taliwaku Cissy Amb. Ambassador 41223398810; ctaliwaka@yahoo.com
+256 772 59280;
74 Uganda Musumba Isaac Minister isaamusumba@yahoo.co.uk
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75 | Uganda Wakayinja Richard Operations +256 772 85933
76 Uganda Ecweru Musa Minister mfecweru@yahoo.com
meckie-banda@yahoo.com; Ministry  of
77 Zambia Banda Meckie Colonel Defence Zambia, Lusaka
Special Envoy and National Coordinator to
the Great Lakes Region, +260 1 254257
78 Zambia Mwale Siteke (Dr.) Ambassador glrzambia@yahoo.com
Director - Zambia Anti-Personnel | sheila.mweemba@gmail.com
79 Zambia Mweemba Sheila N. Mine Action Centre +260 211 255 749
Permanent Mission of Zambia to the United
nations; 237 East 52nd St. New York NY
Bob D. (Brig 10022; 917544 4494 ; 2128885698; fax
80 Zambia Kulima Gen.) Defence Attaché 2128885699 bobkulima@aol.com
Zambia Mine Action Centre -
81 Zambia Mubukwanu Silumelume Information Management Officer silumem@yahoo.com +260 211 255 749
82 Zambia Sitwala Christopher M. | First Secretary (Legal) sitwalachristophermeebelo@yahoo.com
Director Multilateral Affairs | joe.taps@yaho0.co.uk, 2634727005;
83 Zimbabwe Tapera Joe Mhishi (Political) 00263-11204938
jardinousgarira@yahoo.com, 00263703530;
84 Zimbabwe Garira Jardinous Director Mine Action Centre 0026311863319
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LIST OF PARTICIPANTS - CMC

Country Last name First name Title/Position Email Address/Contact No.
(321) 485777460; Handicap International
1 Belgium Vansintjan Hildegard Handicap International Statr 67, 1000 Brussels, Belgium
2 Canada Pristupa Kristin CMC Conference Coordinator 0978 698446
Kongolo Charge' Drauts de I'homme et | (243) 998210827,
3 | DRC Kiamanga Guylane culture de la paix guyguy_kongolo@yahoo.fr
Executive Director - RADO
(Rehabilitation & Development
4 Ethiopia Taddesse Yiberta Organisation) Tel. +251 11 618 7467 rado@ethionet.et
5 Ethiopia Fikadu Yonas LSN Ethiopia Outreach
6 Ethiopia Mesele Arefaine Berihu LSN (251) 0115536699
7 Ethiopia Hagos Shewit LSN (251) 0115536699
Haileslassie
8 | Ethiopia Mezgebe Tesfey LSN (251) 0115536699
(251) 911228055;
9 Ethiopia Gonfa Bekele LSN bgonfa@landminesurvivors.ns
10 | France Libertucci Marion HI 33 666 79 9903
11 | France Howell William HI bhowell@handicap-international.org
12 | France Lacoffrette Celine HI clacoffrette@handicap-international.org
13 | Ghana Agboso Peter AK Program Director FOSDA / Dev Inst
Handicap International Advocacy | aghandan@yahoo.com;
14 | Kenya Aghan Daniel Officer daghan@handicap-international
Centre for HR and Rehab
15 | Malawi Mwakasuguru Undule (CHRR) +265 17 61122
16 | Mali Maiga Amadou Nouro | RISDAO ammaiga@yahoo.com



mailto:clacoffrette@handicap-international.org
mailto:ammaiga@yahoo.com

17 | Nigeria Achakpa Mimidoo National Network Coordinator lansawomenring@yaho0o.co.uk
18 | Poland Derlicka Kasia ICBL kasia@icbl.org
Salumu

19 | RDC Lambert Mubangu AVRA avratorture@vyahoo.fr (+243) 813129442
P.O. Box 747 Kigali, Rwanda;

20 | Rwanda Aimable Rukundo aimbalerukundo@yahoo.fr (250 08303204

21 | Senegal Toure Boubina Campaigner boubine@refer.sn
slansa2001@yahoo.com;
alexrazin2002@yahoo.com; +232-76-

22 | Sierra Leone Sherrif Abu-Bakarr Programmme Officer 671735

23 | Somalia Abdrirahman Dahir Social Technical Advisor somalia_social@yahoo.com

Hlengeni
24 | South Africa Mabasa Kennedy Executive Member nsinil@yahoo.com
Intern: Arms Management

25 | South Africa Dube Gugu Programme: ISS 0027796108739; gdube@issafrica.org

26 | Sudan Mohamed Abo Osama Sudan CBL aboosamoa@yahoo.com; 4249912137211

27 | Switzerland Walker Susan Brewster | ICBL walker@icbl.org
wanepgambia@yahoo.com;

28 | The Gambia Cole Pamela National Network Coordinator hehindecole@yahoo.com

29 | Uganda Orech Margaret Director margaret@icbl.org

30 | Uganda Mugioha Richard Director (256) 312262134,
Thomas@stopclustermunitions.org

31 | UK Nash Thomas Coordinator +44 77 11 926 730
(44) 0 7944383171, CMC, Albert

32 | UK Cheeseman Laura Embankment London

33 | UK Moyes Richard Policy Director —Landmine Action moyes@Ilandmineaction.org

34 | USA Rutherford Ken LSN kenrutherford@missionstate.edu

35 | USA Begley Tracey Landmine Survivors Network tbegley@landminesurvivors.org
NAPS; +260-977772941;

36 | Zambia Simbulo Rinos Africa Coordinator rsimbulo@yahoo.co.uk

37 | Zambia Mtonga Robert CMC Representative zambia@icbl.org
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38 | Zambia Kapatamoyo Meluse CMC Representative 0977 402155
Apters Box 82 UTH; 0977 54789; office
39 | Zambia Habaalu Kenneth Manager 251329
40 | Zambia Phiri Yonas Survivor ZCBL
P. 0. Box37076, Lusaka;
sallychiwama@yahoo.com;
zamwa@coppernet.zm; (260) 979 087835 ;
41 | Zambia Chiwama Sally Journalist (2600 211 235059
nebertmulenga@yahoo.com; (260) 977
42 | Zambia Mulenga Nebert Journalist 745595
brendazulu2002@gmail.com; (260) 977
43 | Zambia Zulu Brenda Journalist 891431
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS
Emergency Protection Specialist,
1 | UNICEF Oyen Mads UNICEF moyen@unicef.org
UNICEF Resident
2 | UNICEF Sylwander Lotta Representative, Zambia
3 | UNICEF Kaloto-Lesa Ngosa Child Protection Specialist nklesa@unicef.org
4 | UNDP Chuma Aeneas UN Resident Coordinator Zambia
UNDP Zambia Country Office
5 | UNDP Muchanga Amos Programme Analyst/Environment | amos.muchanga@undp.org
Cluster Munitions Programme
6 | UNDP Sabatier Melissa Specialist melissa.sabatier@undp.org
7 | ICRC Maresca Louis Legal Adviser Imaresca.gva@icrc.org
8 |ICRC Williamson Jamie Legal Adviser jwilliamson.pre@icrc.org
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