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Executive Summary 
 
While 154 countries around the world have signed a treaty banning victim-activated anti-personnel 
landmines, governments have been slow to take action to reduce the humanitarian impact of anti-
vehicle mines. 
 
The failure to act on anti-vehicle mines and their continued misuse in the field contrasts with the 
desirable aim of a mine-free world. 
 
Anti-vehicle mines contaminate at least 56 countries around the world, with severe impacts in 
Afghanistan, Angola, Eritrea, Ethiopia and Sudan. 
 
The humanitarian reasons that have justified a ban on anti-personnel landmines also apply to 
justifying a ban on anti-vehicle mines as: 
• They are an indiscriminate weapon that does not distinguish between military vehicles and 
civilian cars, buses and tractors. A small sample of incidents involving anti-vehicle mines between 
January 2001 and January 2003 found that at least 159 civilians, mine-clearance personnel and 
peace-keepers had been killed by anti-vehicle mines and 83 had been injured. 
• They go on killing and maiming long after conflicts have finished. 
• They disrupt the movement of essential goods and humanitarian aid in impoverished mine-
affected countries. This disruption is highly likely to result in many more deaths of people in need 
of essential supplies than are killed directly by anti-vehicle mines. 
 
At the same time there has been little evidence of actual combat usefulness of anti-vehicle mines in 
any armed conflict since World War II. 
 
This report updates the report from 2004 on government positions on anti-vehicle mines. It notes 
the responses of 61 governments on the issue of anti-vehicle mines out of 145 governments that 
were written to. Amongst the governments that have responded 21 governments responded to the 
Justice and International Mission Unit, Synod of Victoria and Tasmania, Uniting Church in 
Australia in the 2005 calendar year. The report also adds information about government’s positions 
on anti-vehicle mines from other sources, especially the International Campaign to Ban Landmines 
and the International Committee of the Red Cross. 
 
The governments continued to be asked their position on three issues: 
1. Do they agree that ‘anti-vehicle mines’ that can be set off by a person, due to sensitive fuses, 

tripwires or tilt rods are effectively ‘anti-personnel landmines’ and therefore banned under 
Article 2 of the Convention on the Prohibition on the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer 
of Anti-Personnel Mines and Their Destruction (Ottawa Convention)? 

2. Would they support a ban on anti-vehicle mines with anti-handling devices, as these are 
designed to kill those attempting to defuse them, including humanitarian demining teams? Such 
mines can also kill and maim civilians who disturb the mines through an unintended act. 

3. Would they support a ban on all anti-vehicle mines detonated by the presence, proximity or 
contact with a vehicle?  

 
Responses continued to recognise that anti-vehicle mines do cause humanitarian impacts on civilian 
populations and some, such as Sweden, acknowledged that existing restrictions on anti-vehicle 
mines were inadequate. 
 
The responses are summarised in Table 1.  At this stage 12 countries have been willing to 
indicate that they would or may support a global ban on anti-vehicle mines, up from five 
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countries that were willing to publicly commit to such a position a year ago. A further 36 were 
willing to support possible further restrictions on the design and use of anti-vehicle mines. Thirty 
countries have been willing to co-sponsor a US proposal for further restrictions on the design and 
use of anti-vehicle mines through the Convention on the Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of 
Certain Conventional Weapons Which May Be Deemed To Be Excessively Injurious or to Have 
Indiscriminate Effects (CCW). 
 
Seventeen countries were willing to state that an anti-vehicle mine that can be set off by a person is 
in effect an anti-personnel landmine and therefore banned under the Ottawa Convention or act this 
way in their national practice, up from four that were named in our previous report. In June 2005 
Australia was one of the countries to join this position.  
 
Seven governments have been willing to argue the opposite, that it is what the mine is designed for, 
not how it actually operates, that defines if it is an anti-vehicle mine or an anti-personnel landmine.  
 
Five governments, Argentina, Chile, Jamaica, Jordan and Indonesia, indicated that they were still 
formalising their position on anti-vehicle mines. 
 
Table 1: Summary of positions of countries on anti-vehicle mines. 

Issue Number of 
Countries 

Supporting 

Countries Supporting 

Total ban on AVMs 
 

12 Bahamas, Bolivia, Costa Rica, Guatemala, 
Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, Philippines, Rwanda, 
Saint Lucia, Seychelles, Turkey 

Restrictions (not total ban) on AVMs 36 Albania, Austria, Australia, Belgium, Bulgaria, 
Cambodia, Canada, Croatia, Czech Republic, 
Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, 
Greece, Guatemala, Hungary, Ireland, Japan, 
Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the Former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Malta, the 
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Republic of 
Korea, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, 
Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom and 
the United States of America 

AVMs with AHD are effectively 
‘APMs’ if they can be set off by the 
unintended act of a person 

10 Brazil, Guatemala, Italy, Jordan, Kenya, Mexico, 
New Zealand, Seychelles, South Africa, Zambia  

AVMs with AHD are not banned under 
Ottawa Convention 

7 Australia, Austria, Czech Republic, Denmark, 
France, Switzerland, the United Kingdom 

AVMs with sensitive fuses are 
effectively ‘APMs’ banned under 
Ottawa Convention 

17 Austria, Australia, Belize, Brazil, Canada, 
Guatemala, Ireland, Italy, Kenya, Mexico, 
Mozambique, The Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Norway, South Africa, Switzerland, Zambia 

AVMs with sensitive fuses are not 
banned under Ottawa Convention 

8 Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Germany, 
Hungary, Japan, Sweden, the United Kingdom 

Key: 
AVM- anti-vehicle mine 
AHD – anti-handling device 
APM – anti-personnel mine 



The Road to a Truly Mine-Free World 

 5 

 
Conclusion and Recommendations 

A growing number of governments are recognising the negative humanitarian impact of anti-vehicle 
mines and the need to take action. Twelve governments are willing to go as far as supporting or 
giving consideration to supporting a global ban on anti-vehicle mines similar to the existing treaty 
banning victim-activated anti-personnel landmines. Support for a ban has more than doubled in the 
last 12 months. 
 
We continue to believe that there is a need for all governments to make public their position on anti-
vehicle mines. We call on all governments to accept that anti-vehicle mines that can be set off by 
the unintended act of a person are in reality victim-activated anti-personnel landmines and therefore 
banned under the Ottawa Convention. 
 
Given the on-going humanitarian impact of anti-vehicle mines, we continue to believe that there is a 
need for all governments to support a global ban on anti-vehicle mines, giving hope that the dream 
of a mine-free world might eventually become a reality. 
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1. Introduction 

A Save the Children vehicle was hit by an anti-tank landmine on Sunday 10 October in the Um 
Barro area of North Darfur, Sudan. Two members of staff travelling in the vehicle were killed, Rafe 
Bullick (British, Programme Manager, North Darfur) and Nourredine Issa Tayeb (Sudanese, Water 
Engineer)….The team were carrying out programme work in this area which until three weeks ago 
had been virtually inaccessible to the outside world. Rafe, born in 1970, worked for Save the 
Children from June 2004 as Programme Manager of North Darfur….Nourredine, aged 41 and 
married with five children, worked for Save the Children for three years. 

Save the Children Press Release, “Tragic loss in Darfur”, 12 October 2004   
 
A total of 154 countries have agreed to a ban on victim-activated anti-personnel landmines through 
the Convention on the Prohibition on the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-
Personnel Mines and Their Destruction (Ottawa Convention). Only a handful of those who have 
not signed the ban continue to be caught exporting anti-personnel landmines. 
 
At the same time, governments around the world have been slow to see action to reduce the 
humanitarian impact of anti-vehicle mines by restricting the design and use of such mines and it is 
only a small number at this stage who see the logic to a total ban on anti-vehicle mines. 
 
The failure to act on anti-vehicle mines and the continuing support for their use and significant 
actual misuse in the field continues to undermine the desirable claims that we are moving towards a 
mine-free world. 
 
1.1 Humanitarian impact of anti-vehicle mines 
The humanitarian reasons that would justify a ban on anti-vehicle mines are the same as those that 
applied to seeking a ban on victim-activated anti-personnel landmines. Anti-vehicle mines are 
indiscriminate weapons that do not recognise uniform or cause, sex or age, war or peace.  They go 
on killing and maiming long after conflicts have finished. Individual anti-vehicle mines usually 
have a greater level of lethality than anti-personnel mines due to their higher explosive content.  A 
small sample survey of press reports and Landmine Monitor 2003, report covering the period 
between January 2001 and January 2003, found that at least 159 civilians, de-miners and 
peacekeepers were killed and 83 injured by anti-vehicle mines around the world.  However the 
actual number of those injured and killed by anti-vehicle mines is likely to be much higher as many 
cases go unreported due to limited medical provisions and reporting systems.  The report by the 
German Initiative to Ban Landmines, Why Anti-Vehicle Mines Should Also Be Banned (2002) stated 
that in Angola alone there had been 111 victims of anti-vehicle mines in the period May 1994 to 
January 1996.  The report also presented examples of anti-vehicle incidents between the period June 
1992 and December 1999 in which 109 civilians or peace-keepers were killed and 200 were 
wounded.  
 
Planted on roads, paths and in fields, anti-vehicle mines potentially have a greater impact than anti-
personnel mines on the movement of essential goods and humanitarian aid in impoverished mine-
effected countries.  The Geneva International Centre for Humanitarian Demining (GICHD) 
concluded, in their October 2004 report Humanitarian Impact from Mines other than Anti-
Personnel Mines, that “the specific types of impact caused by MOTAPM [Mines Other Than Anti-
Personnel Mines] blocking access to vulnerable populations is particularly severe.”1 The presence 
or suspected presence of anti-vehicle mines can increase the shipment costs of goods and aid many 
times, so increasing the number of people who die and suffer in humanitarian crises.  The disruption 

                                                           
1 Geneva International Centre for Humanitarian Demining, Humanitarian Impact from Mines other than Anti-Personnel 
Mines, GICHD, Geneva, 2004, p. 3. 
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to the distribution of foods and services impacts on a much greater number of people than those 
killed and maimed directly by anti-vehicle mines.  The GICHD in their 2004 report concluded the 
as a result of the use of anti-vehicle mines “humanitarian problems [in post conflict communities] 
that might otherwise have been resolved become long-term, intractable emergencies.”2 
 
The German Initiative to Ban Landmines reported in Why Anti-Vehicle Mines Should Also Be 
Banned (2002) that anti-vehicle mines are often used against civilians deliberately, by being laid 
with anti-personnel mines to increase the destructive power of the munition, and ensure a person on 
foot can activate mines.  Furthermore, the report stated that clearing anti-vehicle mines is generally 
significantly more dangerous, time-consuming and thus more costly than anti-personnel mines and 
that “this alone provides a good argument for voting in favour of extending the ban” of the Ottawa 
Convention. 
 
The report released this year Explosive remnants of war and mines other than anti-personnel mines. 
Global Survey 2003-2004 found that at least 56 countries around the world contained some level of 
anti-vehicle mine contamination. The nature of the contamination varied from low-impact, long-
standing historical problems through to severe-impact contamination in areas such as Afghanistan, 
Angola, Eritrea, Ethiopia and Sudan. In Sudan the food security of up to two million people is 
affected by anti-vehicle mines according to the World Food Programme agency of the UN. The use 
of anti-vehicle mines has meant that the overall process of aid delivery in Angola is restricted to the 
small proportion of roads that are considered safe enough for humanitarian organisations to use.3 It 
also stated that the persistence of mines other than anti-personnel mines made the construction of 
improvised explosive devices by armed groups easier.4 
 
While anti-vehicle mines have not been used in numbers anywhere near as large as the number of 
anti-personnel mines used, the Landmine Monitor 2004 report estimated that at least one million 
anti-vehicle mines had been cleared by demining activities since 1999. 
 
Explosive Remnants of War (ERW) – A Threat Analysis, a report released by the Geneva 
International Centre for Humanitarian Demining categorised the direct threat of anti-tank mines 
(anti-vehicle mines) as medium, based on assessment of the munition design, likelihood of failure 
of the munition and the chance an individual could activate the weapon.  Specifically the report 
pointed out that any interaction with the mine that exhorts the required amount of pressure for 
activation will trigger the mine, ignorant of whether the interaction is with a military personnel or 
vehicle, or civilian.  
 
The costs of clearing anti-vehicle mines are likely to be expensive. The GICHD in their October 
2004 report give an example where the clearance of 37 km of road in Angola, suspected of being 
contaminated with anti-vehicle mines, cost US$740,000 and took four months. Not a single mine 
was found in the process.5 GICHD also stated that most vehicles used for demining cannot be used 
to deal with minefields that include anti-vehicle mines, as few of these demining vehicles can 
withstand the detonation of an anti-vehicle mine without suffering critical damage. Even where the 

                                                           
2 Geneva International Centre for Humanitarian Demining, Humanitarian Impact from Mines other than Anti-Personnel 
Mines, GICHD, Geneva, 2004, p. 4. 
3 Richard Moyes (Ed.), Explosive remnants of war and mines other than anti-personnel mines. Global survey 2003-
2004, (London: Landmine Action, 2005), p. 12. 
4 Richard Moyes (Ed.), Explosive remnants of war and mines other than anti-personnel mines. Global survey 2003-
2004, (London: Landmine Action, 2005), p. 11. 
5 Geneva International Centre for Humanitarian Demining, Humanitarian Impact from Mines other than Anti-Personnel 
Mines, GICHD, Geneva, 2004, p. 11. 
 



The Road to a Truly Mine-Free World 

 9 

demining vehicle survives the blast, experience has shown that the required repairs are expensive 
and time-consuming, resulting in an unacceptable strain on the budgets of clearance organisations.6 
 
1.2 Anti-vehicle mines as a violation of International Humanitarian Law 
Anti-vehicle mines violate all the principles of International Humanitarian Law (IHL) that anti-
personnel mines did.  However there is strong resistance amongst governments for creating a ban on  
anti-vehicle mines similar to the existing ban on victim-activated anti-personnel mines, to which 
154 states have signed to date.  The indiscriminate nature of anti-vehicle mines, as is the case for 
victim-activated anti-personnel landmines, explicitly violates Article 51.5(b) of the Additional 
Protocol I to the Geneva Conventions that states: 

an attack which may be expected to cause incidental loss of civilian life, injury to 
civilians, damage to civilian objects, or a combination thereof, which would be 
excessive in relation to the concrete and direct military advantage anticipated. 

Article 57.1 of Additional Protocol I to the Geneva Conventions states that “In the conduct of 
military operations, constant care shall be taken to spare civilian population, civilians and civilian 
objects”, yet the regular misuse of anti-vehicle mines impacts disproportionately on civilian 
populations.  The disruption to the movement of essential goods to impoverished communities in 
some anti-vehicle mine-effected countries exaggerates further the effects these mines have on 
civilian populations, further violating IHL. 
 
1.3 Position of the organisations releasing this report. 
It is for these reasons that in 2002 the annual meeting of over 400 representatives of the Victorian 
and Tasmanian Synod of the Uniting Church in Australia, unanimously resolved to support a call 
for a global ban on anti-vehicle mines (see Appendix 5).  The International Campaign to Ban 
Landmines Australian Network has also declared its support for a global ban on anti-vehicle mines. 
  
1.4 Anti-vehicle mines of particular concern 
In addition to the humanitarian impact posed by anti-vehicle mines in general, there are two classes 
of anti-vehicle mines that pose even further dangers to civilians and deminers: 
- Anti-vehicle mines with sensitive fuses; and 
- Anti-vehicle mines with anti-handling devices designed to explode when the mine is disturbed, 

including when disturbed by humanitarian de-mining teams. 
 
In spite of their official purpose, some anti-vehicle mines can be set up to be triggered by pressures 
as light as a child through sensitive fusing, which in our opinion effectively makes them anti-
personnel mines.  Furthermore, a civilian merely approaching an anti-vehicle mine equipped with a 
anti-handling device can cause the mine to explode, resulting in almost certain death for the 
individual. The German Initiative to Ban Landmines argues that anti-handling devices are often 
designed to make the separate deployment of anti-personnel mines superfluous, and to prevent the 
clearing of anti-vehicle mines, thus showing anti-vehicle mines possess characteristics of anti-
personnel mines, “by virtue of the mere fact that they are victim-activated.”7 Debate within the 
international government sphere continues over whether anti-vehicle mines that can be set off by 
contact with a person are in effect anti-personnel mines and therefore banned under the definition in 
Article 2 of the existing Ottawa Convention.  
 
However, even anti-vehicle mines initially designed to be set off by the pressure exerted by a 
vehicle, may be set off by the pressure of a person due to factors like the age of the mine, storage 
conditions and deterioration of internal components. Long-term stockpile surveillance programs in 
                                                           
6 Geneva International Centre for Humanitarian Demining, Humanitarian Impact from Mines other than Anti-Personnel 
Mines, GICHD, Geneva, 2004, p. 13. 
7 Küchenmeister, Thomas, Why Antivehicle Mines Should Also Be Banned, (Berlin: German Initiative to Ban 
Landmines, 2002). 
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several countries have detected this tendency. For example, Germany replaced the detonators on the 
DM-21 apparently because corrosion was causing the mine to function below the 180 kg pressure 
threshold it was designed to go off at. 
 

1.5 Governments that have expressed humanitarian concern about Anti-Vehicle Mines 
A number of governments have expressed they share our concern for the negative humanitarian 
impact anti-vehicle mines have on civilian populations.  For example, the High Commissioner for 
Cyprus in Australia (5 August 2005) shares concerns “regarding the cruelty created by all mines.”  
 

1.6 The Question of Military Utility 
The main argument against a ban on anti-vehicle mines are claims of continuing military utility of 
anti-vehicle mines, with arguments that are used being very similar to those used to oppose a global 
ban on victim-activated anti-personnel landmines.  However, evidence of the actual military utility 
of anti-vehicle mines in combat situations since World War II is limited at best.  In our discussions 
with military representative from a number of countries, they have failed to reveal examples of 
actual incidences of combat utility of anti-vehicle mines.  The only possible militarily ‘successful’ 
uses of anti-vehicle mines post World War II that have been presented to us is claimed to be use by 
the South African army against Cuban forces in Angola and by Israeli forces against Syrian forces.  
At the same time at least 73 civilians have been killed in Angola by anti-vehicle mines during the 
period January 2001 and January 2003. 
 
Furthermore, in the 1991 Gulf War, US forces dropped 89,667 anti-vehicle mines on Iraq and 
Kuwait.  The US General Accounting Office found in its September 2002 report “Military 
Operations. Information on U.S. Use of Land Mines in Persian Gulf War” that “neither DOD, the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, nor the U.S. Central Command provided us with any reports or other evidence 
clearly indicating that U.S. land mines used during the Gulf War had been the direct or indirect 
cause of enemy casualties, equipment losses, or manoeuvre limitations.” 
 

1.7 Current restrictions on the design and use of Anti-Vehicle Mines 
Currently Amended Protocol II of the Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on Use of Certain 
Conventional Weapons Which May Be Excessively Injurious Or To Have Indiscriminate Effects  
(CCW) limits the use of anti-vehicle mines.  The key provision within the Amended Protocol state: 
• Article 3.5 prohibits the use of mines that are specifically designed to explode due to the 

presence of commonly available mine detectors. 
• Article 3.6 bans the use of a self-deactivating mine equipped with an anti-handling device that is 

designed in a way that the anti-handling device is able to function after the mine itself has been 
deactivated. 

• Article 3.8 of the Amended Protocol prohibits the “indiscriminate use” of anti-vehicle mines.  
This bans any placement of mines that may be expected to cause incidental loss civilian life or 
injury to civilians.  The placement of such weapons is also prohibited if it is not directed 
towards a military object and which employs a method of delivery that cannot specifically target 
a military objective.   

• Article 3.11 requires that effective advance warning be given about the placement of mines to 
the civilian population, but this clause is weakened by the inclusion of “unless circumstances do 
not permit”. 

• Article 6.3 restricts the use of remotely-delivered mines other than anti-personnel mines unless 
they are “equipped with an effective self-destruction or self-neutralisation mechanism and have 
a back-up self-deactivation feature, which is designed so that the mine will no longer function as 
a mine when the mine no longer serves the military purpose for which it was placed in 
position.”  This is followed by the stipulation that any delivery or dropping of remotely-
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delivered mines that may affect civilians should be accompanied with a warning, however only 
if circumstance permits.  

• Article 8 prohibits the transfer of any mine banned within the Protocol.  
• Article 9 requires the recording of where mines have been placed. 
 
Discussions continue within the CCW framework to create and adopt a protocol that restricts further 
the design and use of anti-vehicle mines. Three key principles have been the basis for these 
discussions: 
• That most anti-vehicle mines should be detectable for the purposes of humanitarian demining; 
• Some types of anti-vehicle mines should have a limited active life; and 
• The trade and export in anti-vehicle mines should be restricted. 
However, even with these very limited and modest proposals, the current Government parties to the 
CCW have so far been unable to reach agreement on these principles and some do not support all of 
them. It is the understanding of the authors that the Russian Federation and the People’s Republic of 
China have been particularly unhelpful towards the development of any meaningful restrictions on 
the design, use and trade in anti-vehicle mines.  
 
At least 32 countries have manufactured at least 85 different types of anti-vehicle mines with low 
metal content, designed to make the mines harder to detect. Five of these countries are not party to 
the CCW: Chile, Egypt, Iran, North Korea and Singapore. 
 
However, the reality is that within the framework of the CCW only restrictions on the use and 
design of anti-vehicle mines may ever be agreed to with perhaps additional requirements for 
marking and clearing.  This necessitates an alternate course of action for those States committed to 
eliminating the negative humanitarian impacts of anti-vehicle mines, as was the case with anti-
personnel mines and that led to the development of the Ottawa Convention.  A complete ban like 
that covering anti-personnel mines is an obvious and straightforward path to stop the devastating 
effect these weapons continue to have on civilian populations worldwide. 
 
1.8 Possible path forward on a total ban 
The Justice and International Mission Unit, Synod Victoria and Tasmania of the Uniting Church in 
Australia has proposed one way forward as an Optional Protocol to the Ottawa Convention [see 
Appendix 1 for draft] banning the use, stockpiling, production and transfer of anti-vehicle mines.  
This would be open for all state parties to the Ottawa Convention to sign, although their decision to 
support it or not, would not impact on the continued implementation of the Ottawa Convention 
creating a world free of victim-activated anti-personnel mines. 
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2. The Issues to be Resolved with regard to AVMs 
The Justice and International Mission Unit believes that there is a need for all governments to 
clarify their position on the following three issues: 
1. Would they agree that Article 2 of the Convention on the Prohibition on the Use, Stockpiling, 

Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and Their Destruction (Ottawa Convention) 
bans ‘anti-vehicle mines’ that can be set off by a person, due to sensitive fuses, tripwires or tilt 
rods.  Article 2 of the Ottawa Convention defines ‘anti-personnel mine’ as “a mine designed to 
be exploded by the presence, proximity or contact of a person that will incapacitate, injure or 
kill one or more persons.” 

2. Would they support a ban on anti-vehicle mines with anti-handling devices, as these are 
designed to kill those attempting to defuse them, including humanitarian demining teams? Such 
mines can also kill and maim civilians who disturb the mines through an unintended act. 

3. Would they support a ban on all anti-vehicle mines detonated by the presence, proximity or 
contact with a vehicle? 

 

3. Seeking the Position of Governments on Anti-Vehicle Mines 
The Justice and International Mission Unit, Synod of Victoria and Tasmania of the Uniting Church 
in Australia contacted 97 governments that are party to the Ottawa Convention in 2005 to seek their 
position on each of the issues outlined above in Section 2.  The list of governments contacted is 
given in Table 2.  The letters sent in 2005 follow letters sent to 145 countries in 2004. The letters 
sent included a draft of an Optional Protocol to the Ottawa Convention that would extend the treaty 
to ban the use, stockpiling, transfer and production of anti-vehicle mines [Appendix 2 for a copy of 
the letter].  Also included was a sample list of incidents of civilians being killed or injured by anti-
vehicle mines in the period January 2001 and January 2003 [Appendix 3]. Appendix 4 provides an 
outline of those who replied in 2005 and the specific issues they addressed.  
 

Table 2:Governments written to in 2005 regarding position on AVMs. 
Albania Chile Guyana Moldova Serbia and Montenegro 
Algeria Colombia Haiti Monaco Sierra Leone 
Andorra Cook Islands Honduras Mozambique Papua New Guinea 
Antigua and Barbuda Congo Brazzavilla Iceland Nauru Slovenia 
Argentina Republic of Congo Kenya Namibia Spain 
Bahamas Cote d’Ivoire Kiribati Nicaragua Suriname 
Bangladesh Croatia Lesotho Niger Swaziland 
Barbados Cyprus Liberia Nigeria Tajikistan 
Belarus Djibouti Liechtenstein Paraguay Thailand 
Belize Dominica Lithuania Peru Timor-Leste 
Bolivia Dominican Republic Luxembourg Portugal Togo  
Bosnia and  
    Herzegovina 

El Salvador 
Equatorial Guinea 

Macedonia 
Madagascar 

Qatar 
Rwanda 

Tunisia 
Turkmenistan 

Botswana Estonia Maldives Saint Kitts and Nevis Turkey 
Brazil Gabon Malaysia Saint Lucia Venezuela 
Brunei Darussalam 
Bulgaria 

Gambia 
Grenada 

Malawi 
Republic of Mali 

Saint Vincent and the 
    Grenadines 

Zambia 
Zimbabwe 

Burkina Faso Guatemala Marshall Islands Samoa  
Burundi Guinea Mauritius San Marino  
Cameroon Guinea-Bissau Mexico São Tomé e Principe  
Chad   Senegal  
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4. The Updated Positions of Governments on Anti-Vehicle Mines 
 
On 28 October 2004 the European Parliament passed a resolution P6_TA-PROV(2004) 0048  

“noting with concern the grave humanitarian consequences of unexploded submunitions, 
including anti-vehicle mines, for vulnerable communities and humanitarian aid workers, the 
high rates of fatalities and injuries, especially amongst children, who are attracted by the 
small size and colours of these weapons”  

and  
“whereas all types of anti-handling devices target humanitarian mine clearance personnel” 

the European Parliament  
“Urges all states to sign and ratify the Ottawa Convention and urges all Member States and 
parties to the Ottawa Convention to insist that any mine which is likely to be detonated by 
the presence, proximity or contact of a person is an antipersonnel mine prohibited by the 
Convention; notes that, specifically, this means that tripwires, breakwires, tilt-rods, low-
pressure fuses, anti-handling devices and similar fuses are prohibited for States Party to the 
Convention.” 

And  
“Requests the Member States immediately to take measures to ensure that anti-vehicle 
mines which are likely to be detonated by the presence, proximity or contact of a person 
must be destroyed in accordance with the provisions of the Ottawa Convention.” 

 
At the Nairobi Summit, Dr Mohammad Haider Reza, Afghanistan Head of Delegation, revealed that 
between 1989 and 2003 Afghans have destroyed in excess of 290,000 anti-personnel mines and 
21,000 anti-tank mines.  
 
At the Nairobi Summit in November 2004, Guatemala stated that it had defined an ‘anti-personnel 
mine’ in legislation as an explosive device which could be exploded through the presence proximity 
or contact by a person. Included in this definition were anti-vehicle mines, grenades, UXO and 
other explosive devices. Guatemala also stated that it is opposed to the irresponsible use of sensitive 
fuses in anti-vehicle mines and other anti-handling devices. 
 
In addition, Portugal reported to Landmine Monitor that they are in favour of a ban on anti-vehicle 
mines that act in an indiscriminate way.8  
 
Although Zambia has not responded to our correspondence nor announced a formal position on 
issues regarding the definition of anti-personnel mines within the Ottawa Convention, their national 
legislation explicitly prohibits anti-vehicle mines with sensitive fuses or anti-handling devices 
which function like an anti-personnel mine.9  
 
4.1 Support for a comprehensive ban on anti-vehicle mines 

Twelve governments (Bahamas, Bolivia, Costa Rica, Guatemala, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, the 
Philippines, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Seychelles and Turkey) expressed in their correspondence 
support for establishing a complete ban on all anti-vehicle mines, similar to that which bans anti-
personnel mines.   
- The Republic of Seychelles (11 June 2004) and the Philippines (28 September 2004) both 

support the development of an Optional Protocol to the Ottawa Convention universally banning 
anti-vehicle mines. 

                                                           
8 Landmine Monitor 2004, p. 667 
9 Landmine Monitor 2004, p. 875 
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- The Government of Costa Rica welcomes a “ban of all anti-vehicle mines” being in “the best 
disposition to keep analysing the possibility of the elaboration of an additional protocol 
concerning Anti-Vehicle Mines” to the Ottawa Convention (6 October 2004). 

- The Government of Malta in principle agrees with the proposed Optional Protocol to the Ottawa 
Convention, but as a co-sponsor to the proposal for a new Protocol on anti-vehicle mines to the 
CCW do not want to undermine the process by formally supporting the proposal of the Optional 
Protocol (1 October 2004). 

- The letter from the Bahamas Government stated they see “a need for an international ban on 
anti-vehicular mines.” (7 April 2005)   

- The Government of Rwanda’s position on “anti-personnel mines is the same for the anti-vehicle 
mines”.  (21 February 2005) Rwanda ratified the Mine Ban Treaty in November 2000. 

- The Government of Guatemala stated “About the willingness to support a ban on all anti-vehicle 
mines detonated by the presence of a vehicle or a protocol on AVM with anti-handling devices, 
Guatemala would not see any problem to join the consensus in supporting such initiatives 
always if they are negotiated in a multilateral basis and inside the UN system.” Further, 
“Guatemala would prefer a complete ban on all types of landmines but it understands the needs 
of some countries to use AVM. Nevertheless, such mines must be detectable, with self-
deactivation and self-destruction mechanisms, without sensitive fuses, and preferably, within 
marked areas.” (2 July 2005) 

- Extending the Ottawa Convention to anti-vehicle mines, in the view of the Mauritius 
Government, would reinforce the already existing treaties and conventions on the total ban on 
landmines. (16 August 2005) 

- The Government of Saint Lucia stated “the Government is strongly committed to banning the 
use of all types of landmines.” (3 September 2005) 

- The Government of Mexico stated its support for a total ban on anti-vehicle mines, rejecting the 
argument of those states that seek more technologically advanced anti-vehicle mines stating 
“For Mexico, no technologies can fully guarantee the detectability of these types of mines, and 
therefore the humanitarian problem cannot be resolved only through improved technologies. For 
Mexico, partial restrictions or prohibitions of anti-vehicle mines run the risk of distorting the 
efforts of the international community, and result in calls for greater technological development 
of these mines.” (11 July 2005) 

- The Government of Bolivia stated “It is necessary for the Ottawa Convention to be broadened 
so that a comprehensive prohibition on anti-tank and anti-vehicle mines is included.” Further, 
the Government of Bolivia “agrees and supports all initiatives that lead to the Prohibition on the 
Use, Development, Production, Stockpiling and Transfer of anti-vehicle mines in the shortest 
time possible, in order to avoid the indiscriminate death of civilians and military personnel.” (22 
July 2005) 

- The Government of Turkey has given conditional support to a ban on anti-vehicle mines stating 
“However, considering the fact that there are still anti-vehicle landmines used by some of 
Turkey’s neighboring countries on border areas, Turkey in principle supports the banning of 
anti-vehicle landmines on condition that these countries also uphold this ban.” (12 July 2005) 

- The Government of the Czech Republic is also “ready to discuss a potential ban on all mines 
other than anti-personnel mines, either within the framework of the Ottawa Convention or 
within the Group of Governmental Experts” of the CCW. (1 October 2004) 

- In addition, the Government of Belize has stated that their security forces do not possess any 
anti-vehicle mines in their arsenal. (29 June 2005). 

 
4.2 Support for further restrictions on anti-vehicle mines  

Thirty-six governments (Albania, Austria, Australia, Belgium, Bulgaria, Cambodia, Canada, 
Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Guatemala, 
Hungary, Ireland, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia, Malta, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Republic of Korea, Romania, Slovakia, 
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Slovenia, Spain, Switzerland, Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United States of America) have 
indicated that they support establishing restrictions on the design and use of anti-vehicle mines, 
rather than a comprehensive ban.  Negotiations continue through the Group of Governmental 
Experts of the CCW to create an international instrument that further restricts the type and use of 
anti-vehicle mines, rather than a universal ban like that which exists for anti-personnel mines.   
 
4.3 Support for further restrictions on anti-vehicle mines but yet to formalise official position 

Five governments (Argentina, Chile, Indonesia, Jamaica and Jordan) indicated that they are yet to 
formalise their position on creating international guidelines that ban or restrict anti-vehicle mines, 
but are open to the idea.  As of October 2005 no further information has been received from these 
governments.   
 
4.4 Anti-vehicle mines considered militarily useful weapons 

A few countries responded against the suggestion of establishing a comprehensive ban on anti-
vehicle mines with belief that anti-vehicle mines play an integral role in their miliary strategies, and 
therefore considered useful and currently irreplaceable munitions. In 2004 these countries were 
Germany, Greece, the Netherlands, Poland and the United Kingdom. In 2005 these were joined by 
Cyprus. 
- The correspondence from the Cyprus Government stated that the current political situation in 

and around Cyprus “does not allow Cyprus to be in favour” of a ban on anti-vehicle mines, 
although they do support anti-vehicle mine destruction in parts of the world “which do not face 
similar threats.” (5 August 2005) 

 
4.5 Definition of ‘anti-personnel mine’ in the Ottawa Convention 

The definition of an anti-personnel mine as written in Article 2 of the Ottawa Convention continues 
to carry a variety of interpretations.   
- The United Kingdom, Hungary, Denmark the Czech Republic and France understand the 

distinction between anti-personnel and anti-vehicle mines to be determined by the design 
concept of the weapon, not how it acts in the field.  Therefore any mine that is designed to be 
exploded by the presence, proximity or contact of a vehicle, rather than a person, is not covered 
by the Ottawa Convention, even if contact with a person can trigger the mine to explode through 
this interpretation. France, however, does consider a mine created deliberately with a dual 
purpose to act as both an anti-personnel and an anti-vehicle mine banned under the Ottawa 
Convention. (20 May 2004) 

- Australia, Italy, Switzerland, the Netherlands, New Zealand, South Africa and Norway consider 
anti-vehicle mines with sensitive fuses that can be triggered by the proximity, presence or 
contact of a person fall under the definition of anti-personnel mines in the Ottawa Convention 
and are therefore banned. 

- The Mexican Government considers the use of anti-vehicle mines that have characteristics of 
anti-personnel mines to be banned under the Ottawa Convention. (11 July 2005)   

- The German Government believes any mine that is fitted with a fuse that is designed to be also 
activated by a person should be considered an anti-personnel mine and therefore banned.  
However they do not consider anti-vehicle mines with anti-handling devises to anti-personnel 
mines as a result of being so equipped.10 

 
Landmine Monitor 2004 had noted that Australia, Austria, Brazil, Canada, Ireland, Italy, Kenya, 
Mexico, Mozambique, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Slovakia, South Africa and 
Switzerland believe that an anti-vehicle mine, regardless of design intent or label, with a fuse or 

                                                           
10 International Committee of the Red Cross, “Anti-vehicle” mines with sensitive fuses – Positions and relevant practice 
of State Parties on Article 2 of the Ottawa Convention, 17 June 2005, 8. 
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anti-handling device capable of being activated by the unintentional act of a person, meets the 
definition of an anti-personnel landmine and is prohibited by the Ottawa Convention. Landmine 
Monitor 2004 also noted that the above view was opposed by the Czech Republic, Denmark, 
France, Japan and the United Kingdom. 
 
4.6 Restrictions or ban on sensitive fuses on anti-vehicle mines 

The majority of responses received did not refer specifically to whether the government supports 
the establishment of restrictions or ban on sensitive fusing on anti-vehicle mines, and whether anti-
vehicle mines with sensitive fuses are in effect anti-personnel mines banned under the Ottawa 
Convention.  However, as discussed 4.5, a number of countries clarified whether they consider anti-
vehicle mines that can be activated by a person as effectively anti-personnel mines banned through 
the Ottawa Convention, of which sensitive fusing is one of the issues.   
- The Belize Government subscribes to the Mine Ban Treaty “and its principles against the use of 

mines or any other explosives which could indiscriminately harm persons.” (29 June 2005) 
- The Czech Government considers Article 2 does not ban “sensitive fuses that may be 

unintended effects”.11 
- While stating its belief that anti-vehicle mines with sensitive fuses are not banned under the 

Ottawa Convention, Sweden has stated “It is now prohibited to take the [Fordonsmina 13 and 
Fordonsmina 13R mines] out from the storage without removing the tripwires, furthermore, it is 
also prohibited to train soldiers using any kind of tripwires for these mines.”12 

- Hungary has not given a formal position on this issue, however has withdrawn 400,000 UKA.63 
anti-vehicle mines from their arsenal and decided to not export these mines which have a tilt-rod 
allowing them to function as an anti-personnel mine.13 

 
4.7 Ban or restrictions on anti-vehicle mines with anti-handling devices 

With regards to anti-vehicle mines equipped with anti-handling devices that are designed to explode 
when a person is attempting to disarm them, Brazil14, Canada, Italy, Jordan and New Zealand 
believe all anti-vehicle mines with anti-handling devices act like anti-personnel mines and therefore 
should be banned by the Ottawa Convention. 
- The letter from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Republic of Seychelles (11 June 2004) 

expressed “it is the view of the Government that Anti Vehicle mines with anti-handling devices 
pose the same, if not greater threat to human life as that posed by the proliferation of anti 
personnel mines.”  

- Zambia defines anti-personnel mines under their domestic legislation as including mines with 
“anti-handling devices which can be unintentionally activated by the presence, proximity or 
contact of a person”. 15 

- The Slovak Republic (17 June 2004) did not state support explicitly for a ban or restrictions 
being established on anti-vehicle mines with anti-handling devices, however they reported the 
implementation of “best practice” methods domestically that saw the banning of anti-handling 
device Ro-3 together with a mine. 

- Croatia is willing to discuss this issue further in the context of Article 2 of the Ottawa Treaty, 
and Portugal is “completely interested in banning this type of mine”.16 

- The Austrian17  and Swiss Governments view anti-vehicle mines with anti-handling devices are 
not anti-personnel mines and therefore not covered in the Ottawa Convention.  

                                                           
11 Ibid., 7. 
12 Ibid., 11. 
13 Ibid., 10. 
14 Ibid., 2. 
15 Ibid., 6. 
16 International Committee of the Red Cross, “Anti-vehicle” mines with sensitive fuses – Positions and relevant practice 
of State Parties on Article 2 of the Ottawa Convention, 17 June 2005, 5. 
17 Ibid., 2. 
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- France supports the treatment of anti-vehicle mines with anti-handling devices through CCW, 
although did not state whether they support any restrictions or bans on anti-vehicle mines with 
anti-handling devices. (1 July 2004) 

- The British High Commission to Australia holds that anti-handling devices are “a necessary 
way of protecting anti-vehicle mines.” 

 
The Minister for Foreign Affairs of Kenya, The Hon. Amb. Ali. C. Mwakere stated at the Nairobi 
Summit for a Mine-Free World on 29 November 2004, “We share the position held by a growing 
number of States, the ICRC and ICBL that an anti-vehicle mine, regardless of design, intent or 
label, with a fuse or anti-handling device capable of being activated by the un-intentional act of a 
person, squarely fits within the definition of an anti-personnel mine and is therefore prohibited by 
the treaty”.18 
 
4.8 Further clarification required 

- Hungary (21 September 2004) stated that the definitions in Article 2 of the Ottawa Convention 
are “very clear”, with no further clarification on the issues around anti-vehicle mines equipped 
with sensitive fuses or an anti-handling device. 

 
 
 
 

                                                           
18 Ibid., 3. 
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Appendix 1: Draft Optional Protocol to the Ottawa Convention 
 

Optional Protocol on Anti-Vehicle Mines to the Convention on the Prohibition of 
the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on 
their Destruction  
 
The States Parties: 
Determined to put an end to the suffering and casualties caused by anti-vehicle mines, that kill or 
maim hundreds of people every year, mostly innocent and defenceless civilians, obstruct economic 
development and reconstruction, inhibit the repatriation of refugees and internally displaced 
persons, and have other severe consequences for years after emplacement, 
 
Noting that, although anti-vehicle mines kill and maim fewer people each year than are killed and 
maimed by anti-personnel landmines, all the reasons for a ban on anti-personnel landmines apply to 
anti-vehicle mines, 
 
Believing it necessary to do their utmost to contribute in an efficient and coordinated manner to face 
the challenge of removing anti-vehicle mines placed throughout the world, and to assure their 
destruction, 
 
Recognising that a total ban of anti-vehicle mines would also be an important confidence-building 
measure, 
 
Emphasising the desirability of attracting the adherence of all States to this Optional Protocol, and 
determined to work strenuously towards the promotion of its universalisation in all relevant fora 
including, inter alia, the United Nations, the Conference on Disarmament, regional organisations, 
and groupings and review conferences of 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. 
 
Basing themselves on the principle of international humanitarian law that the right of the parties to 
an armed conflict to choose methods or means of warfare is not unlimited and on the principle that a 
distinction must be made between civilians and combatants, 
 
Have agreed that: 
Article 1 – General Obligations 

1. Each State Party will extend the provisions of the Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, 
Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and their Destruction relating to 
anti-personnel landmines to anti-vehicle mines. These provisions are contained in Articles 3 to 
10 of the Convention by substituting the words “anti-vehicle mine” for “anti-personnel mine”. 

2. Thus each State Party undertakes never under any circumstances: 
a. To use anti-vehicle mines; 
b. To develop, produce, otherwise acquire, stockpile, retain or transfer to anyone, directly or 

indirectly, anti-vehicle mines; 
c. To assist, encourage or induce, in any way, anyone to engage in any activity prohibited to a 

State Party under this Optional Protocol. 
3. Each State Party undertakes to destroy or ensure the destruction of all anti-vehicle mines in 

accordance with the provisions of this Optional Protocol. 
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Article 2 – Definitions 

1. “Anti-vehicle mine” means a mine designed to explode by the presence, proximity or contact of a 
vehicle.  
 
Article 3 – Meeting of the States Parties 

1. The States Parties will meet around the Meetings of the States Parties to the Convention to 
consider any matter with regard to application or implementation of this Optional Protocol, 
including: 
(d) The operation and status of this Optional Protocol; 
(e) Matters arising from the reports submitted under the provisions of this Optional Protocol; 
(f) International cooperation and assistance; 
(g) The development of technologies to clear anti-vehicle mines; 
(h) Submissions of States Parties; and 
(i) Decisions relating to submissions of States Parties. 

2. The First Meeting of the States Parties shall be convened by the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations at the time of the meeting of the States Parties to the Convention closest to the time 
after the entry into force of this Convention. Subsequent meetings shall be convened by the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations around the same time as meetings of the States Parties 
to the Convention. 

3. Under the conditions set out in Article 8 of the Convention as applied to this Optional Protocol, 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations shall convene a Special Meeting of the States 
Parties. 

4. States not parties to this Optional Protocol, as well as the United Nations, other relevant 
international organisations or institutions, regional organisations, the International Committee of 
the Red Cross and relevant non-governmental organisations may be invited to attend these 
meetings as observers in accordance with the agreed Rules of Procedure. 

 
Article 4 Review Conferences, Amendments, Costs 

Review, amendment and costs associated with this Optional Protocol will be the same as for the 
Convention, as outlined in Articles 12,13 and 14 of the Convention. 
 
Article 5 Ratification, acceptance, approval or accession 

1. This Optional Protocol is subject to ratification, acceptance or approval of the Signatories. 
2. It shall be open for accession by any State which has not signed the Optional Protocol. 
3. The instruments of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession shall be deposited with the 

Depositary. 
 
Article 6 Entry into Force 

1. The Optional Protocol shall enter into force on the first day of the sixth month after the month in 
which the 20th instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession has been deposited. 

2. For any State which deposits its instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession 
after the date of the deposit of the 20th instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or 
accession, this Optional Protocol shall enter into force on the first day of the sixth month after 
the date on which that State has deposited its instrument of ratification, acceptance, approval or 
accession. 

 
Article 7 Reservations 

The Articles of this Optional Protocol shall not be subject to reservations. 
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Article 8 Duration and Withdrawal 

1. The Convention shall be of unlimited duration. 
2. Each State Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have the right to withdraw from 

this Optional Protocol. It shall give notice of such withdrawal to all other States Parties, to the 
Depositary and to the United Nations Security Council. Such instrument of withdrawal shall 
include a full explanation of the reasons motivating this withdrawal. 

3. Such withdrawal shall only take effect six months after the receipt of the instrument of 
withdrawal by the Depositary. If however, on the expiry of that six-month period, the 
withdrawing State Party is engaged in an armed conflict, the withdrawal shall not take effect 
before the end of the armed conflict. 

4. The withdrawal of a State Party from this Optional Protocol shall not in any way affect the duty 
of States to continue fulfilling the obligations assumed under any relevant rules of international 
law. 

 
Article 9 Depositary 

The Secretary-General of the United Nations is hereby designated as the Depositary of this 
Convention. 
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Appendix 2: Sample of Letter sent to countries who have signed the Ottawa 
Convention 
 

The Uniting Church in Australia 
Justice and International Mission Unit 
Synod of Victoria and Tasmania    
 
130 Little Collins St Melbourne Victoria Australia 3000  Phone: 03 9251 5271  Fax: 03 9654 2136 

 
 

Your Excellency, 
 
Like many people worldwide, I know your Government is concerned about the humanitarian impact 
of anti-personnel landmines. Now many people are also concerned with the indiscriminate killing 
and maiming caused by anti-vehicle mines. 
 
Now, I write to you to urge your Government to support an international ban on anti-vehicle mines, 
like the ban that exists on anti-personnel mines.  
 
The Uniting Church in Australia believes that the reasons for supporting such a ban are that like 
anti-personnel landmines: 
• Anti-vehicle mines go on killing and maiming (mainly killing) long after conflicts have ended; 
• Anti-vehicle mines have an even greater effect in stopping or delaying the movement of 

essential goods and humanitarian aid in impoverished mine effected countries than anti-
personnel landmines. Anti-vehicle mines can create a many-fold increase in the cost of the 
shipment of essential goods and humanitarian aid if air-lifting becomes necessary. The number 
of people who die and suffer as a result of the impact of anti-vehicle mines on the transport of 
essential goods and humanitarian aid is likely to greatly outnumber the number of people killed 
and maimed directly by anti-vehicle mine instances; and 

• Anti-vehicle mines are indiscriminate, they fail to distinguish between civilians and military 
personnel.  

 
We note that your Government has commendably become a party to the Convention on the 
Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on their 
Destruction. 
 
Could you please inform us if your Government is willing to support: 
• A ban on all anti-vehicle mines detonated by the presence, proximity or contact with a vehicle; 

and/or 
• A ban on anti-vehicle mines with anti-handling devices, as these are designed to kill those 

attempting to defuse them, including humanitarian demining teams. 
 
We believe a possible practical way forward on developing a global ban on anti-vehicle mines is to 
introduce an Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, 
Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on their Destruction. The Optional Protocol 
would extend the Convention to anti-vehicle mines as well as anti-personnel mines.  
 
The Optional Protocol would only be binding on those states that become party to it and therefore 
would not involve modification of the Convention itself, something that would undoubtedly be 
resisted by at least some States Parties of the Convention. The use of an Optional Protocol to the 
Convention would avoid the creation of a completely separate Convention to cover anti-vehicle 
mines.  
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It is clear that only minor restrictions, at best, would ever be agreed to in any Protocol on anti-
vehicle mines developed within 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. This necessitates an alternate course of action for those States committed to 
eliminating the humanitarian impacts of anti-vehicle mines, as was the case with anti-personnel 
mines and that led to the development of the Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, 
Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on their Destruction.  
 
We have enclosed a draft of what an Optional Protocol to the Convention on the Prohibition of the 
Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on their Destruction that 
banned anti-vehicle mines might look like. Naturally, the final text would be a matter of negotiation 
between States themselves. 
 
Could you please clarify if your Government accepts that the Convention on the Prohibition of the 
Use, Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on their Destruction bans 
‘anti-vehicle mines’ that can be set off by contact with a person, due to sensitive fuses, tripwires or 
tilt rods. 
 
Please find enclosed in this letter a summary of a few of the recent incidents of civilians being 
killed or injured by the misuse of anti-vehicle mines. Examples of earlier incidents were provided 
by the German Initiative to Ban Landmines report “Why Antivehicle Mines should also be Banned” 
published in January 2000 and covering examples of incidents involving the misuse of anti-vehicle 
mines between 1982 and 1999. The report is available at the website 
http://www.landmine.de/fix/landmine.pdf. 
 
In our discussions with military representatives from a number of countries, they have failed to 
reveal examples of actual military utility of anti-vehicle mines. The only possible militarily 
‘successful’ uses of anti-vehicle mines post World War II that has been presented to us is claimed to 
be use by the South African army against Cuban forces in Angola and by Israeli forces against 
Syrian forces. In the recent examples of incidents attached, at least 73 civilians have been killed in 
Angola by anti-vehicle mines.  
 
We note that in the 1991 Gulf War, US forces dropped 89,667 anti-vehicle mines on Iraq and 
Kuwait. The US General Accounting Office found in their September 2002 report “Military 
Operations. Information on U.S. Use of Land Mines in the Persian Gulf War” that “neither DOD, 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, nor the U.S. Central Command provided us with any reports or other 
evidence clearly indicating that U.S. land mines used during the Gulf War had been the direct or 
indirect cause of enemy casualties, equipment losses, or maneuver limitations.” 
 
With an almost total lack of evidence of any military utility of anti-vehicle mines in the world since 
World War II compared to regular and on-going reports of anti-vehicle mines killing and injuring 
hundreds of civilians, a complete ban on anti-vehicle mines would seem to be an obvious and 
straight-forward position to adopt. 
 
We look forward to your reply on this matter. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Dr Mark Zirnsak 
Director 
Justice and International Mission Unit 
Phone: +61-3-9251 5265 
Fax: +61-3-9654 2136 
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Appendix 3: Sample list of anti-vehicle mine incidents involving civilians that 
was included with the letter in Appendix 2 
 
Examples of Incidents of Civilians being Killed and Wounded by the Misuse of Anti-Vehicle 
Mines between January 2001 and January 2003 
 

• Three Italian tourists killed when the jeep they were travelling in hit an anti-vehicle mine in 
Niger on 4 January 2003. 

• Four civilians killed and two seriously injured near the city of Malange in northern Angola by 
an anti-vehicle mine on 26 December 2002.  

• Six civilians killed and four injured in northern Angola when their vehicle hit an anti-vehicle 
mine on 24 December 2002. 

• An anti-vehicle mine blew up a bus carrying soldiers, police and civilians in Nepal on 8 
December 2002. The blast killed at least three civilians and two soldiers, with 5 of the 14 
wounded being civilians. 

• A pick-up truck carrying 14 members of the same family set off an anti-vehicle mine on a dirt 
road near the town of Shakhan in northwestern Pakistan killing four people and injuring the 
other ten on 7 December 2002. 

• A businessman and two employees killed when their Mercedes hit an anti-vehicle mine near the 
village of Zarya 28 miles east of Moscow on a highway regularly used by Russian air force staff 
on 2 December 2002. 

• Seven people killed and six wounded when a medical convoy of Medecins Sans Frontieres 
(MSF) hit an anti-vehicle mine on a road near the city of Mavinga in south-east Angola on 29 
November 2002. The wounded included an eight-month-old baby and two of the wounded had 
to have limbs amputated. As a result of the incident MSF stated that it would reduce its 
activities in the area. 

• Up to 35 civilians killed when their passenger bus hit an anti-vehicle mine 125 miles north of 
Hyderabad in southern India on 18 November 2002. 

• In September 2002, the World Food Programme stated that anti-vehicle mines had forced it to 
suspend the delivery of much needed food aid in the provinces of Malange, Huila and Cunene in 
Angola. 

• On 2 September 2001, 24 civilians were killed by an anti-vehicle mine near the village of 
Luarica in Angola. 

• Twelve civilians killed and seven injured by an anti-vehicle mine in northern Angola in 
September 2002. 

• On 9 May 2002, an Italian member of the NATO peacekeeping force in the Former Yugoslav 
Republic of Macedonia was killed and a German member wounded when a German KFOR 
vehicle carrying a mine clearance team hit an anti-vehicle mine near the northweatern village of 
Lesnica, close to the border with Kosovo.  

• On 7 May 2002, four people were killed and two injured when their horse stepped on an anti-
vehicle mine in the Ochamchura region of Abkhazia. 

• On 22 March 2002, an Eritrean driver for HALO Trust died after his vehicle ran over an anti-
vehicle mine on the Maikokah-Tokmbia road near Barentu. 

• In March 2002 a truck driver was killed in Uganda after his vehicle hit an anti-vehicle mine on 
the Gulu-Juba road.  

• In February 2002, two Eritrean deminers were killed by a TM57 anti-vehicle mine in the 
Shelalo region. 

• On 8 January 2002 an old man was killed after his horse carriage hit two anti-vehicle mines in 
Abkhazia. 

• In September 2001 ten civilians were killed and five injured in an anti-vehicle mine explosion in 
Al-Nadra, Ebb governorate, Yemen. 
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• On 5 August 2001 eight Indian soldiers and two civilians were killed when their truck ran over 
an anti-vehicle mine in Assam. 

• In the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia on 29 July 2001, one woman was killed and her 
family injured when their car detonated an anti-vehicle mine near Jazince village. 

• In the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia on 19 July 2001, an European Union 
Monitoring Mission vehicle was destroyed by an anti-vehicle mine on a track near Novo Selo: 
the three occupants (a Norwegian, a Slovak and an Albanian interpreter) were killed. 

• On 16 July 2001 a deminer and four mine detecting dogs were killed, and seven other deminers 
injured, when the Norwegian People’s Aid vehicle they were in hit an anti-vehicle mine in 
Manica province, Mozambique.  

• Twenty civilians killed and 17 wounded when their vehicle hit an anti-vehicle mine near 
Malange in northern Angola in June 2001. 

• In May 2001, 11 local officials were killed and 15 injured when the vehicle they were travelling 
in hit an anti-vehicle mine near Wau in Sudan. The officials were from Warap State on their 
way to visit a food security program. 

• In January 2001, two CIS peacekeepers were severely injured in an anti-vehicle mine incident in 
Abkhazia.  

 
Incidents represent at least 159 civilians, peace-keepers or deminers killed and 83 wounded by 
misuse of anti-vehicle mines.  
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Appendix 4: Governments that were written to in 2005 and their level of 
response 
 

Issues Responded To Country Department Responded Receipt letter 
with no 
further detail  

AVMs with 
Sensitive Fuses 

AVMs with 
AHD 

Ban on 
AVMs 

Embassy of the Republic 
of Albania 

Albania 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Embassy of the Algerian 
Democratic and Popular 
Republic 

Algeria 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Andorra Head of Government No     
Antigua and 
Barbuda 

Office of the Prime 
Minister 

No     

Embassy of the Argentine 
Republic 

Argentina 

Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, International 
Trade and Worship 

Yes     

Bahamas Minister of Foreign Affairs 
and The Public Service 

Yes  Yes Yes Yes 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

Bangladesh 

High Commission of the 
People's Republic of 
Bangladesh 

Yes Yes    

Barbados Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs and Foreign Trade 

No     

Belarus Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Belize Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

Yes  Yes   

Bolivia Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs and Worship 

Yes    Yes 

Embassy of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 

Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 

Yes Yes    

High Commission for the 
Republic of Botswana 

Botswana 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs and International 
Cooperation 

Yes Yes    

Embassy of the Federative 
Republic of Brazil 

Brazil 

Ministry of Foreign 
Relations 

Yes Yes    

High Commission of 
Brunei Darussalam 

Brunei 
Darussalam 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

Yes Yes    

Bulgaria Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     
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Issues Responded To Country Department Responded Receipt letter 

with no 
further detail  

AVMs with 
Sensitive Fuses 

AVMs with 
AHD 

Ban on 
AVMs 

Burkina Faso Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Burundi Office of the President No     
Cameroon Ministry of External 

Relations 
No     

Chad Office of the President No     
Embassy of the Republic 
of Chile 

Chile 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

Yes     

Embassy of the Republic 
of Colombia 

Colombia 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Cook Islands Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs and Immigration 

No     

Congo 
Brazzaville 

Office of the President No     

Democratic 
Republic of 
Congo 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Cote d’Ivoire Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Embassy of the Republic 
of Croatia 

Croatia 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

Yes     

Cyprus High Commission Cyprus 
Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

Yes    Yes 

Embassy of the Czech 
Republic 

Czech Republic 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

Yes  Yes Yes Yes 

Djibouti Embassy of the Republic 
of Djibouti 

Yes Yes    

Dominica Office of the Prime 
Minister 

No     

Dominican 
Republic 

Secretariat of External 
Relations 

No     

Embassy of the Republic 
of El Salvador 

El Salvador 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Equatorial 
Guinea 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs and International 
Cooperation 

No     

Estonia Estonian Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs 

No     

Gabon Office of the President No     
Gambia Office of the President No     
Grenada Office of the Prime 

Minister 
No     

Guatemala Permanent Mission of 
Guatemala, Geneva 

Yes   Yes Yes 
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Issues Responded To Country Department Responded Receipt letter 

with no 
further detail  

AVMs with 
Sensitive Fuses 

AVMs with 
AHD 

Ban on 
AVMs 

Embassy of the Republic 
of Guinea 

Guinea 

Office of the President 

No     

Guinea-Bissau Office of the President No     
Guyana Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs 
No     

Haiti Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs and Worship 

No     

Honduras Ministry for External 
Relations 

No     

Iceland Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs of Iceland 

No     

High Commission of the 
Republic of Kenya 

Kenya 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Kiribati Office of the President No     
High Commission of the 
Kingdom of Lesotho 

Lesotho 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

Yes Yes    

Liberia Chairman of the National 
Transitional Government 

No     

Liechtenstein Office of Prime Minister No     
Lithuania Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs 
No     

Luxembourg Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Macedonia Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Madagascar Office of Prime Minister No     
Maldives The President’s Office No     

High Commission for 
Malaysia 

Malaysia 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Malawi Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs and International 
Co-operation 

No     

Republic of 
Mali 

Embassy of the Republic 
of Mali 

No     

Marshall Islands Office of the President No     
High Commission for the 
Republic of Mauritius 

Mauritius 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, International 
Trade and Regional 
Cooperation 

Yes    Yes 

Embassy of Mexico Mexico 
Foreign Affairs Ministry 

Yes  Yes   

Republic of 
Moldova 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Monaco Office of Minister of State No     
Mozambique Ministry for Foreign 

Affairs and Cooperation 
No     

Namibia Office of the President No     
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Issues Responded To Country Department Responded Receipt letter 
with no 
further detail  

AVMs with 
Sensitive Fuses 

AVMs with 
AHD 

Ban on 
AVMs 

Nauru Office of the President No     
Nicaragua Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs 
No     

Niger Office of the President No     
Nigeria High Commission for the 

Federal Republic of 
Nigeria 

No     

Papua New 
Guinea 

Department of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Paraguay Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Embassy of the Republic 
of Peru 

No     Peru 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Embassy of Portugal Portugal 
Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Qatar Embassy of the State of 
Qatar 

No     

Rwanda Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

Yes    Yes 

Saint Kitts and 
Nevis 

Office of the Prime 
Minister 

No     

Saint Lucia Office of the Prime 
Minister 

Yes     

Saint Vincent 
and the 
Grenadines 

Office of the Prime 
Minister 

No     

Samoa High Commission for 
Samoa 

No     

San Marino Ministry of Foreign and 
Political Affairs 

No     

São Tomé e 
Principe 

Office of the President No     

Senegal Office of the President No     
Embassy of Serbia and 
Montenegro 

Serbia and 
Montenegro 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Sierra Leone Office of the President No     
Embassy of the Republic 
of Slovenia 

Slovenia 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

Yes     

Embassy of Spain Spain 
Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Suriname Office of the President No     
Swaziland Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs and Trade 
No     

Tajikistan Office of the President No     
Royal Thai Embassy No     Thailand 
Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Timor-Leste Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Togo Office of the President No     
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Issues Responded To Country Department Responded Receipt letter 
with no 
further detail  

AVMs with 
Sensitive Fuses 

AVMs with 
AHD 

Ban on 
AVMs 

Embassy of the Republic 
of Tunisia 

Tunisia 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Embassy of the Republic 
of Turkey 

Turkey 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Turkmenistan Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Venezuela Embassy of the Republic 
of Venezuela 

No     

High Commission of the 
Republic of Zambia 

Zambia 

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs 

No     

Zimbabwe Embassy of the Republic 
of Zimbabwe 

No     

 
Note: 
AVM – anti-vehicle mine 
AHD – anti-handling device 
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Appendix 5: Synod of Victoria and Tasmania, Uniting Church in Australia 
Resolution on Anti-Vehicle Mines, 2002 
 
Recalling Assembly Resolution 82.56 that affirmed the Uniting Church in Australia to be a 
peacemaking body supportive of work towards general and complete disarmament: 
 
(a)  To support international efforts to minimise explosive remnants of war, as an interim step 

towards general and complete disarmament; 
 
(b)  To call on the Australian Government to support a ban on the manufacture, stockpiling, 

transfer and use of anti-vehicle mines; 
 
(c)  To call on the Australian Government to support the development of a Protocol 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 to cover explosive 
remnants of war and containing the following elements:  

 
(i) That the parties to the conflict promptly clean up all unexploded ordnance, taking 

particular responsibility for those that they have generated; 
 
(ii)  Include in agreements to terminate hostilities, peace negotiations and other relevant 

military technical agreements provisions allocating responsibility, standards and 
procedures for signing off land as cleared of unexploded ordnance; 

 
(iii)  Parties to the conflict are to inform demining agencies of where strikes have been made 

and how to render safe or destroy their unexploded ordnance; 
 
(iv) Parties to the conflict are to provide appropriate information and warnings to civilians, 

both during and after the conflict about the dangers of unexploded ordnance;  
 
(v) A prohibition on the use of weapons with large amounts of submunitions in or near 

concentrations of civilians; and  
 

(vi) Where nations resort to the evil of explosive munitions, that all munitions have high 
quality fuses and detonation systems that ensure explosion on impact, self-destruct 
within seconds of impact or that render munitions safe if they fail to detonate. 

 
(d) To inform the Prime Minister, the Minister for Defence, the Minister for Foreign Affairs, the 
Leader of the Opposition, the Shadow Minister for Defence and the Shadow Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of this resolution. 
 


